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ARBETEACT

This thesis represents a research progaramme investigating
the development of possession in chiidren from eightesn months
to six vears, It iz intended to contribute to two areas of
research:. fthe acguisition of possessives, particuiarly
possessive pronouns, examined in the first three sections of
the Literature Feview: and the meaning of possession in early
childhood, presented in the last section of the Literature
Fevieuw,

Five experiments were undertaken im total, three focusing
on children’'s production and comprehension of possessives. The
results 1ndicate that children learn singular POSSESSIVES
before plurals, The ftirst possessives acquired, by eighteen
months, are those referring to the children themselves as
ocwrners, then those relating to the other person in the
commurication dyad, and later still the remaining singulars. Of
the plural possessives, those referring to owners outside the
communication dyad are acquired first, then those involiving the
other person in the dvad, and finally at about five vears,
thaose including the child himself as a joint owmer, The order
of acquisition is similar for all possessives, propernoun or
proncun, A model explaining this pattern 15 proposed,

The type of object possessed also appears to affect
children’ s performance, A fourth 2xperiment demonstrates that
children understand possession best whern it invelves intrinsic

inalienable objects rather than aliemable obijiects, whilst



reciprocal inalienable objects cause them most probiems. Other
factors regarding alienabie objects, specifically the
permarnency of the relationship and its duration, also affect
children's understanding,

Finally an interview study (experiment 3! suggests that
children’'s understanding of possession includes the right ot
access to obiects and the conmtrol over access by others. Age
differences in the children’'s conception of possession are
apparent but it is unclear whether these concern their

understanding of possession, their ability to define it or

their status as chiildren under their parent’'s authority.
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GENERAL  INTRODUCTION



Fossession and the acquisition of possessions seems to
characterise a very large part of human activity. Much of our
social behaviogur, sspecialiy in Western society, 15 geared to
acquiring property of all kKinds, and to Keeping it. Large
amounts of time and monevy are expended by manufacturers on
market research, advertising and display, with a view to
persuading the public to acquire goods, At the same time, the
vast body of legisliation that exists irm our society is largely
comprised of laws to determire who owns what, to define the
rights of owriers and to protect them from others who might
attempt to deprive them of their belongings,

Surprisingly, however, possession and possessive behaviour
has received very littie attention from psvchologists, There
has beern very little in the way of empirical work and aimost no
systematic theoretical study regarding the psychology of
DOSSESSiOh.QF its development in humans. Only a handful of
writers have attempted to look in any depth at possession,
notably EBeagiehole (1932) who focused his investigations for

the mostpart, an the way in which "primitive" societies

8]

Conceptual ised possession, and Furby (1876: 1978ay 1978b:

i

1978¢c: 1979y 1980), Furby’'s work comprises an extremely
detailed and systematic investigatior into the concept of
FOsSsession, across two spocieties and a large range of
agegroups. Unfortunately, however, even she did not examine the
mearning of possession for children under six years of age.
Indeed, the development of possession has received even less

attention and systematic study tham the full adult concept.

1



However, the possessive component of behaviour irn earivy
childhood is apparent in the studies of 2arly childhood social
interaction (Dawe, 1934; Eronson, 1975: Ross and Havy, 1977,
These studies suggested that the temporary use and centrol of
tovs in & social setting is important for vyoung children to the
rutent that confiicts and disputes can arise, But they also
indicated that there is perhaps more to possession for vourng
children of this age tham simply who gets to play with a
particular toy, since not all the incidences of possessive
behaviour recorded were associated with disputes over usage of
arn obiject.

Urnfortunately, there appears to he very little research
into the possessive behaviour of voung children focusing on
social behaviour other than disputes, aggression or conflicts,
Indeed it is difficult to see what other Kinds of social
behaviour at this agelevel might inform us about the
development of possession., One possibility may of course be
that of language, PFesearch has shown that children use and
understand possessives very early in the course of languaqe
development (Brown, 1373 Goodenough, 1338 Huxley, 1370
Kerran, 1969: Nelsor, 1973: Leéveill& and Suppes, 1976) which
suggests that much might be iearned about the early development
of possession from children’'s first usage of possessives,

Nevertheless, the ohservatiorn of children’'s understanding
and use of possessives is a fairly indirect means of
investigating the development of possession per se, Probably

the most direct and systematic method for studying possession



is that used by Furby (13976} in her interview investigation, Of
course this method canncot be used with infants or prelingual
children but it could be empioved with children aged under six
vears old {(the voungest agegroup used by Furbyvl.

This thesis sets out to employ bhoth of these suggested
lines of research, It first focuses on childrern’'s usage and
understanding of possessives (paying particular attention to
pessessive pronouns) attempting to learn more about the eariy
development of possession from the results, Secondly, the
thesis contains an interview study similar to that empioved by
Furby but focusing on children under six years of age.

To begin, however, the literature review attempts to
provide a hase of knowledge for the reader by outlining the
Fesearch on the acquisition of personal and possessive
Rpronouns: by describing and evaluating one or two of the
theories of language acquisition (particularly componential
Analyses) most relevant to the acquisition of possessive
Proriouns: and by outlining much of the current research and

Knowledge about possession and its development.
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PERESONAL AND POSZESZIVE FPRONDUNEZ

IMTRODUCTION

“erhaps hecause larnguage itseld has a sccial fumcsior ts
rezources for referrirng to pecple areg rich and aried, Fa)
usaful way of amalvsing the different reference terms, might
he to look at their relative gensrsiity. Probably the most
specific way of referrimg to 3 persorm, would be to use a
proper rame f{eg Prircessz Diarma, Mickey Mouse, Foger EBrowrn:. In
the majority of instarnces the use ot a oroogEr name leaves
ltittle doubt as toc the identity of the referent. Other terms
such as gereric words, are less specific and temd tao iabe!
Clasges of individuals (eg woman, marn, child, psvcheotloaist,
Father, friemd etc). These terms can result in ambiguity and
doubt if used to retfer to specific individuzls, urless there
are added comtextual zlues available teg the gir! over there!,

Unforturately the

analysis because some

aE gernerically,

¥ir

“father" for eguvample

o
-

i

peaker owrn father,

]

children, Mare probl

pronouns, are
particular but

gy persorn. For

someore eise begins to speak,

inztead, Irn other

whoever is speakirng =

a way, hoth

specific

both specific

gxample the prornoun

particular peErson,

words,

= cuities with this

nwsed spect

terms fall into this class. The term

CEm orerar the

it

to a8 particular man:

a of mer who have

ot

or i cari denote class

gms arise when ore considers personatl

irn their reference at @

gerneral! in that they can be applied to

nye

refers specifical iy

wiho happens to be speaking, Eut iF

10

the pronourn "1" refers to them

the reference shifts sccording to

t a particuiar time. So pronouns are, in
and aerneral in refegrence., Thisz fact is
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hardly surprising when one considers that pronouns can stand
in for all nouns, both proper nouns and gensric nouns.  In
addition, there are only a small number of personal pronouns
which together must be able to replace any of the hundreds of
thousands of nouns,

This chapter focuses on personal pronouns, and their
associated possessive pronouns. Before trying to examine how
children acquire possesasive and personal pronouns, it is
necessary to look first, at their function in language, and
their definition: what they ares, and what they do. It wil]
become clear, that pronouns have five main attributes, which
will be discussed here, paying special attention to the
implications sach has for pronoun acquisition. Finally a
little time is taken at the end of the chapter, to look at
some of the theories and models that might sxplain pronoun
acquisition, To begin with however, the nature of pronouns

and their function in language is discussed.

THE FUNCTION AND DEFINITION OF FPRONOUNS

Halliday and Hasan in 1976, saw pronouns as playing a
major part in facilitating the cohesion of English text. For
Halliday and Hasan, cohesion is where some element’s inter-
pPraetation is dependent upon another &lemsnt, In the case of
"Wash and core six apples, Fut them in a dish” the pronoun
“them" forms a tie between the first sentence and the second,
and the interpretation of "them" is entirely dependent on the
Previous reference to "six apples”,

Halliday and Hasan divided cohesive referance into two

types: exophoric and endophoric, FPronouns having exophoric

5



reference, do not substitute for elements contained in the
text of a conversation, but for slemsnts to do with the
situation of the conversation (2g "It must have cost a
fortunz" which refers to somsthing that both the spsaker and
listenar are aware of, but which has not been namec),
Endophoric reference, on the other hand, does refer to some-
thing named in the text, There are two typest anaphoric,
which refers backwards to an element previously named (sq Whan
John came out, the girl saw him); and cataphoric reference,
which refers forwards to an element about to be named (eqg As
she walked in, the girl tripped). Pronouns as alresady shown
can be used for all three types of refsrence. A great deal of
work has been carried out to examine performance with
endophoric refersence, particularly anaphoric refersnce, Garrod
and Sandford (1977) looked at adults’ performance with
anaphoric reference, although not with pronominal references
Garvey, Caramazza and Yates (19743 1977), Ehrlich (1978) and
Hirst and Brill (1980) are among those investigators looking
at adult’s performance with anaphoric pronouns.

In terms of children’s performance with anaphoric pronouns
there have, again been many studies looking at the various
Strategies used by children to assign pronoun antecedents
(ChomsKy, 19693 Caramazza & Gupta, 19793 Grober, Beardsley &
Caramazza, 19783 Kail, 19763 Kail and Léveillé, 1977 %
Karmilof f-Smith, 19813 Maratsos, 19733 Farioli, 19793
Chipman, 19743 Sheldon, 19743 Ferreiro, Othenin-Girard,
Chipman & Sinclair, 19763 Wykes, 1981), The various
Strategiss suggested by the investigators includet
a) parallal function (eqg Grober =t al, 19785 Sheldon, 19743

b
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based on the five attributes, in order to select the pPronouns
most appropriate to his nesds.  For sxample, the decision set

to select the pronoun "we" might involves

(a) Is the pronoun to represent a person?

(h) Is the pronoun to repressnt the speaker?

(c) Is tha pronoun to represent more than one speaker?

(cl) Is the pronoun to represent the subject of the sentence?
For "we" to be selected, all four decisions should he

answered in the affirmative, Decision (a) is intended to
determine the use of a personal pronoun; (b)) will result in
a first person pronouns (¢) gpecifies a plural first person
pronounsy and (d) ensurss that ths pronoun is in the
nominative case, For the pronoun “we" both the attributes of

gendar and status are irrs)svant.

CASE

Of the five attributes involved in the selection of
Pronouns, the most purely syntactic, is that of case. In many
languages, nouns and adjectives, as well as pronouns, carry
inflections to indicate the syntactic functions that these
words serve., In English, however, such inflections are not so
Obvious: Generally, nouns and adjectives in English carry no
inflections to denote the differences betwsen nominative and
actcusative case, Instead, the function of the nouns and
adjectives is denoted by word order within the sentence, and
by the context of the communication. Only the genitive
inflection is retained in English, marked by the inflection
"=‘s", Personal pronouns, however, as sesn in (Table 1)
retain the case marking for nominative, accusative and

10



genitive cases, In general terms, the nominative case is used
when the pronoun stands in for the subject of the sentence,
the accusative, when it represents the object of the sentence
and the genitive to indicate a possesive relation., Other
cases, such as the dative, and the locative are not
specifically marked in personal pronouns, often tending to
take the same form as the accusative.

For the child learning about case, there are a numbser of
difficulties, not the least of which is its superficial nature
in relation to semantics. Miller and Johnson-Laird use
pronouns to illustrate this point. They argue that, for
example, "he saw her" uses the nominative "he" to denote the
agent in the sentence, and the accusative "her" denotes the
pPatient, In the passive, howsver, “"she was seen by him", the
word order of the agent and patient is inverted, but also the
agent is now denoted by the accusative, and the patient, by
the nominative, Thus case inflections only denote the super-
ficial syntactic relations of nouns to verbs, not the deeper
semantic relations, Only the genitive case sesms t0 have a
deeper semantic interpretation in Englishy that of a
Possessive relation, The nominative and accusative cases
appear to be simply variants of the same concept, contrasted
nly superficially by syntax and specified by the structure of
the sentence.

Several investigators have examined young children’s usaqge
and understanding of the personal pronouns in terms of their
Case digtinctions, Brown (1973) studied the speech protocols
0f three children and found that al)l of them sometimes used
the accusative case in place of the nominative Case Pronouns,

11



He attempted to show that this type of error was only made
when the subject of the sentence belonged to particular
semantic cases, but his hypothesis was not confirmed,

Bellugi (1968) proposed a series of stages in the develop-
ment of appropriate case marking in personal pronouns. Her
general idea was that of "incresasing conditions on the
applicability of rules", But, she also introduced more
specific rules to account for children’s tendency to use
accusative pronouns in the subject position (&g "me want it"),
One of these rules was that the pronoun is produced as a
nominative if it occurs first in the sentence. Unfortunately,
whilst this rule appeared adequate to describe the speech of
one of her subjects, it did not seem so for the other., Menyuk
(1969) and Gruber (1967) both found evidence in their
subjects, for the use of accusative pronouns as subjects in
Simple sentences. Gruber suggested that in simple sentences,
at least, it is possible that the pronouns are not meant as
Subjects in "subject - verb" sentences, Instead, he argued,
they should be interpreted as topics in “topic - comment"
constructions. However, even for Gruber’s subject, this
#xplanation does not account for all his pronoun substitution,
Since he occasionally used accusative pronouns in contexts
where they were unquestionably sentence subjects,

Huxley (1970) has also shown that children tend to
sSubstitute the accusative form of pronouns for the nominative.
In fact, one of her subjects turned to the use of the
accusative forms in this manner even after a period of using
the correct nominative forms. Hatch in 1969 provided
@vidence, from an experimental investigation, to corroborate

12
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the findings of the previous spontaneous production studies.
She found that, in a sentence imitation task, children tended
10 alter incorrect pronouns when they were nominatives used as
objects., Rut, they were less likely to alter the pronouns
when they took the form of accusatives used as subjects,
Indeed, she found that a few of her younger subj=scts actually
al tered some correct nominatives to incorrect accusatives,
when the pronouns represented the subgject.,

Tanz, in 1974 attemptaed to explain this tendency to use
accusative pronouns to represent subgjects. In doing so, she
drew on the work of Slobin (1973) and his analysis of the
child’s cognitive strategises for language learning. One of
these strategies is the avoidance of exceptions, for the
purposes of organising and storing linguistic rules. In
English, the accusative form of pronouns occurs with graater
frequency than the nominative including instances where the
pPronoun is used to denote the indirect ohgect, the object of a
Preposition, and when it is used for emphasis or in isolation
(eq respectively: I gave HIM the bally He called for HERj
HIM, he was shoutingy Who was it? ME), 8o, in Tanz’s view,
the child works on the assumption that the accusative form of
the pronoun is the basic form, whilst other forms ars
exceptions. Hence, when the child begins to use the avoidance
Of exceptions strategy, it is the accusative form that is
Preserved, and substituted for other forms.

A second of Slohin’s principles is that the child pays
attention to the ends of words, Tanz extrapolated this
Process and extended it to apply to larger units, Since the
Pronouns in the accusative case tend to be located at the end
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of sentences, she suggested that the child is more likely to
choose the accusative form as basic since it is peErceptual ly
more salient, She further suggested that the pronoun “you®
which doess not incorporate case distinctions (at least hetwesn
the nominative and accusative forms) is actually derived from
the Old English accusative plural forms "eow”. The 0id
English nominative form "g2" has been lost in contemporary
SpPeech,

Unfortunately, Tanz’s explanations dealt only with the
relative usage by children, of the nominative and accusative
forms of pronouns. Certainly, most investigators have found
that the accusative forms of pronouns tend to occur =ar)isr
and are used with greater frequency (Cruttenden, 19773 Brown,
19733 Bellugi, 19683 Menyuk, 19693 Gruber, 19673 Huxley,
1970). However, there are exceptions to this tendency, as
Noted by Cruttenden, in reference to Bloom’s (1970) findings
concerning the first person singular pronouns, used in the
subject position. Often children used the genitive forms "my"
or "mine" rather than "I" or "me", In addition, Wells (1979)
On examining the order of emergence for the personal pronouns,
found that the nominative forms for all the pronouns occurrecd
before their respective accusative forms.

As for the genitive forms (the possessive pronouns),
Halliday and Hasan (1976) suggested that whilst the same
Problems for determining the reference of the pronoun exist
for the genitive case as for the other two cases, the
POssessive pronouns present double the difficulty. Not only
do they require that the possessor referent be identified, but
also the referent of the object possessed, In a sentence such
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as "His is nice” the reader must determine, first who "his"
refers to (ie "Who is he?") but then must also discover what
"his" refers to (ie "His what?"), Fossessive determiners,
howsver (my, your, his, her, its, our, your, thzir) do not
Pose this problem. In essence, they present the same
difficulty, and no more, than personal pronouns. Howaver,
Possessive determiners are often referred to as "possessive
pronouns”s indeed, much of the literatures referred to in this
thesis labels them as such., For the purposes of clarity,
therefore, when the term "possessive pronouns” arises in the
text, some indication will bhe given as to the nature of the
items referred to.

Various investigators have examined the emergence of the
genitive or possessive pronouns. Kernan (1969) noted that, in
Samoan, the pronouns equivalent to "my" or "mine”, and "your"
were being produced in his subject at about 25 months. Nelson
(1973) found that "mine" was produced sarlier than this, in
her subjects, by about 18 months. (Al though this was s0 only
for a few of her gample, Other children did not producs any
gnitive pronouns at all, even at 30 months). Léveille and
Suppes (1976) described one French child, Phillipe, who
Produced all the singular genitive pronouns, at 14 months,
This latter finding is somewhat startling, and bears little
"elation to the remainder of the evidence, however. Indesd,
Rodgon and Rashman (19764) indicated that only two out of
twentyfour children in their sample produced any genitive
Pronouns at all, before age 32 months, So, whilst there is a
Certain amount of disagreement between the different
investiqators, one can suggest that, on average, the genitive
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pronoun forms begin to be produced (starting with the 1st
person singular) at about 18 - 25 months. The evidence from
studies focusing on other cases suggests that the genitive is
acquired at about the same time as the accusative form
(Huxley, 19703 Goodenough, 1938) and most investigators would
agres that the accusative form is acquired =arlier than the
nominative (Cruttenden, 19773 Brown, 19733 Bellugi, 19683

Menyuk, 19693)

STATUS

In terms of the remaining four semantic attributes, that
of status, is the lesast appropriate to English pronouns.
However, it is stil)l worth examining, if briefly, since status
considerations do stil)l affect other areas of the English
language, Brown and Ford (1961) looked at the relative use of
titles and first names, and forms of greetings in Americans,
They were ahle to identify five levels of intimacy betwsen
Speakers: (a) the use of titles alone betwsen strangersy (b)
the use of titles with last names between newly introduced
adultsy  (c) the use of the last names alone betwssn men in
the forces, or between antagonistss (d) the use of firgt
Names alone betwsen friendsy and (&) the use of "pat names"”
OF nicknames bhetween intimate friends.

James in 1967 found that children of between 436 and 5
years are aware of status considerations. In her study
Children adjusted the "politeness” of their directives, in
Commands, according to their listener’s age and status,
Commands given to children of the same age as the subject were
less polite than those given to adults, but more polite than
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those givern to younger chiidren, Thus the politersss
adiustment was rot simply on the bhasis of adult - child
Status, but age status relative to the speaker, These results

are in agreement with other studies where status and age

speech

4 |
b 2

considerations have affected children’'s style
{Bates, 1974: Ervin-Tripp, 1%77: Emmerich, 195%: Sachs ard
Devin, 1978,

In many other languages, personal pronouns have retairned
the status zattribute. In 1960, Erown and Giiman examired the
Status distinction inm pronouns from a number of languages, (im
French the distinction of "tu-vous": in German "du-Sie": in
Spanish, "tu-Usted", and in Italian, "tu-Lei"}s They
discovered two dimensions of social organisation underiying
the choice of which 2nd person pronoun to use, The first was
that of status differences betweer the speakers, which can
result in nonreciprocal address (2g the "bhoss" who 15 referred
to as "vous" whilst he refers to his employeeg as "tu'i. On

the other hand, the secornd dimension, social splidarity cam

" "

result in reciprocal address (the reciprocal usage of tu
hetweern good friends!. Theze two dimensions, according tao
Brown and Ciliman, carn sometimes conflict, A teacher, for
gxample may wish to be addressed as "vous' to maimtain his
Status, whiist at the same time, he may also wish to express
Solidarity, implying the use of “"tu", Brown and Giiman
Suggest that solidarity has largely worn out over status, and

"

the reciprocal “tu" form seems to be gaiming over the “"vous”

form,
Both status and solidarity are concerned with relations
betweer people. They are rot properties of the individuals
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themselves. Eefore a spezker can use = Znd persor P OriouLr

then, he must first consider the social relation hetuean

himself and his jistener, For the child atrtemprting to mas

the pronoun system, this would appesr ta be a further
complication.

Irn 1969, Sh

7]
o

opley and Shipley examined Buaker childrern

" &

brought up to use the "Plairn Speech”, and their usage of
“thee", They found that the majority of childrem did not
“thee" at a!l but those who did, orily uged when the

appropriate social relations between themse?ves.ahd their

listeriers, existed. In other words, "thee” was only used

the children had examired their own and their listener’'s

1

ter

[BR-3 4

whier

relative status and solidarity. Unforturately, Shipley and

Shipley did not report the ages of the children concerned.

They did, however, make the point that the usage of “thee"

tended to increase with age, Whilst they suggested that this

increase might be to do with the relative changes of status

and soiidarity as the children grew up, it is possible that

the childrer’s ability to distinguish social relations simply

improves with age.,

GENDER

A more obvious (usually) distinction in English that

childrern must make before using some personal pronouns, is

concerrned with the gender of the referent, In English the

three gerder categories: masculine, feminine and neuter, are

Semantic distinctions, largely determined by the sex of the

Person reterred to, (or, in the case of neuter pronouns,

whethar or not the pronoun reters to a human beingl.  There
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are axceptions to this determination, howsver, For instance,
some inanimate objects can be referred to as “she" (&g cars,
ships)s children especially babies are occasionally referred
to as "it"3 and "he" is often used generically in spite of
protests by the women’s movement.

Nevertheless, in English, the gender distinctions tend to
he based in semantics rather than syntax., This is not always
the case in other languages. Some )anguages for example,
French and Spanish, divide all objects, human and nonhuman,
into either masculine or feminine gendser categories.  Other
languages, such as German, also have a third category of
Neuter, which does not necessarily apply to every nonhuman, or
2ven inanimate object, Investigators into the use of English
pronouns, have necessarily focused upon the “"natural” or
semantic gender distinctions., This relates to specific and
unchanging characteristics in the person, or object referred
to.

Wehster and Ingram (1972) looked at the comprebhension of
animate, singular, 3rd person pronouns (where the gender
distinction is found)., Children aged betwsen 3 and 436 werse
Fequired to respond to both the nominative and the accusative
forms of these pronouns,. From their results, it would appsar
that even the youngest children wsre accurate in their
Performance to at least an 80% level of correct responding,
and the children became more accurate with age.

Scholes in 1981 completed a similar experiment with
Children aged between three and seven years of age. He
focused on the same syntactic cases, and the sam2 two
Pronouns, but added the 3rd psrson plural, to compare the
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effects of case, and number, to that of gender. Haz found
that, overall, the youngest children were only 60% accurate,
but that this percentage rose with age, He attributed the
lower performance level, when compared to Webster and Ingram’s
data, to the inclusion of the plural pronoun and the extra
difficulty involved in his oun study. When comparing the
effects of gender, case and number on performance, Scholes
concluded that comprehension of the gender distinction
Preceded that of number and cass aspects. Howsver, his
conciusion is somewhat confusing since, from his data, it
would appear that children mastered the case distinction
first, hy age 4 yzarsy the gender distinction a litte later,
by age 5 yearsy and the number distinction last of all, hy
age & years, Certainly, in terms of spontansous production,
the third person pronouns "he" and "she" do not seem to emerge
significantly, much before 2 yEars 9 months except in rare
instances (Wells, 19793 Huxley, 1970),

It is interesting to note, however, that some
investiqators have found that "he" occurs, in development,
before "she", (Wells, 19793 Deutsch & Pechmann, 1978).

By contrast, the pronoun "it" has been recorded in the
Spontaneous speech of children aged 2 years 4 months (Huxley,
1970) and even in children younger than 2 ysars. (Wee) 185,
19795  Menyuk, 19693 Ingram, 1981), Many investigators
Concluded that it is usually the first of the personal
Pronouns to be established,. Chipman and de Dardel (1974) made
a particular study of the comprehension and production of "it"
in children aged between 3 years 3 months and 7 years, They
Were especially interested in the no?ion that "it" can
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represent both count nouns (with a clear, and separate
ldentity eg car, doll etc) and collective nouns (which are
continuous quantities eg milk, clay =tc). They investigated
children’s understanding of "it" representing both typss of
noun. At age 3-4 years, the children sesmed to understand
"it" as "a piece” when it denoted a collective noun (although
4% a count noun it was correctly understood). Betwsen ages 4
years and é years, the children seem, no longer to understand
"it" as “"one pisce” but appeared to be in an intermediate
Stage before full adult understanding. For some collective
nouns, they responded correctly;y for others they were in
error. By age & years, howsver, they seemed to fully
Comprehend hoth types of representation. So, it wouwld appsar
that, al though produced in soms contexts, very arly in
‘a“Qane development, a full understanding of "it" does not
OCcur until much later on.

In other languages, whsre syntactic gendser is a featurs,
i”VEStiqators have: largely been concerned with comparing
Children’s performance with "natural” gender and syntactic
gender, Bohme and Levelt (1979) focused on the German
POssessive pronouns. They expected to find in accordance with
Macwhinney (1977) that the children’s understanding of natural
gender would preceds that of syntactic gender. However, on
the contrary, the children performed better with the syntactic
fender than the natural gender. These results are in
agresment with data from other studies in French (Karmiloff-
Smith, 19763 1978), and in Russian (FPopova, 1973). BRut, Eohme
and Levelt did find that their subjects’ ability to explain
the usage of "her", "his" and "its" was better in relation to
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natural gender, than in relation to syntactic gender. It is
nNot clear, however, whether this metalinguistic ability is an
inherent part of the actual acqguisition of language, or
whether it is an acquired skill in itself,

S0, it would seem that children begin to make gender
distinctions at about 2 ygars 9 months, The pronoun "it"
appears to occur very early in pronoun acquisition with many
instances of usage by children under two years (Wells, 19793
Menyuk, 19693 Ingram, 1981)., Howsver, at this age the
children may not understand all the various meanings of the
Pronoun “it", “He" and “she" both seem to occur later in the
acquisition process, usually with "he" appearing first (Wells,
19793 Huxley, 1970) and, somswhat surprisingly, children can
make syntactic gender distinctions as early in their pronoun

learning, as they make natuwral gender distinctions.

NUMBER AND PERSON

The final two attributes, number and person, will be dealt
With together, since, to a large extent, they are |inked,
Despite the fact that there are thres persons (lst, Znd and
3rd) for both singular and plural sets, the singular persons
bear little relation, except nominally, to the plural ones.
One would expect that, for example, the 1lst person plural,
would be simply "more than one" of the lst person singular,
Clear)y this cannot he the case., Whilst the first person
Sinqular, normal ly refers to the speaker, in the communication
("I"), the first person plural does not usually refer to two
Speakers, Instead it refers to the speaker, and one or more

Other persons. Thess other persons could be the parson
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listening to the conversation or another individual (or both),
In the first instance, then the first psrson plural ("we") is
#guivalent to the first person singular and the 2nd person
Singular ("I" and "you"): in the second case, it is

#quivalent to the 1st and the 3rd person singular ("I and
"he"/"she"): and in the last example it is equivalent to all
three singular persons., S0, for the purposes of this review,
the attributes of number and person will be dealt with
together, as the order of acquisition of the various pronouns
is discussed,

In 1977, Cruttenden attempted to outline the general
findinqs from all the empirical ressarch that had been carried
Out, concerning the acquisition of pronouns. He arrived at a
Number of “tendencies" from which one can begin to forumulate
an approximate order of development., He first of all, put
forward evidence suggesting that the 3rd person singular
(inanimate) "it" is the first to be acquired, His ouwn
Fesearch and that of Bowsrman (1973) and Menyuk (196%9)
indicated that children can produce "it" as the obgject of a
verhb, hefore they produce any other pronoun. Huxley (1970)
also indicated that "it" occurs early on in developmant but,
1t is not clear from her data whether or not "it" precedes
"me” and "you" (lst and second person singular pronouns) of
acquisition,

Most other studies have omitted the pronoun “"it" from
thair research (Deutsch & Fechmarm, 19783 Baron and Kaiser,
19753 Sharpless, 1974), Even Scholes (1981) and Chipman & de
Darde) (1974) both of whom undertook a developmental study of
i alone, provide little evidence to locate its position in
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the order of acquisition, In bhoth cases their youngest
children were over 3 years of ags, and presumably abls to use
Other pronouns as well as "it"., However, Wells, in a personal
Communication to the author, in 1979, placed "it" as the
second pronoun to emerge in freguency counts of spontansous
Production, "It" was preceded only by the pronoun "I",

For Cruttenden, the pronoun "I" (or any pronoun referring
10 the 1st person singular) is the sscond pronoun to occur
Productively., Cruttenden himss1f, and Eloom (1970) have both
Provided evidence to this effect, Other studies, not
including the pronoun "it" as a part of their design, have
indicated that the 1st person singular is the first (or one of
the first), to be acquired. (Deutsch and Pechmann, 19783
Huxley, 12705 Sharpless, 19743 Wells, 19793 Burroughs, 19573
Léveillé & Suppes, 19763 Young, 1942b; Goodenough, 1938).
The only study not in agreement with these findings is that of
Baron & Kaiser (1975), Here the 3rd person singular pronouns
(“he’ and ‘she’) elicited fewer errors than either of the 1st
or 2nd person singular., However, for reasons to do with the
design of the experiment (which will he discussed later) this
T&sult can be swen an anomolous.

A third "tendency" observed by Cruttenden is that the 2nd
Person pronouns, both singular and plural, occur later than
the first or 3rd person pronouns. As alresady noted, most of
the research would indicate that the lst person singular
OCcurs before the 2nd person pronouns. But the evidence
apperars to be divided as to the order of acquisition for the
Feémaining singular pronouns, Again Cruttenden quoted his own
findinqs to support the notion that "you" appears later than
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"he"/"hin" or "she"/"her". He refered to the work of Sully
(1903) to add further weight to the argument.  Baron and
Kaiser (197%) and Burroughs (1957) would also support this
findinq. Most other studies, however (Deutsch and Fechmann,
19785 Huxley, 19703 Sharpless, 19743 Wells, 19793 Young,
1942h3) have provided evidence to show that "you" in its
singular form appears to be acquired =ither at the same time
as, or shortly after the lst person singular. Both are
acquired before the 3rd psrson singular,

Concerning the 2nd person plural (“"you"/"youwr"), again
Cruttenden refered to his own findings, and to the work of
Sully (1903), Huxley (1970) would also agres with the idea
that the 2nd person plural occurs later than the 3rd person
Plural, Indeed, she found hardly any instances at all where
her subjects spontansously produced the 2nd person plural, Few
Other studies looking at the comprehension of pronouns include
the 2nd person plural in their design,  Other spontaneous
Production studies do not attempt to distinguish betwesn the
singular and plural forms (Wells, 19793 Young, 1942hb).,
However the study by Deutsch and Pechmann (1978) did
distinquish, and found that the children performed better with
“your” (plural) than with "their",

Finally, Cruttenden quoted evidence from his own work, to

show that singulars usually occur 2arlisr than their

Corresponding plurals, Thus, "I" should occur hefors “we",
and "his" or "her" bhefore "they". Surprisingly, few studies
Can provide empirical evidence to support this notion

fNMtirely, One of these by Baron and Kaiser (1975) found that
their children performed batter with all singulars, than any
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of the plurals, Another by Deutsch and Fechmarnm (1978) found
that for all the three grammatical persons children performed
better with the singular form than the plural. (Some plurals,
g "our" did elicit better performances than other singulars
29 "him"), Other studies however (Huxley, 19703 Wells, 1979
Goodenouqh, 1938) have found that soms plurals are acquired
before their corresponding singulars, The most frequent
#Xample being the sarly appearance of the 3rd psrson plural
Compared to its singular counterparts.

Regarding the location of the lst person in the
acquisition sequence for the plural pronouns, Cruttenden mads
NO comment, From his data, howsver, it appears that "we"
Occurred after "they" but before "you". Huxley’s findings
(1970) were identical to those of Cruttenden, and children in
Baron and Kaiser’s (1975) study made more arrors with "we"
than with "they", (Baron and Kaiser did not include "you"
Plural in their design), On the other hand, Deutsch and
Pechmann (1978) found that their children performed best with
"our” and worst with “their", whilst "your" (plural) elicited
Performances somewhere betwsen the two., Wells (1979) also
found that "we" precedaed “thaey", but again did not compars
#ither pronoun with "you" plural,

Overall, then, there still seems to be some debate as to
the actual order of acquisition of the pronouns. Neverthezless
a variety of studies have been carried out to try to predict
and explain the order of development and these will he
discussed 1ater on.

Generally, it would seem as if the accusative case in
Pronouns is acquired before the nominative case, with the
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9enitive case probably occuring with the former, Status
tonsiderations, in languages where they apply, are used by
children in accordance with the appropriate social relations,
but there is no indication from the literature as to when they
begin to 1earn to distinguish the two forms.

Children of 3 years old, and possibly even youngsr, ars
able to distinguish both natural and syntactic gsndsr
Categories, and to use the correct pronominal forms. But, in
terms of order of acquisition, there is evidence 10 suggest
that "it" ig acquired first (even if only applied in limited
Contexts) then "he" and finally “"she"., As for person, and
Number distinctions, it seems relatively clear that singular
Pronouns are acquired bhefore plural ones. Howsver the order
of acquisition of the three persons may be different for the
singular pronouns, as comparsed to the plurals., For the
Si“QUIars, there is evidence to suggest that “"it" and ‘I’ may
Precede the other pronouns, but there is disagreement as to
which is first, The relative order of the remaining singulars
is unciear, For the plurals, it would appesar that “"they"
might be the first pronoun acquired, but there is confusion

about the remaining "we" and "you',

PRONOUN USAGE

Perhaps part of the difficulty in ascribing even general
tendencies to pronoun acquisition, might be dus to individua)
differences in language development. Certainly this would
account for the seemingly irreconcilahle differences in the
order of acquisition discovered by different investigators.
NEISon, in her work (Nelson, 19733 19753 19763 19793 1981)
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Concluded that different criidren acguire isnguage in

-

different ways. She parzicutariy noted two basic patterns of

dEvelopment: refeErential and Bupressive, Faor referentia

chitdrer, their vocabularies comprise large numbers of obje

i
i
ot

NEMES with some verbs and zdjectives., Mast chiidren,
according to Nelson, fall imte this category. For = large
mirority, however |(the expressive children) their vocabularies
a8re more diverse, with a large number of social routines or
formuiae {eg "stop itt" or "I wamt 1t") inciuded amongst the
nouns, adjectives and verbs., Eecsuse of these phrases,
Bxpressive children’'s vocabularies tend to imclude grammatical
functions and Rronouns. Expressive children seem to use
RPronouns EaFSier. and preferentialiy to the referential
Childrern‘s choice of nouns. Eut, this difference disappears
at about 24 to 30 menths,

There is, however, some debate as tc whether the prorouns
LUsed by expressive children from 18 months to 2 years are
8Ctually acquired as true vocabulary items, Usually the
Rronouns are embedded in what seem to be unanalysed formulae
and routines, They do not appear to be used in novel
Constructions, and so, may not exist in vocabulary outside the
formuia, So, it is perhaps due to this formuliaeic use of
Pronouns by expressive children, that the cornfusior about
order of acquisition of prorouns arises. Certainly, many of

the formuiae cited by Nelson as examples of gupressive

u " "

Children s pronoun usage, incilude the pronouns "me" and "it

leg "gimme"; “iet me seg’y  "look it"; “do it"i etgcl). Nelsan
foted, however, that a shift in style takes piace at about 2

Years of age, and other investigators have also provided



evidence for such changes, (Horgan, 19783 Bloom, =t al,

19753)

MODELS AND THEORIES TO EXPLAIN ACRUISITION

In spite of the individual differences documented above,
vVarious investigators have still attempted to draw up models
or theories concerning the child’s acquisition of pronouns.
Miller and Jolhnson-Laird (1974) for example attempt to explain
Pronoun acquisition and usage in terms of a "conceptual core"
or “"prototype" theory, This assumes that a semantic field, in
thig case, pronouns, consists of a "lexical field” and a
"conceptual core", A lexical field is organised both by
Shared conditions which determine the denotations of its
words, and by a conceptual core: the meanings of what the
words denots, A conceptual core is an organissd repressenta-
tion of general Knowledge, and beliefs about the objscts
denoted by ths words, It covers what the obgects are, what
they do, how they are related and so ons, 8So, for example, the
Conceptual core representing "bird” should take into account
ideas about small, feathered objects with beaks and wings,
that fly, lay eggs and =at worms etc. The lexical field for
"bird’ wil) comprise items that share many of these qualities
but Perhaps not all of thems Thus it will contain items as
diverse asg "emu", "penguin” and “robin®,

When children first begin to l2arn language, they acquire
a hﬁtaroqeneous variety of specific routines for applying
labels and for using simple utterances., At first, then, their
lexica) information may well be relatively unorganised and in
the form of independent lexica)l entries, As they acquire morse
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Infarmation, the entries begin ta orgarmise around conceptus !

cores until eventualiy & full, adult representation i

iy

Poip

acquired, How core concepts are acguired to reiate to lewical
ltems, and how lexica! items are scguired to be related, is

Still rot well understood, Cer iy the two Kinds of

<t
nt
-

(]

'earning, lexica! and conceptus!, must reinforce each other,
BUt the details differ from word to word, from concept to
Concept, and from child to child:, The noticn of prototypical
Or core concept theories has been well documented, and a great
deal ot research has beern carried cut to investigate its

Potential as a description of cognitive representatiorn, and as

fet
me

s

an explanation of child ianguage development. (Rosch, 197

1975; 1978: (97

i

v Fosch & Mervis, 19757 PFosch & Liovyd, 13758y
Rosch et aly, 1976: Heider, 13713 1972: Mervis et aly 1975:
Rips et al, 1373; ZSmith et al, 1974,

For pronouns as the semantic field, Milier and Johnson-
Laird suggested that the conceptual core 15 the social
Structure of the conversation situation: the relationship
betweer the speaker, the listener and any other 1nvoived
Party. They proceded to draw up, orn the basis of this core,
an identification device, for the pronouns, in the form of a
S8t of decisions., This set consists of four guestions:-

(1) does the pranoun refer to the speaker?
(2) does it refer to the listerer?

{32 dogs it refer to any other person?

{4) does 1t refer to oniy one person?

There are clearly other decisiorms to be made on the hasis
©f particular answers from the above four. For example, 1f
the answer to question (3} 15 "yes". then a further decision
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MUst be made to derote gender, he set also doss not deal
With either status or synitactic case and thus further
Questions must he asked,

Having proposed their analysis, Miller and Johnson-Laird

i

refraired from taKing it further, They did net, for example,
Use it to expizin the possible order of acquisition of the
Pronouns, nor why plura) proncuns shouwld occur later than

Singulars, and the accusative case before the nominative. More

imDDPnantly it is difficult to see how the social structure of

i

Peaker, listener and any other person can form the conceptusl
Care of the semantic field of pronoun., [n other domains, such
a8s'animal words, vehicle words, categories or colour terms the
Conceptual cores of the fields appear to be concrete, armd of a
broader, less speciflc nature than their related lexical
items, For exampie, if "chair"” is the conceptual core, the
lexical items wili be much more specific eg rocker, swivel

thair, armchair gtc, When the social structure of the

by

Conversation is seen as the conceptual core of the pronoun
System there seems to be much more of a qualitative dif+ference
between the lexical items (you, me, him etc) and the core, It
Would seem to make more sense if the word "pronoun” was taken
85 the conceptual core rather than the speech event itself.
F”’thEF. Lf ome uses the speech event as the core, then 1t i3
difficuit to see why the lewical entries related to the core;
Should be limited to pranouns, Surely words such as "speaker”
and "listerer™, and ever proper names would become as much =
Rart of the jexical fieid, as persomal pronouns.

Cleariy, there are problems with using a prototypical or

LOriceptual core theary to gxplain and define the field of

1
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Prornouns, Cartainiy most of the studies done by investigators
into children’'s usage of pronouns have not adopted the
COnceptual core rnotion as their =tarting peint., Most, in fact

have begurn by trying to fit the acguisition of pronouns to a
¥ yaing g

Semantic featurg” or "comporential’ analysis. {Baron
Kaiser, 1375, Bharpiess, 1874: Waryas, 1973}, The studies

Presented later in the "Experimenta)l” section of this thasis,
also empioy = componential arnaliysis as their starting point.
Thus a much fuller description and evailuation of such theories
is warrarnted, srd the following chapter wili attempt to do

just this,

]
3



"When I use a word,” Humpty Dumpty said, in rather a
scornful tone, "it means just what I choose it to
mean - nelther morse nor less.

"The question is," said Alice, "whether you CAN make
words mean so many different things. "

"The question is,"” said Humpty Dumpty, “"which is to
be master - that’s all.,”

Alice was too much puzzied to say anything +oeees e



SEMANTIC FEATURE HYFOTHESIS

INTRODUCTION

Semantic faature analyses have long occupied a place in the
Study of linguistics and psychologists (Bisrwisch, 19673 19693
19713 Katz & Fodor, 19643 Jacohsson, 19703 Clark, 1973b
BC)y In general a semantic feature theory assumes that the
Meaning of any lexical item can be uniquely characterised and
defined by a set of fzatures., Often these features are seen

as comprising an hisrarchy, although this Kind of structurs i

HH

Not essential to a featurs theory, Jacohssen (1970) for
Fxample, did not use a hierarchy in his work on distinctive
features for phonemes, For Jacobssen, the phoneme consisted of
& collection of features, all of which had =qual valus,

Whilgt an hisrarchical structure is not a necessary aspsct of
a feature theory, many theorists do employ one.  However,
SOmetimes the notion of hisrarchy is implicit, for example in
Clark’g (1970) work on word associations, Here Clark seems to
aAssUME an implicit hierarchy in that some features ars
Switched from "positive" to "negative”" more easily than
‘Others, Other theories, in contrast, explicitly prasent an
hiararchical structure of features (2qg Katz and Fodor, 19643
Clark, 1973b), where the topmost featurse is common to all
ltems jin the domain, The features further down the structurs
are dependent upon higher order features and more specific to
& subset of items.

U@scriptions of meaning such as these khave been linked to
vVarious developmental principles to produce a theory of
‘anguaqe acquisition, They have bheen used to predict such
things as the stages of acquisition of a domain, the order of
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acquisition of items within the domain, errors of
interpretation that may occur, and so on., However thair
validity in doing so is by no means clear: One such theory is
Put forward by Eve Clark (Clark 1973b; 1974a3 b 1975) whose
work comprises one of the most systematic representations of
early lexical development,

In this chapter, Clark’s version of a semantic featurs
theory will be examined and evaluated, A variety of studies
looking at different Kinds of lexical domains will he
discussed, and evidence both for and against a feature
analysis will be presented. In addition, some of the
arguments surrounding the theoretical aspects of featurs
theoriss in general will be presented, To begin with,
however, Clark’s semantic feature hypothesis is outlined along
With its rationale: what it is, and why it should be salient

for language acquisition,

CLARK’S SEMANTIC FEATURE HYFPOTHESIS

Clark’g position is that the acquisition of a word involves
the identification of the common conditions of application of
that word, whenever it is used, Hearing a term, as yet not
funy acquired, the child notes one or two of the most salient
features of the object or event to which it refers, These he
takes to be the common conditions of application. With

Progressive expaerience, of the word, the child further

differentiates the conditions and builds up a s=t of criterial

features, Eventually the child learns all the conditions of
APPlication and acquisition of the term is complete, In the
beqinninq the child will attend to the more perceptual
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features such as size or mohility as the conditions of
application. Later, the features become more complex and
abstract, In order to illustrate this process of acquisition,
Clark (1973h) used the example of the child learning the term
‘doggie”., At first "doggie” is characterised by one
Perceptual featurs alone eg four )eggedness., The set of
objects categorised as "doggie” will obviously he larger than
the adult set since it will probably include other items such
a8 "sheep", "cat", “"zebra" and other fourlegged phenomena., As
the child learns other features, he begins to use them
Critically to delimit his category until his general
Understanding of "doggie” coincides with that of an adult, He
May, for example, soon acquire the feature "striped” to
dinstinquish between a dog and a z=bra. 0r, he may add a
second feature of “"barks" to that of "fourlegged” to furthenr
Characterise “"doggie"”.

Clark proposed three gsneral developmental principles which
describe the semantic features system for any lexical domain.
The firgt of these is the principle of overextension, where a
9&Neral term is used to substitute for a more specific term,
Untiy ay) the criterial distinguishing features have besn
Acquired, the child can confuse general and specific terms,

So, for example, the child may use “"tall"” and "bhig" as

SYNnonymous.

The second developmental principle of Clark’s Hypothesis
is borrowed from the work of Greenberg (19646): that of
Markedness, This phenomenon is best illustrated by the
dCquisition of antonymic pairs such as "wide" and "narrow” or
"‘0“9" and "short", Within =ach pair the terms refer to the

35



same dimension, eg width, length, but they do so in different
Ways. The "unmarked” term in the pair reflects the dimension
in a positive way e¢q long, wicde, The negative polarity of the
dimension is referred to by the "marked” term eg narrow,
short, Normally, the unmarked term also has both a
Contrastive usage (eg this pole is longer than that) and a
Nominal usage (eg this pole is two fest long), Clark (1973b)
Predicted that the child will learn first the dimension, then
the unmarked term, and finally the marked term. At some point
in hig development, then, the child wil)l not be awars of the
Criterial features distinguishing the two terms. This will
TESUlt in his overextending the unmarked term to substitute
for the marked term,

Finally, the third, and most comprehensive principle, is
referred to by Richards (1979) as the “top to hottom
hypothesis", It assumes that children learn the more general
features of a word first, and progress to the more specific,
If the features are structured hierarchically, the more
98neral will appear at the top and will he acquired first, As
ONe progresses down the hierarchy the more specific the
features hecoms, and the later they wil) be learned. Clark

=XpPlained:

"An example of this sort of relationship is the overlap
hetwesn the words “"brother” and "boy". A1) brothers

are hoys but not all bhoys are brothers. The word
"brother" in fact, singles out a subset of the category
Named by the word "boy". It is predicted in this
instance that the child wil) confuse the more specific
term (‘brother’) with the more general one (‘boy’) unti)
he learns the other semantic features needed in the entry
for ‘brother’, Clark, 1973b. pp. 73.

The substitution of dimensionally simpler adjectives for
more complex ones, in a study attempting to elicit antonyms,
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(Clark 1972) is taken as further evidence for oversxtension.
The children, argued Clark, observe that the simpler term has
Certain similar features to the more complex term,  When the
More complex one has not been fully acquired and the
distinguishing features are not Known, the child overextends
the simpler term thinking that the two arse synomynous. Thus
in response to the word "fat" the children might produce the
word “"small" as synonymous with the trus antonym “thin®,

The above description of Clark’s Semantic Feature
Hypothesis would indicate that the areas most likely to yield
information about semantic structure in the sarly stages of
languags acquisition are the referential use of words,
antonymic pairs and superordinate subordinate relations. By
Considering the extent and quality of the oversextensions mads,
it should be possible to evaluate the three main principles of

the hypothesis,

THE EVIDENCE IN FAVOUR
As evidence for the existence of overextensions in child
‘anquaqe Clark (1973b) cited the diary studies from the
Nineteenth and twentieth centuries, These recorded the early
Speech of children from a variety of different languags
hackgrounds, She said of the studies:
"The accounts of this phenomenon (overextension) ars
remarkably alike and consistently report similar
findings. As a result, oversxtension app=ars to b
language~independent (at least at this early stage in
acquisition) and is probably universal in ths
language acquisition process”, Clark, 1973b. pp 77
More specifically, the studies all indicated that
Overextension occurred within approximately similar age ranges

(1:1 to 2:6). Moreover, the phenomenon persisted for each
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Were iljustrated by two of the diary reports {(Faviovitch,

"‘HF-‘-"‘. H P 1 4 K 4\ e = Y = q 4 — ' 11 ,
‘32Ut Lecopoidy 1594320, They show now new words were gradually
Substituted for various parts of z domain previousiy referred
0 by 3 simpier, overextended term, and thus appeared to

SUupport the overextensiorn principie.

™y, calis o ¢ - . v 4 N g
Chomsky (1983 amd Fiaget | 51! provided further evidence

P,
L5
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Y]

for the existerce of overextension cencerning the words "ask
and "tell” and complex relational rouns such as "friend”,
"brother" and “family". Crhiomsky s geners! finding was thst
Chiidren under gignt years consistently interpret "ask” ag 1f
i1t mearmt "tel" zithough their comprehension of "teli" is
dCcurate, Clart (1373pb) expiained this by asserting that

TS

3sk" and "tell" overlap in meaning but that hag some

additional properties, It invoives s ‘reguest’ feature and

Contains the notion that s person outside the conversation is

"o

.u
“O supply an answsar, Tell

being simpler, 15 overextended

it

Urtil the additiornal, distinguishing features are acguired,
Fiaget, irn hiig study found that children fell into threes
9roups on the basis of their understanding of words such as
‘brother; those defininmg "brother” as "bovy": those who
Fecogrised that the family had to cortain more than one child
hut who did rnot realise that each matle sibhling was a brother;

and those who understood the reciproca! nature of the term.
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Clark argued that the progress from stage to stags depends
upon the acquisition of more specific and delimiting features.

Children also appear to overextend relational terms. When

asked to differentiate betwsen the words "more” and "less” in
a comparative task, they reacted as if "less” is synonymous
with "more", Their responses to "more”, however, suggest that
they understood it correctly (Donaldson & Ral four 1968). In
the above experiment the stimuli weres trees with apples
hanging on them. Whilst 91% of the children responded
Correctly when asked to indicate a tree with more apples on
it, 73% responded incorrectly when asked to point to the tree
with legsg apples on it., This main result has been reproduced
Wnder various different sets of conditions, accommodating the
2xXperimental difficulties pointed out by H. Clark (1970) in
his critigue of the original experimsent (Falermo, 19733 19743
Holland & Falermo, 19735). Similar results are also reported by
Donaldson & Wales (1970) for other relational terms including
“same" and "different”, "big" and "wee", "thick" and "thin",
"tall" and "short"., With all these pairs the children
responded correctly more often to the positive-pols or
Unmarked adjective than they did to the negative-pole or
Marked term, Further, they tended to respond to the marked
term as if it were synonymous with its unmarked counterpanrt,
i“dicatinq the possibhility that the principle of markedness
affects their responses. A secondary finding in this
*XPeriment gives support to the “top to hottom” principle. The
Children responded more accurately to the more general pair of
adjectives: "big" and "w=e" than to the more specific pairs,
A simi)ar pattern of response has besn observed in production
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#xperiments,.  Children showsed a strong preference for using
unmarked rather than marked items, and general rather than
Specific terms (Wales & Campbsl) 1970). Also; responsss 1o
general pairs tended to be more accurate than those to
Specific pairs, the latter yielding ermrors in the direction of
more general terms (Clark 1972h), Clark (1972b) found that
the more specific adjective pairs could be ranked in terms of
accuracy of response in a way which accorded with a semantic
feature analysis, She postulated that the gensral terms are
Characterissd by the featurs (i dimension (3)}, which refers
to values along thres dimensions. The child wil)l substitute
the general terms for the more specific terms when he is
Unable to differentiate betwsen those indicating the
dimensional properties of linearity, surface and volume, He
first Jearns the feature of dimensionality bhefore specifying
further the type of dimensionality he is talking about (Clark,
He 1973,

Work on temporal terms provided further evidence in favour
of the thres principles of semantic feature hypothases,
Whi gt temporal terms such as "before” and "after” are not
marked or unmarked by linguistic criteria, unlike the
dimensional adjectives, they can be characterised as positive
OF negative (Clark 1971a)., The error patterns of the children
in Clark’s study (1971a) in which she examined comprehension
ANd elicited production of temporal terms, appear to
i"Ustrate three stages of acquisition, In the first stage
the children seem to have responded purely hy an ‘order of
MENtion’ strategy. This suggests that only the feature {t
Tim@} had besn learned. Other children appear to have
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understood "hafore" correctly but they either responded to
"after" by an order of mention strategy or they treated it as
a synonym of “"hefore”, In the production condition they
frequently overextended "bhefore” to mean "after”, Here the
feature {1 simu\taneous} has hesn acguired but the criterial
feature {i prior} has not, In the final stage the children
Were able to distinguish bhoth terms in a mammer suggesting
Complete acquisition.

More recently different parts of spesch have been examined
With a view to extending the applicatibn of semantic feature
analysis, Children appear to confuse the meanings of
locatives in a manner compatible with the principles of
Clark’ g hypothesis, She found that children took "on"” and

"under” to mean "in" or understood "under" to mean “on" (Clark

1974b), The results are explained according to the relative

Semantic complexity of the thres terms. In" reflects the
NOtion of containment which coincides with the nonlinguistic
hehavioura) predilection to place obgects inside containers.
If the object is not a container, but has a supporting
Surface, the tendency is to place objects upon that surface.
HDwever, when both containment and a supporting surface are
Available, the former predominates. Thus the extent to which
the semantics of the term matches the existence of
Nonlinguistic response tendencies appears to determine the
M@lative complexity of the term, Clark called this idea the
"Fartia) SBemantics Hypothesis" to distinguish it from the
NOtion of complexity based on semantic features alone,
Finally, Clark & Garnica (1974) ohtained data on the

deictic verhs "come” and “go", "bring" and "take". According
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o Fillmore (19464) the words "go" and "take" presupposs that
the speaker is not located at the goal of the action. In
contrast "comea” and "bring” suggested that «ither the speaker
Or the listensr is located thers, From this analysis, Clark &
Garnica (1974) attributed positiveness to the latter terms,
and negativeness to the former, Their subjects, aged bhetween
Six and nine years, were asked to attribute sentences
containing the four terms to toy animals situated at various

locations in the room., Performance with "coms" and "take" was
75-85% correct at all ages. The accuracy of responses to “go”
and “take" increased with age from 25% to 70-80%, Secondly,
the responses to "bring” and "take" were not as accurate as
those to "come" and "go"., The former terms were seen as
semantically more complex by Clark & Garnica dus to the=ir one
ddditional feature: ? + causative}.

It would appear, then that the findings from empirical
Studies confirm the principles of Clark’s Semantic Feature
Hypothesis, Early diary studies provide sevidence for the
Phenomenon of overextension, the third of the three gensral
Principles concerned with the hypothosis (Faviovitch, 1920;
Leopo}d, 1949a), Moreover, the overextensions noted are of a
type that the hypothesis might predict.

Evidence in support of the other two general principles,
Markedness and the “top to bottom” notion, arises from a
Variety of different studies focusing on different types of
words, Among these are: "ask - tell" (ChomsKy, 1969);
"®lational terms (Donaldson and Wales, 19703 Falermo, 1973j
1974)3 temporal terms (Clark, 1971a); positional adjectives

(C'QPK, 1974h)3 and deictic verbs (Clark & Garnica, 1974). In
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these studies, children appearsd to show, as one would expect,
preferences for unmarked, as oppossd to marked items, and a
tendency to perform better with general as opposed to specific
terms,

However, there are a number of studies where the findings
appsar to conflict with the evidence above. They seem to show
Completely different patterns of responding, and provide
alternative explanations of semantic development to account

for thier results.

THE EVIDENCE AGAINST

Huttenlocher (1974) has raised questions about Clark’s
interpretation of the diary data mentioned previously (Clark,
1973b), She pointed out that all the overextensions evident
in the reports cited are production errors in which the
Children used one word to refer to a variety of objects.
This, she felt, is indicative of the children’s limited
Vocabhulary but it does not necessarily imply an
Overgeneralisation of meanings. In her own longitudinal
Study, Huttenlocher found evidence for overextension in the
Production of words hut no indication for its existence in
Comprehension, She arqued that children use the words they
have available when conveying a message, but they ars awars
that sometimes these words are not perfect for the job.

The acquisition of relational terms has also yielded
"#Sults inconsistent with those predicted by Semantic Feature
Hypothesis, Maratsos (1975) suggested a different order of
Progress in the understanding of "big"+ He compared three and
five year olds’ judgements of “"bigness” when wide and short
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Etimull were contrasted to tall and narrow stimuli. Adults
soowe ] ke s - o 4 b
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the word big™s Lte once geEneral meaning covering ai three

dimernsions, becomes tied to the vertica! dimension, Instesd
Of overextending the gereral mearning to ths specific,
Maratsocs® subjects zppeared to have overspecified the gernersl
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remerked thst chiildren’'s comprehension is normally tested with

gxempiars from s gingie dimgnsion thus systematic 8rrors

11y

glways appesr to be those of synonymy., A simplie response big
towards choosing the more @xtended af the two stimuli could
Produce such findings as Clark and cothers report. Townsend
{1976) aisp roted that whilst preformance with the marked term
1S gererally poorer than that with the unmarked, 1t still
Biceeds chance level,
"A better test of the markKing theory reguires a situation
in which the child carm make an incorrect response other
than the response agpraopriate to the ummarked
comparative” . {(Townsend, 1978, pp 2EBE).

Brewer and Stone (1375) attempted exactiy this, They
Provided the child with a choice of objects of more or less
BXtent, zlong different dimensions, Children aged between
three and five years terded to make errors by choosing objec
Sf the same pole but an different dimensions. For example, if

asked tp pick the “"short orne” they would choosey rot the tall
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obhject (as predicted by Clark) but the narrow one, This would
suggest that the children had acquired the polarity of the
terms before the dimensions to which they bslong, completsly
contrary to the notion of "top to bottom” which is one of the
three general principles (and the most comprehensive) of
Semantic Feature Hypothesis., Furthermore, Brewsr and Stone’s
subjects did not respond any more accuratsely to the gensral
antonym pairs than they did to the more specific pairs,
Similar results were obtained hy Carey (1976) and Bartlett
(1976), On the basis of her results, Carsy suggested that
what is first understood abhout this type of word is its
relationship to some reference point as being either towards
or away from zero. Only later is the actual underlying
dimension learned. Bartlett supported this position; saying
that children first acquire the general size terms "hig" and
"small", Other size termns are initially coded as synonymous
Wwith these, Neither the antonymic relationship nor the
Particular spatial dimension is understood at this point,
When the dimensiona) component does becoms part of the term’s
MEaning it does not necessarily do so at the same time as that
0f its polar opposite. At this stage, ths two termns ars
listed independently as synonymous for "bhig"” and "little"
"espectively, The asymmetric development of the positive and
N&gative terms is due to the slower acquisition, overall, for
Negative polar terms.

In contrast, however, Eilers, Oller and Ellington (1974)
found that their subjects responded more accurately to the
Marked terms than they did to the unmarked., This tendency is
*Xplained as representing a responss bias rather than a
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semantic confusion. When the original procsedurs was repsated
in the absence of the critical linguistic materials, the
children consistently chose the less extended of any two
stimuli, The difference in age betwsen their subjects and
those employed in pravious experiments (their subjects ware
approximately one year youngsr) was given as another reason
for the discrepancy in the results, It is possible that
different strategies for the interpretation of marked and
unmarked terms predominate at different ages, Unfortunately,
since the experimenters did not look at older children, their
hypothesis remained untested, Richards (1979) felt that it is
unlikely, She argued that the finding of a response bias,
alheit in favour of marked terms is significant, It adds
weight to the idea that children’s systematic choice of
Wnmarked terms, in previous sxperiments, could also be dus to
response bias, rather than a semantic featurs explanation,

So, it would appear that Clark’s findings with relational
terms could be entirely due to response bias and the
limitations of a two choice task. Alternative explanations
have also been put forward to account for the resesarch
findings with temporal reference,  Johnson (1975) discovered
that Clark’s (1971) experimental design tended to produce more
Teversal errors (that is, the child responded to “"after” as if
it meant "before”) whereas other studies (specifically,

Amidon and Carey, 1972) tended to elicit omission ermrors from
their gubgects, Thus what appeared to he an overextension,
Was in fact an error arising out of the expsrimental design.

Amidon and Caresy themselves, howsver, felt that their

TEsul ts demonstrated that children’s poor performance on
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"hafore" and "after” sentences was dus to a responss strategy
rather than a lack of understanding, The children were tested

on sentences containing "hefore” and "after” and others
containing "first” and "last”s In terms of semantic analysis,
the two sets of terms are similar, but the only former pair
Necessarily occur in sentences containing subordinate clauses,
The terms "first" and "last” were correctly interpreted by
the children but the information contained in the subordinate
Clauses of the "before" and "after” sentences was consistently
ignored., It would seem that when the order of mention of the
two events corresponds to their order of occurrence, “"befors"
Santences are easier than "after” ones. Howsver, when there is
N0 such correspondence, there are no performance differences,
Furthermore, it seems that logical sequences also affect
regsponses to temporal terms. When a logical ssquence 1s
described, children perform the logically prior event first,
and then either proceed to the second svent or stop., If the
Saquence is arbitary, they treat the main clause event as the
Prior event (French and Brown, 1977), Similarly, Harner
(1976) found that performance with "before" and "after" was
affected by the context of the reference to future or past,
and whether the reference is remote or immediate, Her
Subjects understood "bhefors" as a reference to a futurs event
(eg the mouse before it climbs the ladder) sarlier than they
Understood "after” as a reference to a past event (&g the
Mouse after it climbs the ladder). By contrast, when "befors"
Was used to refer to the past (g the day before yesterday) it
Was not understood as well as "after” as a reference to the
fouPe, (eg the day after tomorrow). It would appesar then,
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that children perform better with refesrences to the futuwre,
than they do to references to the past., This appears to be
80, irmrespective of the words used.

S0, the evidence above seems to suggest that childrens
Pattern of responding to temporal terms, attributed by Clark
(1971) to their acquisition of semantic features, is in fact
dus to other factors. The design of the sexperiment may
Contribute to this, to an extent, but in addition, the
Complexity of the sentence in which the temporal term is
Presented, the location of the temporal term within the
sentence, and also contextual clues or logical sequences of
Bvents, affect performance.

Wilcox and Falermo (1975) put forward an alternative
Suggestion to that propossd by Clark (1974b) to explain
Children’s responses to locatives. They argusd the existence
0f a tendency to place objects in contextual ly congrusnt
"elationships with sach other, regardless of instructions, In
their study, their subjzcts disregardsd the instructions if
they violated normal contextual constraints., The 136-2 yeanr
0ld children simply made the sasiest motor response available,
Whilst the 236-3 year olds placed the objects in their natura)
lr"i‘lcatiunsship with =ach other, Where there were no
Contextually determined relationships, betwssn objects, the
Children did not appear to confuse one term any more than they
Confused the other two., This finding was reproduced by
Grieve, Hoogenraad and Murray (1977).

Finally, the interpretations from the studies of deictic
Words (Clark and Garnica, 1974) have been queried by Richards
(19764), She suggested that their results may not reflect
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sgmantic development, but rathsr the coping sStrategices used
for averly demanding tasks, To tezt tnisz, she
where it was necessary for children to use deictic verbs, Ey
four years old, the children could use “"come" and "go”
accurstely, and the pattern of acguisition for "bring” and
"take" differed from that dscribed by Clark and Garnica., At
four years old, children understood "bring" but overextended
it to mean "take". Ey five years oid they used the twao teras
indiscriminate!l v, AT Zin years old they agsin used “bring”
Lorrectiy but used gither word to mean “take', Fuil aduit
USage wes mcoguired by severn years,

It would appear, then that recent research has weakened the

Ssemarntic Feature Hypothesis, In mary ceses there hss hbeen =

Faiture to find evidence for overext and errors ot
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dimersions. Other sffects such a5 syrntax and corntextus)

ractors may influence performance as much, as, i1f not more
tharn semantic considerations, A1 these +findings raise

Significant empirical gQuestions abowt a feature. theory
description of ,semantic acquisition.

In addition. to the empirical evidernce above that questions
the usefuiness of the Semantic Feature Hypothesis, a number of
Writers have raised theoretical probiems related to it, Thess

are discussed below.
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tf.-

Orie of the main difficuities with any feature theory is
that it imvolves the abstraction of features from a whoie
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Concept, so that the concept may be understood. Nelson (1974)
argusd that no account is given of the source of thesss
features, Moreover, in order to Know which features to
abstract one must already understand the whole concept:
"the ahstraction theory presupposes what it is m@ant to
2xplain: namely the principls by which common &lements
are abstracted AS common and thereby the definition of the
concept itself", (Nelson, 1974, pp 271).

In addition, even if one allows that a concept is comprised
of features which it is possible to list, it is only when they
are properly organised that they describe the concept as it is
Commonly accepted. For most feature theories this m2ans an
hisrarchical structure but as Nelson pointed out, featurs
theory gives no gensrally agreed and specific method of
Weighting the features or integrating them into an organised,
hierarchical, whola concept.

Rosch (1973) provided evidence to suggest that soms
Concepts ars not acquired featwre hy featurs, but form natuwral
Categories intrinsic to biological makeup, These categories,
heing predetermined by the nature of the human organism, are
also cul turally universal, The terms referring to these
Categories are acquired as a whole, rather than feature by
feature, Rosch’s work, and that of Nelson (1974) have been
Vinked by FPalermo (1976b)., He began by suggesting that a
theory of semantic development should emphasise the
Communicative function of language. He felt that Semantic
Feature Hypothesis ignores this function whilst concentrating
00 much on componential analysis. This, in turn, leads to a
lack of concern with contextual factors., Bransford and
Johnson (1972) have shown that different contexts give

different meanings to the same words., Feature theories have
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Particular problems in accounting for this change in meaning.
Simitarly, a feature theory is unable to account for the
netaphoric use of words. Metaphors are so pervasive
throughout language that the distinctions betwsen metaphoric
and normal usage can be difficult to establish, Such phrases
as "the mouth of the river” and "crooksd people” are so wel)
Used in their metaphoric sense that their literal sense
becomes almost secondary. In a feature analysis, as soon as
one allows the changeable or metaphoric meaning of words, one
has to multiply the componsnt features indefinitely. Thus the

feature set becomes unwieldy.

SUMMARY

Clark’s Semantic Feature Hypothesis, then, is a discrete
and highly structured method of describing semantic
aCquisition., It proposes three general principles which
Predict the pattern of acquisition in young children:
Overextension (where general terms tend to be used in place of
More specific ones); markedness (where unmarked terms, often
POsitively related to more general higher order featurs, are
aCquired first)y and the notion of "“top to bottom” (where
g8neral features, at the top of the hierarchy are learned
first), A great deal of research has beesn carried out looking
&t many different lexical domains, resulting in evidence
supporting the existence of the threes principles, and the
APpropriateness of the Hypothesis in general,. However, other
Studies have found conflicting results, again covering a
Variety of domains, and it would now sesm questionable as to
Whether Clark’s findings confirm her Hypothesis, or whather
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they result from other factors (eg ressarch design, =xtra
linguistic or contextual clues, sentence complexity).

In addition, other writers have guestionsed the thsoretical
hasis of Semantic Feature Hypothesis, and have raised logical
arguments against the feasibility of such a theory., So, it
would seem that Semantic Feature Hypothesis may not be the
best way to conceptualise semantic acquisition. Nevertheless,
Some of Clark’s findings have been replicated by others, and
there are some lexical domains that it is difficult to fit to
any other explanation, satisfactorily., The domain of personal
Or possessive pronouns would appesar to fall into this

Category, and will be discussed in the next section,
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At last the Caterpillar took the hookah out of its
mouth, and addressed her in a languid, slespy voice,

"Who are you?" said the Caterpillar.

This was not an encouraging opening for a
conversation, Alice replisd, rather shyly, "I - I
hardly Know, sir, just at present - at least I Know
who I was when I got up this morning, but I think I
must have been changed several times since then., "

"What do you mean by that?" said ths Caterpilliar
sternly, "Explain yourself!"

"I can’t explain MYSELF, I'm afraid, sir,"” said
Alice, "becauses I’'m not myself, you see."”

"I don’t see,” said the Caterpillar,



COMFONENTIAL ANAYLSES AND  FERSONAL OR FOSSESSIVE
FRONOUNS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on the relative usefulness of
semantic feature, or componsntial analyses, to sxplain and
Predict the child’s acquisition of the pronoun system, In the
Previous chapter the evidence for the efficacy of such modsls
was reviswed, with respect to a variety of semantic domains.
In this chapter, a number ;f studies are described which adopt
Such modsls to explain the development of the pronoun system.
Some of the problems with componential modsls specifically
Melated to their application to pronouns are also outlinecd.

One of the magor areas of difficulty in using componsntial
models to predict pronoun acquisition is concerned with the
assignment of linguistic complexity to the pronoun s=t. As
&lready noted in the previous chapter, semantic features models
MUst assume a rigid hisrarchy of components if they are to
ACcurately predict the order of acquisition of the items in
the semantic domain. Using dimensional adjsctives as an
#xample, the primacy of the component concerned with the
dimension (2g height, length =tc), over other components to do
With the extent of the dimension (eq more vs less: long ve
Short etc) is not questions=d., Hence the model predicts that
Children acqguire the dimension component first, For a
Componential analysis to be effective, therefors in predicting
the acquisition of pronouns, it is vital that an hisrarchy of
Components bhe postulated, Most theorists (Ingram, 19713
Fil\mora, 19713 Waryas, 19733 Sharpless, 19743 Deutsch and
F:'*?'Chnr.amn, 1978) use aspects of the linguisitic complexity of
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the various pronouns as the componsnts in the hierarchy.
Unfortunately, howsver, the various theorists do not seem
able to agres about which aspects are salisnt for the analysis
nor which take primacy. This problem is discussed later in
this section, along with the different ideas postulated by the
various investigators, concerning the aspects of the
linguistic complexity of pronouns relevant to their
acquisition, Finally, in this chapter, the problem of the
shifting reference of pronouns, is examined and the
implications that this may have for predicting pronoun

acquisition are discussed.

THE EVIDENCE IN FAVOUR OF COMPONENTIAL ANALYSES

The svidence discussed in the last chapter, regarding the
Efficacy of semantic feature or componential analyses, |save
Many questions unanswersd. Some evidence has indicated that
they are useful models, (Clark, 1973bs Donaldson & Ral four,
19683 Donaldson & Wales, 19703 Clark, 1972hy Clark, 1974bs)
Whilst some evidence would indicate not. (Maratsos, 19753
Brewer g Stone, 19753 Townsend, 19763 Carey, 19763 Bartistt,
1976;). However, one of the main critics of such models,
Carey’ in her paper from 1982, has suggested that they may he
appropriate for the pronoun system, even if inappropriate for
Other semantic domains. Carey argued that the domain of
Pronouns differs profoundly from other semantic domains (&g
dimensional adjectives, temporal terms, deictic terms 21C).
She suggested that the domain is hardly semantic at all but
forms a part of syntax., Firstly, the thres basic components
Wt Pronounss number, person and gender are marked in the
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Syntax of almost all languags., Often this marking is
arbitrary with respect to semantics (especially in the case of
gender),  Secondly, a componential anaylsis of pronouns
exhausts the lexical domain, in terms of the "primitives”
Needed for the child/’s syntax generally (g pluralisation,
noun-verh agrszemsnt etc)e  And finally, the thres basic
Syntactic components, in pronouns, must be linked to the
Semantic distinctions if the child is to use pronouns
accurately, Carey suggests, then, that a component by
Component explanation of acquisition may in fact be accurate
where the components are motivated syntactically as well as
Semantical ly.

If this is s0, then one might expect children to acquire
Personal pronouns according to their basic components. But
what are the basic components of pronouns? Most investigators
faced with this question have looked to the grammatical
ANalysis of pronouns to provide their answer., They take the
Components to be: number, with its dichotomy of singular and
Pluraly gender, with the distinctions of masculine, feminine
Or neutery and person. According to the traditional
Grammarians, ‘person’ is composed of the distinctions betwesn
lst person, 2nd person and 3rd person. So, one could
POsStulate that any errors made by children, in the process of
acquiring personal pronouns, should reflect a number of
incomplete lexical entries in terms of number, gender and
Person,

In 1975, Baron & Kaiser examined children’s errors with
PeErsonal pronouns in a comprehension task., The children, aged
be‘WEQH 3 and 5 years of age, were asked to respond to 3 sets
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Of gquestions or requests, The first set reguired the children
10 give out pairs of cut-out pants in responss to an
instruction eq Give him the pants., The recipients of the
Pants were specified by the use of a personal pronoun in the
accusative case (eqg him, her, us, etc), The second task
fequired them to point to someons’s fest, Again, the
individual concerned was specified by a personal pronoun, in
the possessive case (2q his, her, ouw stc). Finally the
Children were asked to describe the clothing of various
individuals., These wers specifisd by a personal pronoun in
the subjective case (eq he, she, we etc), Thus the children’s
Comprehension of six personal pronouns (‘I’, ‘you’, ‘he’,
'She', ‘we’ and ‘they’) in 3 different, syntactic cases, was
#Xamined, Baron and Kaiser argued that, if children acquired
Pronouns component by componsnt, then they would make more
#rrors where one of the components (either number or person)
Was preserved, than complete errors, For example, a child
Mmight respond as if to "owr" when the pronoun "their” was
"Mployed, The child would be preserving the component
"Number” (ie plurality) but losing the "person” component. A
Complete error would entail inaccuracies along both components
(eg responding as if to "my"” when "their" was employed).

The children, did, in fact make more partial errors (where
ONe of the two components was preserved) than complete errors.
ThEY also made more partial errors than would be expected from
a QUessed-response probability, Baron and Kaiser concluded
that their resul ts provide support for a component by
Component theory of pronoun acqQuisition.

In 1973, Waryas attempted to draw up an explicit model of

56



Pronoun acquisition, Her emphasis was, again on componsnts,
or features, and she trisd, specifically to use it to look at
the order of acquisition of the pronouns. She presented a
linguistic analysis of the personal pronoun system in terms of
4 s2t of binary semantic and syntactic features including,
again, hoth number and person. She differed from the
raditional grammarians, howsver in her analysis of the
“person” component. Her mode)l showsd “"psrson” as repressenting
the role of the referent in the communication situation. Her
Work was bassd upon that of Filimore (1971) and Ingram (1971):
the concept of deixis, and more specifically, person deixis,
Ingram recognised that pronouns could be analysed not only in
terms of syntactic and semantic featuwres (and phonological)
but atso in terms of deictic features. Semantic featwrss, he
argued, convey the meaning of language whilst syntactic
featuresg mark =lemsnts of syntax or semantics which are
lmportant but obscure semantically (eg the agreement between
Nouns and verhs), Deictic features, on the other hand, handle
the fact that language is used for communication: to convey
Messageg bhetwesn speakers and listensers, In other words,
deictic features are based entirely upon the speech act.
wiThiﬁ the speech act there are 3 basic roles: the spsaker,
the listenar, and the other person talked about., Thus, for
;ﬁqram the deictic unit of “person” comprises thres features:
& Speakerz, {i listener} and {i other}. So, for sxampls, “I"
Could pe represented as [+ speaker} {— listener} {— other}.
The Plus or minus choice within each featurs allows for the
sDECification of pronouns that represent combinations of roles
59 "we - exclusive': { + spaakaf} E— Iistenef} {+ other}.
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Waryas in 1973 hased her mode)l on the ideas above but also
added two semantic as opposed to deictic features ff humaﬁ]and
[¢ male] to distinguish betwsen the pronouns "him", “her” and
"it" as derived from (+ other}. She presented an analysis of
the full persona)l pronoun system using a tres diagram, (Ses
Tabla 2),

From this model, Waryas extrapolated hypotheses about the
order of acquisition of the different pronouns.

The mode)l indicated that there is an hierarchical
Structure of semantic fzatures, which is based upon a set of
binary decisions. Thus, Waryas predicted that one might
BXpect to see some evidence of the hisrarchy in a child’s
'anquaqe development, She suggested that children would learn
those pronouns comprising fewsr features (eg "I": §+ speaked 3
be fore those comprising more features (eqg "He': 2— speaKEﬁ}ﬁ
‘iStener] {+ other} {+ human} {+ mal=); She also suggested
that, of the singular pronouns, "I" would he acquired before

"

you" and "you" before "he", “"she" or "it" becauss of the
Drimacy of the features f+ speakeﬁ} §+ listener} g+ other}.
Waryas used the findings of Huxley (1970) to provide
®Vidence for her hypotheses, Huxley studied the development
all Subject personal pronouns in two children from age 2 years
3 months to age 3 years 10 months., From the begivming of the
Study, some forms of pronouns representing speaker, and
Pepresentinq listener were apparent in the vocabulary of both
Childpran, Neither child confused "I" and "you" nor was thers
ANY incorrect deictic usage for any pronoun., Also, Huxleay
foung that, at all ages, the singular pronouns wWere mnors

frequently used than the plural ones, Thus it would appear
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Table 2 : WARYAS 1973 - TREE DIAGRAM OF PERSONAL PRONOUN SYSTEM
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from Huxley’s data, that the pradictions made from Waryas’
model of personal pronoun acquisition, hold.

Further evidence to support a component - hy - componsnt
mode) of pronoun acquisition, is presented by Sharpless
(1974), Her study examined the order of acquisition of
Singular psrsonal pronouns in the possessive case in 9
Children aged betwsen 137 and 233, Sharpless looked at both
@licited and spontangous production, and the comprehension of
Pronouns, She concluded that the children performed best with
the pronoun "my", and worst with the pronouns "his" and "her".
The pronoun "your® fell somewhere betwesen the two extremes,
Howsver there were problems with this conclusion. In the
Production tasks, the children’s pattern of performance was as
described above, When the children were involved in
Comprehension tasks, howsver, the relative order of
Performance with the pronouns is more problematic, There were
two Omprehension tasks involved in Sharpless’ study: one
which Placed the child in the role of Listener, and one which
Placed him in the role of Other, In the former task, the
Pattern of responding for 4 of the 6 children completing the
'ask did not fit the predicted order of 1st, 2nd and then 3rd
PErson, (For 2 children the sequence was uncleari another
Chiig Performed squally wsll with lst and 2nd person pronounss
and g 4th child performed hest with 2nd person pronouns). In
the Second task where the children took the role of Other, the
Predicreq order of lsty 2nd; and then 3rd person was not
PRarent for any child, (Nine children took part in the task:
for 3 Children, no pattern was cleary ong child performed
fQually e with "my" and “"your"i another with "my" and "his”
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or "her"s two children with "youwr” and "his” or “her", and two
Children performed best with "his" and “her™), Howsver,
Sharpless discounted these findings as anomalous, and
attributed them to responss bias, maintaining that, overall,
her prediction of the order of acquisition of psrsonal
Pronouns was proven.

From this evidence it would appesar that, apart from
Sharpless' anomalous findings, the use of component-by-
Component analyses to predict pronoun acquisition is
appropriate, The analysis of errors made by childran, in
Baron and Kaiser’s (1975) expariment indicates that children
do ACquirs pronouns componsEnt by componsnt. (Where the
Televant components ars numbsr and grammatical person). The
NOtion of person deixis sxpounded by Ingram (1971) and
Fillmore (1971), and taken up by Waryas (1973) does seem to
fit the empirical data provided by studies such as Huxley
(1970), and Sharpless (1974), Children do appear to acquirs
the singular forms before the plural forms, and they also ssaem
o learn the pronouns in the order predictec,

Howaver, when the data from empirical studies is sxamined
MOre thoroughly, a number of problems arise which canmnot all

he dismissed as "anomalous” findings.

FROBLEMS WITH THE COMFONENTIAL MODEL

In Baron and Kaiser’s (1973) study, the children did
[Wpear tg make partial errors more fregquently than completes
@PPUPS, and morse often than sxpscted, That is, they tended to
Mak e errors with only one of the components, more often than
With hoth, Thus, BRaron and Kaiser maintained that children
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acquire the components of pronouns, ons at a tims,
Unfortunately, howaver, some children appsared to consistently
Preszrve the number componsent, whilst others consistently
Preserved the person component, This would indicate that no
Wiversal order of acquisition of components existsy that
throughout development, a child is at least as likely to use
ONe component as another, On the other hand, Baron and
Kaigser'g subgject sample included children whose ages ranged
from 3 years to 5 yzars. In spite of this, they made no
&ttempt to analyse their results in terms of the relative age
0f the children, Thus it is possible that children of
differant ages preserved different components,

Baron and Kaiser presented their results in a table
Showinq the errors made in response to sach pronoun, A close
#xamination shows that, in agreement with other studies
(Waryas, 19733 Huxley, 19703) the children performed better
With the singular pronouns than with the plwal pronouns. But,
Contrary to other studies, they found that their subj=cts mace
More errors (both partial and complets) with the 1st and 2nd
Person pronouns (ie those involving the “"speaker" and
"'iSTEner") than with the 3rd psrson pronouns (ie those
inVOlvinq "others"), This result was held for both the

Singular pronouns and the plurals. Thus, for Raron and

Kaiser’s subjects, performance was better with "he" and "she

than with »1- or "you"i; and bhetter with “"thsy" than with "we",
For the singular pronouns, Waryas’ model would have predicted
the Freverse of this finding. Certainly in terms of ths number
o features invalved in deriving the various pronouns, "I" and

You" are less complex, In addition, Baron and Kaiser’'s
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TEsul ts do not agree with others, Huxley found that both "he"
and "she" appzared later in the child’s vocabulary than "I or
"you", Sharpless too, showsd that children performed better
With "my" and "your" than with “"his" or "her", The only
EXception to this pattern was when the children took the role
0f "other" and the pronouns "his” or "her" referred to
themselves, In this instance the pattern of performance was
285 clear,

50 why should Baron and Kaiser’s children have reactecd
differenfly to the singular pronouns?  And why should the rols
taken by the children in Sharpless’ experiment have altered
the pattern of responding?  One possible explanation to the
former problem might lie in the design of Raron and Kaiser’s
BXperiment, In their test focusing on the accusative cass,
the children were asked to assign pairs of cut-out pants to a
Variety of individuals. The pants were of a size to fit two
do“s; used in the sxpsriment and referred to by the 3rd
PeErson pronouns. Thus is could he argusd that the children,
When in doubt, assigned the pants on the bhasis of fit, rathenr
than use the pronoun (i the pants would fit the dolis but not
the 2Xperimenter or child)y Again, from their table of
EPrors, the children did appear to show a response bias in
favoyr of the dolls, no matter what pronoun was =smploysd.

Sharpless (1974) also described results that do not fit a
Componential model of pronoun acquisition. Shes found that,
When the children took the role of "other" in the experimental
task , they performed best with the pronouns "his" and “her".
Sha”pless explained thess results by referring to a “"shift in
the Salisnce of sye contact"., This, she argued caussd a
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response bias in favour of "his" and "her", Unfortunately she
said very little to account for why this should occur, and the
reader is left unsatisfied as to the explanation,

For the plural pronouns, Huxley’s findings (1970) agresd
With those of Baron and Kaiser since hoth her children used
the 3rd person pronouns ("they", their", &tc) before the lst
or 2nd person pronouns. In fact, in Huxley’s study, her
Children used “thay" and "them" before the singular 3rd psrson
Pronouns “his" and "her", These findings seem to run contrary
o Waryas’ model , where onse might expsct, as in ths singular,
the 3nd person pronouns, would be acquired after the lst and
2nd peprson pronouns. Certainly, according to Waryas, nons of
the plural pronouns should be learned 2arlier than any of the
Singu)ar pronouns, Howsever, ons can argus that the pronoun
"thQY" or “them” is actually simpler than the other plural
Pronouns, and possibly the singular 3rd person pronouns in
terms of its features, Of the plural pronouns the 3rd person
Pronouns are the only ones which relate directly, in terms of
feafures, to the singular pronouns.  Sharpless explained the
Pelationship very wel), when she talked about “core” and
“derived" plural pronouns., For Sharpless, there are two Kinds

[

of prural pronouns,. “"Cors" plurals are made up of two

Singular referents, both comprising identical features (&g

”*hQY" = "he" and "he" or f+ other} §+ othet}. "Derived"
Dlurals, on the other hand are made up of referents which do
Ot share the same featurss (eg "our” = "I" and "you" or€+
Sp@akar} €+ Iistener}. In this analysis, therefore “"they" as
8 core plural would be less complex than "we" or "you" as
de“iVad plurals, In comparison with the sinqgular 3rd person
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pronouns, "khe" and "she", the 3rd person plural, "they" could
also be considered less complex linguistically since it
requires fewsr features for its determination, The singular
Pronouns require the inclusion of the feature [f humaﬁ] ]
distinguish betwsen "it" and "he” or “"she", They further
TEquire the featurs [i masculin%] to determine gender. Thus it
is sti1) possible to use the framswork of a feature hypothesis
Or a componential analysis, including the findings above.
There remains, however, some question as to how the order of
acquisition of the pronouns is predicted, even if the salisence
and primacy of components has been established, Does the order
0f acquisition depend on the pressnce or absence of certain
“marked" features? For exampls, cdoes the presence of the
feature [+ speaker} in the derivation of a pronoun; suggest
that acquisition will be acquired sarlier than those pronouns
Where it is absent? Or is acquisition concerned mors with the
linguistic complexity, in terms of the numbeﬁs of features
"Equired for the derivation of a pronoun?

I't would appear, thaﬁ, that, common to all such models,
there jig a probhlem as to deciding which are the salient
f@atures, which take primacy, and from there, how sxactly one
9085 about predicting acquisition. Al) the investigators
"eferred to in the first section of this chapter (Baron and
KaiSEP; 19753 Waryas, 19733 Ingram, 19713 Fillimore, 19713
Sharpless, 1974) would suqggest that both number and person are
Salient components., Most would suggest that number takes
p“imacy over person, but this has been disputed by Baron and
Kaiser (1975) and Huxley (1970), In addition, it would seem
that the two patterns of acquisition for the singular and
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Plural pronouns could well be different (if one hases one’'s
Oobservations in terms of the thres person’ featurss), If
this is so, then neither component would appsar to have
Primacy, Ferhaps, then there are other, differsnt components
involved in the derivation of peErsonal pronouns that are more

"eliable for determining the acquisition of pronouns.

OTHER NOTIONS OF LINGUISTIC COMFLEXITY AND SALIENT
COMPONENTS

In 1978, Deutsch & Pechmann attempted to test the notion
that the theoretical ly derived ordsr of complexity in German
POssessive pronouns accounts for their order of acquisition.
They tested three different principles psrtaining to the
theoretical complexity of pronouns, The first principle,
labs)led the "proximal - nonproximal” contrast, dealt with the
differential distances betwsen the three roles in the
Communication svent. According to Lyons (1968) and Fillmore
(1971) there is a boundary between the Speaker and Listener on
Me side of the communication situation; and any 0Others.
Uurinq any communication, the Speaker and Listener are
NOrmally in closer proximity to each other than to the Other,
and there is likely to be more eye contact., So, if this
Principie of linguistic complexity has primacy, than any
Pronouns referring to the Speaker, the Listener or both,
Should pe )east complex. Those referring to Other (in any
Nunber) should be most complexy and those referring to
Mixtures of Speaker or Listener, and Others (=g Spzaker -+
DthEP ie we) should form an intermediate group.

A second principle of complexity the "Speaker -
ND“SDeaker" contrast (similar to the idea of person) refers to
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the Speaker showing a preference for his own position, Thus
pPronouns referring to the Speaker should be less complaex than
those referring to the Listener, Those involving a reference
10 the Speaker and another (&g Speaker + Other is ws) should
be legs complex than those referring to the Listensr and
another (eg Listensr + Other is you (pl)).

Finally, the third principle, is the "singular -
nONMsingular” contrast. As in the previous studies where the
feature "number" was used, this principle assumes that
singu)ar pronouns are less complex than plural ones, Deutsch
and Paechmann (1978) attempted to examine whether any or all of
these thres principles ware related to the order of
aCquisition (or relative difficulty) of possessive pronouns.
They were also interestsd to find out which of the principles
Appeared to take precedsnce for children, over the others,
Usinq a task where children had to match cards to ounsrs; they
MoMi tored the frequency of correct responses. They discovered
that the children’s performances with the pronouns varied
ACcording to the following pattern (from best - to worst):
YDUP) 2 our S our 2 our 2 Your(pl)) 5 Her 3 Their
My (S+L+0+0) (S+L)  (S+D) His

They argued, therefors, that the proximal - nonproximal
Principle had primacy over the singular - nonsingular
Principie, Apart from the relative position of ’‘our
Inclugive’ (speaker + listener + other + other) all pronouns
PEf@PPinq to either Speaker or Listener, preceded thoss
heferrinq to Others, Also, to some extent, the speaker -
NOnspeaker principle was apparent but overridden by ths
Singuiar - nonsingular principie. Thus all forms of "our”
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where the Zpeaker i3 referred to, prace
refers to the Listener and an Other. The unexpected

laccording to the Speaker - monspeaker orinciplel lack of

diffterzrce in performancs with "my" and your” could, e=xpilair
Deutgek and Feckhmann, be dug $to the ages of thelir subjiects,

il

V] =~ o . ' < [ e as ) a O | P— goi B g g g o el |
Most studies (Crark; 1277, Huxley, 1970, Sharpiess, 1973

i

BLC! agree that the 15t and Znd person singular prornouns (I,
me, my: you,; your etc) ere normally fuliy mastered wel |
before trree yEArs of age, Deutsch and Pechmann ' s YOURJEsT
child wss five months older than this,

20, overall, the authors formed the conclusion that the
order of acquisition of possessive prornouns is dependernt upon
their bimguistic compliexity in terms of proximity and
Singularity., Within this the proximity principle appears to
have dominance over theg singutarity principle. Thisz,
and Fechmann’'s conclusions would explain why some plural
Pronouns appear to be learned before same singulars,
U”*Oﬁtunate;y, from the literature, the most freguent example
°f 3 pilural Pronoun occuring before singuliar pronouns 1s the
Case of the Zrd person plural (ie they, them, their)., This
Rhienomeror would not fit with Deutsch and Pechmarn's
&xXpianation, since, according to their rationale "their”
Should be acquired Jast of aily, In fact, the performance of
DEUtSCh and Fechmarnn's subiects with the various pPOSSEsSsive
Prorouns bears very iisttieg resemblance to the perftformances of
Childrer observed in other studies. However, =g already

Noted, the order of acquisition of the personal promouns 15 by

g , . ‘ ; . .y
'© means clear, Differens investigators, using different

Bchniques have fourd confiicting evidence, UWhiist the
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18 regcessary to indicate why there have besEn 50 manvy

=
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anomaious” or conflicting resuits,
T - - R —
THE FROEBLEM OF THE SHIFTIMG REFERENCE

Ferhaps part of the problem lies with the deictic rnature
of personal prorouns: the fact that the sams promoun canm bDe
Used to reter to different peopie according to their role

Within the communication situation, When the chiid is

o

Speaking, for example, "1" refers to himsel#$, but wher

ilstening. “I" refers to the speaker., Crarney in 1380 tried

0 take this inmto account when she investigated the
dEVE’DDment of personal pronouns, For Charney, the aduit and
Correct represertation of pronouns is "role" oriented. That
'$) the adult can use or understand each pronoun to refer to
anyone, as long as that person occupies the appropriate role
In the dialogue, coded by the proneoun. (Thus “1" refers to
any persor occupying the “speaker’ role). Children, however,
might employ a different system of representation of pronouns
Such as & "person’" oriented representation. Herice; the
Rrorourn will always reter to the same persorn, no matter what
Pole im the dialogue, they take up. So, for example the child
Might always take "I" as a reference to himself, even though
he is occupying the role of “listener” or “"other”, in the
SOnversation, This system, if employed, wouild cause the child
'O produce systematic "reversals” (ie calling himself "you®
Nd others “I"), Whilst there is some evidence supporting this

Notior {(Chiat, 1982

o~
'

s most children, from the literature;
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appear to acguire pronouns with very few such errors (Bioom.

i1

Lightbown & Hood, 1973; Huxley, 19707 GChiaw, 1531: Neison,
1875 Sharpiess, 19741 FEowerman, 19731, In addition,
Shipiey and Shipiey (19683) provided evidence that cniidren
terid not to take particular pronouns as referring to specific
PEople. They found that Buaker children tended to address
their parents correctiy as "you", in spite of the fact that
the parents, in the children’'s presence, addressed each other
85 "thee"., It would appear that very few children, apart from
those FUffering tfrom infantile autism (Hanrmer, 1348)
Comsistant!y make reversal errors to do with a “"person’
Oriented representation,

Alternatively, the child might begin to learn the pronoun
System with a sensitivity to the roles involved in the

"

dialagua, a5 in the aduit "roile” representation. Thiern, the
Order of acquisition of the pronouns could bniy be mfrected Dy
their rejative tinguistic compiexity., Most of the previous
Studies reviewed here (Sharpiess, 13743 BRaron and Kaiser,
1875, Deutsch and FPechmarnn, 1978y Cruttenden, 19773 etg)
dRpear o Have S8t out from this premise, They have attempted
Yo search for an order of acguisition of pronouns, without
"Bgard for the variation in the pronoun’s referent, AS
Gemmnstrated, gariier, the predictions made from the basis of
% ‘role’ rEpresentation, are not AalWAYE ARCCUrAnE,

Charrey (1980) put forward vet another possibie
TePresentation that the child might emplioy when acguiring the
Rronour system. She referred to it as & "person - roie’
Tedresentation, Hereg, the child wouid learn, firs:t, the
Pronourns most relevant to himseif as 1 participant in

63



Communication. So, in the early stages of pronoun
acquisition, the child would lzarn which pronoun referred to
himsel f ag speaker, listenar and other, Only later would he
g&nNeralise this Knowledge to a representation of pronouns as
applied to other pesople. If children do adopt this
Fepresentation, then their performance with the different
Pronouns should vary according to the role they adopt with the
dialoque. In other words, the lst person pronouns ("I")
should be ecasiest when the child is Speakery second person
Pronouns ("you") when the child is the Listensr; and 3rd
PErson pronouns ("he"/"she") when the child is the Other,
McNeil)l (1965) and Charney herself (1980) offered support
for the "person - role” hypothesis., McNeill studied one child
(from 137 to 233) examining her production and comprehension
Of pronouns. He found that the child performed better with
s & rather than "you" when the child was Spsaker, bhut vice
Versa when the child was Listener. Also, she learned "I"
r"E'f‘:‘\"l"img to herself as Speaker, before "I" referring to her
MoOther ag Speaker (when she, herself was Listener), But she
'2arned "you" referring to herself as Listener, hefors "you"
"#ferring to her mother as Listener, (when she herself was
Speaker). In other words, the child lsarned the pronouns
Peferrinq to herself in the two roles, about 3 months before
She learned them as referring to other psople.
Charney devisaed tasks to look at children’s performances

U i “ " " " " “ 3 1
Hth my”, "your" and "her" in the three different spesch

" .
Oles: ag Speaker, as Listener and as Other., She found that
the 154 and 2nd person pronouns ("my" and "your") wers

C . . N " "
ertalnly acquired according to the “person - role
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hypothesis, As Speaker, "my" was acquired befores “"your" but
as Listensr "your" was lsarned before "my". At the same time,
the pronoun "my" was sometimes produced by the children
(P@ferring to themsslves) hefore it was understood (referring
o someons else), The pronoun "your” was always acquired as
Listensr (again, referring to the child) before it was under-
Stood to refer to the Other, and before it was produced by the
child as Speaker,

When the results from the studies reviswed earlier, are
examined, many could be ussd as support for a "person - role”
hypothesis, Most of the data maintaining that children
Perform best with the lst person pronouns, comes from
Production experiments, That is, they placed the child in the
Tole of Speaker where 1lst person pronouns referred to them-
selves, (Huxley, 19703 Wells, 19793 Deutsch and Pechmanm,
19785 Goodenough, 19383 Burroughs, 1957). This hypothosis
Yould also serve to explain Sharpless’ anomolous findings. The
Children in her study responded differently to the various
Pronouns according to the different roles they adopted in the
dia‘OqUEo If children use a ‘person - role’ representation
then, as Listenar, they should perform best with 2nd psrson
D“Dhouns, and as Other, with 3rd person pronouns. Sharpless’
PESU|fS, do not fit the above predictions perfectly but they
do appear to he more akin to a "person - role” hypothesis than
the Uusual “"role" representation. The order of acquisition
When the children took the role of Listensr was by Nno means
Clear, However, when the children took the role of Other, two
Of the Nine appeared to master the 3rd psrson first, and three
MOre Children performed best and equally well with the 3rd
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Person and one other,

Unfortunately, the performance of Charney’s own subjects,
in the role of Other, did not support the "person - rolse”
hypothesis, In fact, her results indicate that the 3rd person
Pronouns are acquired as "role” pronouns, with "her" producing
the worst performances regardless of the child’s role in the
dialogue, When the child took the role of Other, (whers "her”
was expected to have produced the best results) the children
Performed squally well with "my" and “"your", and bstter than
With "her", Chiat (1981) used this latter result as an
argumsnt against a “person - role” representation of pronouns,
Which, she argued, is logically impossible., It is perfectly
POSsible, she felt, for a child to use a “person”
r"‘5-‘lflr‘e-‘ssosvn’ra\tit:m, as if the pronouns were @quivalent to proper
Nouns; or indeed, a "role” representation,; where the child
Matches the pronoun to its role referent, But a "person -
"Ole" representation would lead to the notion that a child
Knows the pronouns as they refer to himself, whilst heing
lgnorant of those sams pronouns as they refer to other psopls.

Chiat arguad that the child must discover the pronoun from
the Speech of other peopls. He must, therefore, first
UWnderstand the pronoun as used in reference to those othenr
PEople, Chiat, continued then, to try and explain the
diSCPapancies found hy Charney betwesen the order of
ABQuisition in comprehension tasks, and production tasks., 8She
IDDKEd first at the tendency for children to perform best with
st Person pronouns, in a production task. Only thres of
Charﬁey’s subjects apparently werse able to use "my"”, without
u“d@PStandinq it in reference to someons other than
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themselves, Chiat suggested that these thres were using “my
a8 a part of rote phrase, and that, as an isolated pronoun it
was not produced at all. She also suggested that, thers is
Nothing surprising in the idea that children should understand
"you" (as it refers to themselves) befors they produce it (in
reference to someone else), It has besn wel)l documented
throughout the study of language developmsent, that
Comprehension precedes production, Thus children may
Fecognise the 2nd person pronoun, and respond to it, long

be fore thay produce it themselves, This is precisely what
Charney found, and used as evidence for her "person - role”
hypothesis,

A further problem with Charney’s ideas for the acquisition
of Pronouns, is that she only dealt with the singular
Pronouns, The reader is left wondering whether the “person -
MOle" representation, is intended to include the plural
Pronouns as well as the singular,. If so, then the children
shouid perform best with "our” in production tasksy best with
"your" when addressed by a speakeri and possibly bhest with
“their” when taking the role of Other. As alresady noted,
there jgq some disagreement, in the literature, as to the order
a1 aCquisition of the plurals., However, there is some
®Vidence from both comprehension and production tasks (Huxley,
19703 Baron and Kaiser, 19753 Cruttenden, 1977) to suggest
that the 3prd person plural is acquired first, of all the
Dlurals. This, of course, would suggest that Charney’s

Person - role” hypothesis cannot be extrapolated to

Predies: e
®dictions about plural pronoun acquisition.
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At this point, the argument appears to have travelied ful
Circle. It begsn by examining the usefulrness of & component
model to predict proncun acguisition, Whilst not discarding

the rnotion of such a model, the eviderce appeared to suggest
that it was probiematic, As with any featurse or COmponent
hodel, orne is only able to predict accurately, if it focuses
On the relevant features, and 1f its assumptions about the
Primacy of those features are correct, Different authors have

PUut forward different ideas about which features are relevant

1

and which have primacy. However, rone cf them appeszr to be
abie to producs a model that will adeguately fit the empirical
&viderce about the order of acguisition of pronouns. On the
Other hand, when examiming the empirical evidence, ong finds
that there is ro firm agreement as to the order of acguisition
BXcept in very genera! terms, Different gtudies, it seems,
hlave fourg different pat.erns of performance. Zxplanations
“Bre put forward to accounmt far why there might be such a lack
°f agreement. These culmirated ir the idea that the deictic
Nature of pronouns might cause the disagreemsnt, [t was
SUuggested by Charney that childrens performance might vary
aCCDPdinq ta the role they adopted with the dialoque. This
APpears to be the Key to explain why the empirical evidence is
Corfusing, However, this explanation does not account for
Children‘s performance with al! prorouns. In fact it seems to
"®late oniy to their performarce with the st and 2nd person
Sirguiar, For Chiat, there are other, simpler explanations to
3Ccount for the apparent anomaly inm childrens performance with

these two pronouns.



S0, it would seem that there is no adequate explanation of
Childrens acquisition of personal pronouns. But what is
Worse, there does not even appear to be anything mors than

general agreesment about their actual order of acquisition.
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"Take off your hat," said the King to the Hatter,
"It isn’t mine,” said ths Hatter,

"STOLEN!" the King exclaimsd, turning to the jury,
who instantly made a memorandum of the fact.

"I Keep them to sell” the Hatter added as an
explanation:

"I’ve none of my owm, I'm a hatter,”

Here the Quesn put on her spectacles, and began
staring hard at the Hatter, who turned pale and
fidgetted.
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The previous chapters have srown that the (&nical damain
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Of persocnz! pronoung begins to be acguired early inm language
development, Within the domain, the DOSSE351ivVE Dronouns 3150
Seem to appesr early {ag early zg 18 months s reported in
t o o e - ! . - h a0 S gl e g -y e - e R aoos' e el |
the studies by Kerman, (1383} Nelson, 137320 7y V3700 ¢

Cond g@rnough, (1338} and others! particutarly thosSe poSEesSsivE

Fespond to such words, appropriately, the child must have
deVEloped Eome notion of the concept of possession,

In this chapter, the rotion of possession wiil be
ihvastigat d, with particular emphasis on the chijd's idesas
about the comcept,  To begin with, the chapser will focus on
the eviderice for the emergerce of the possessive in the speech

Lf children, | T PDOSIRsSIVE Pronouns but 3t
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Other possessive cornstructions zls50. (Browrn, 197%: Bowermar

ol

1 D PR ” - -
1"'533 Lazden, 1986&: VDgﬁDﬁ, i5

7By and others), Having
€5tabiished how children talk about possession, it 18 alsC
impﬂrﬁanﬁ to investigaste what they mean by it, Thuszs the
thapter mover om to focus upor the adult meaning of
ReSsession: rul

[N

it

5 or conventions governing ity and the
diF*EPent aspecty of posgesgion that exist. {Milier and
JDh”SDH-Laird, 1978y Eeagiehole, 1922{ Snare, L5
1353; Browrn, 1972; etc), These are compared to the findings
from Studies investigatimg children’'s notions of possession:
its importarice to them: its definition: the rules governing it

Ei" . o . " . o e e d s R
234, the acquisition of possessions {EBronson, 1373% Furby,
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19763 19773 1978a3 1978cy 1978d; 1980by etc),

One of the findings that is apparent in most studies on
Possession (Miller and Johnson-Laird, 19763 Furby, 19763
Brouwn, 19733 =tc) with adults or children 1s that often the
M2aning of the possessive relationship itself, varies
according to the type of object that is possessed, Thess
F&sults are discussed towards the snd of the chapter
Darticularly with respect to the social background, and age of
the subjects in the studies, and in the light of the different
aSpects to possession and the rules that govsrn it

There are clearly many different aspects of possession and
the way in which children and adults perceive it, However
there would not be space in this chapter to deal with ach
aspect thoroughly. But, one of the most important aspects of
DQSBession, for any possessor, must be that of sharing, or the
Control one has to allow others access 1o one’s possession.
Finaiiy then, the results from studies looking at children’s
Views on sharing and their sharing behaviouwrs (Rheingold, Hay
and West, 19763 Eisenberg-Berg, Haake, Hand and Sadalla,

1979) are reported later in the chapter and are discussed
esF’"i‘Cially in terms of the age of the child and the gqualities
of the proposed sharer,

However, to start with, the chapter bhegins with the

EMergence of the possessive in language development.

EMERGENCE OF THE POSSESSIVE
AsS noted previously, the genitive (or possessive) form of
perSQ“a\ pronouns emarges early in child language developments

a1 about 18-25 months, (Coodenough, 19383 Huxliey, 19703
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Kérhan, 19693 Nslson, 19733 Léveill® and Suppes, 1976), The
POssessive has also been noted in the language of young
Children manifested by other means, by othsr ressarchers,
Brown (1973) found, for example, that children who are just
bgqihﬂinq to put two words together into a single wutterance
(what Brown referred to as ‘Stage 1’/ spesch) sesem to produce
Something akin to a possessive., Brown gave the example of a
Child producing the utterance "Dadcdy chair” in a context where
he was also pointing to the chair his father usually occupisd.
Brown argusd that an utterance such as this, in context,; can
be taken as a possessive relation, with the child naming first
the possessor and then the possession., In other words,; the
Utterance can be glossed as a possessive whers the child is
Saying “(That is) Daddy(’s) chair". Brown looked at the
Speech recordings from ten different children, from different
Studing acquiring a diverse rangs2 of languages (&g English,
FinniSh; Samoan =tc).  All the children examined appearsed to
®xhibit the possessive relation at a similar point in the
)anquage acquisition almost from thse onset, (Rowsrman, 1973as
Brown ang Fraser, 194633 Brown, Cazden and Be)lugi, 1969
Kernan, 19693 Rydin, 19713 Tolbert, 1971),

ACCQPdinq to Cazden (1968), who looked sspecially at the
Noun inflection "-‘s" for the possessive, children tend, in
Staqe 1 speech, to use possessives correctly at least 70% of
the time they are required. Surprisingly, Cazden also found
that in the majority of instances, the children chos= to use
the #1liptic form of the possessive (eqg "Daddy’s”, "Mommy’s")
Pather than use a two word utterance including possessor and
DDsessed (eg "Daddy’s chair"; "Mommy’s sock"). For Cazden
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this finding was especially interssting since the mothers of
the thres children in her sample all used ths two word
POssessive form between seven and twenty times as often as the
#lliptic form.

Rogdon and Rashman in 1976, also looked at the possessive
Prelation, specifically in children using one word utterances
(holophrastic spa=ch)., Their subjects, aged betwesn fourtsen
and thirtytwo months again tended to use the possessive in an
2lliptic context: when shown particular obgjects, they namsad
the owner of the object, Several studies were carried out in
the late 19608 and =arly 1970s, to try and establish whether
Children’s one word utterances (holophrasss) were actually
fQuivalent to entire sentences, Investigators based their
Work on nDe Leguna’s (1927) attempts to trace the developmsent
of holophrases in the acquisition of speschs, For e Laguna,
the chilg hegan simply using gestures to make himself
Understood, He then progressed to using single words, which
EVEhTual\y turned into "sentential holophrasss" (one word
Standinq in for a complete idea or sentence). Later the child
i“CQPDDPated gestures with his holophrases, and later stil)
this gesture hecame replaced by a second word, At this point
the Child was using two word utterances.

Werner and Kaplan (19463) concluded from their
inv@STiqation that development during the one word stage of
Sheech was continuous with the development of mul tiword
SPeech, Greenfield (19673 1968) asserted that children used
ONe woprg utterances in a general referential sense, and in
Order tq assign propertiss to their owners, Gruber (1967)
'l tithat ehildren tended to “topicalise" their spesech, In
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O ther words, they seemed to generate a topic (in the form,
Usually of a noun) and this was later addsd to, with another
word as a comment, Rodgon in 1976, set out to try to show
that the holophrase did represent a complete adult idea, She
looked at holophrases already used by ten children (aged
between 16 and 21 months). A1)l had producsd one word
Utterances for several months but none had yet begun to
Produce two word uttsrances. Rodgon attempted to train the
Children over five days, to produce two word utterances to
Stand in for three holophrastic relations: subject - verb -
Object sentences, locatives and possessives.,  She was
Successful in her training,; including the training on
pQSSessives, such that the children began to use two word

Combinations of "possessor - possessed” construction., Rodgon
Concluded that, in the one word stage of speech, whhen children
Name the auner of an ohgject, they are in fact demonstrating a
P%iiminary awaraness of possession,

Bloom (1973) howsever, did not accept that holophrases were
®Vidence of linguistic relations such as possession.  She
&1t that whilst the child associated ‘owner’ and ‘ouned’ (as
Evid@hcad by the child naming the possessor when shown
Particu) ar objects), in the holophrastic stage, he had not
S#parated out, nor formed the appropriate linguistic 1ink
befween the two. Quite simply, for Bloom, the child was just
enqé‘qihq in "naming” activities, since most of the owner
Naming activity was restricted to highly familiar
assDCiations only. FRodgon and Rashman (1976) attempted to
tesy this hypothesis against their own notion that the child
Was demonstrating a preliminary notion of the posessive
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relation, They showsd children in the one word stags of
Speech, photographs of objscts and persons, to elicit a one
word utterance, They found that children tended to name the
bwners of objescts when they were awars of the owner-owned
Mrelationship (usually when their parents wers the ouners) but
they gave the ohject names when the owners of the objects wers
WMKnown to them. For Rodgon and Rashman, this bshaviour
indicated that the children did have a preliminary notion of
POssession, and that the objects also had separate status. In
Other words, they concluded that Rodgon (1976)‘s hypothesis
was correct; and that Bloom’s (1973) notion that the children
had not separated out the ownsr from the obgjgect did not hold
for their subgjects, Further evidence suggesting that children
do have a notion of possession arises from the study by
Mitchnick, Golinkoff and Markessini (1980) who found that
Children could comprehend possessive phrases whilst they were
Still in Stage 1 speech.

Many writers feel that the possessive relation, in
English, is 1inked to the locative relation, Again, it is
Suggested that the locative appears =arly in "Stage 1" speech
(Rodqon, 19763 Brown, 19733 Bar-Adon, 19713 Rlount, 19493
Leonold, 1949) and it is somehow sasier to accept De Laguna’s
Suggestions for tracing the linguistic development back to the
Use of gestures for the locative relation. Lyons, (19467)
Suggested that the possessive relation is actually derived
from the locative, in English. He propossed that possessives
are distinct from locatives only in terms of the animacy of
the nouns used. For example "Make the book come to me"
(locative) is very close to "Make me have the book"
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(possessive), For Lyons, both types of sentence fall into the
Category of “"stative" (as opposed to "actional”) which
Sentences cdescribe states or changing states of affairs,
Within the "stative" category, they were both classified under
the subcategory "relational” which sentences describe
"elations betwsen different elements,

Miller and Jokmson-Laird (1974) also saw the two relations
88 linked, hut for conceptual reasons as opposed to Lyon’s
linguistic reasons. They argued that, if an owner is to use
his Possession, as the notion of possession allows, then he
MUSt have access to his possession, Whilst it is possible to
Own an item and yet be unable to use if (for example if one
hﬁs lent it to a friend), in the majority of cases it is mors
Usual to have one’s possessions to hand. If s0, then the
Pe'é\i'icmship betwsen the posssession of an objsct and the
locative is clear: the use of a possessed obgjsct implies that
the user must bhe within its MEgLON, OF VICE VErSa.

Further, the relationship betwsen position and possession
€an be observed in the early speech of children, Greenfiesld,
Smith and Laufer (1976) noticed that the naming of owners when
Presented with objects (possession) appears to emergs at the
Same time as primitive location utterances, Hers the child
Wity Point to the location and name an object customarily Kept
there,  1f opne accepts, therefore, that children have a
Preliminary awarensss of location this sarly in their
developm@nt, it follows that one must also accept that they
have a basic understanding of possession,

It would seem then, that children begin to uss the

POSsessive construction in Stage 1 speech (Brown, 19733

8
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Ut¥terances rnaming the possessor for example "Daddy” wh s at
D8 glossed, depending upon the context, to indicate a
Possessive reiation (Rodgorn, 1876: Fodgorn znd Rashmar, 1976,

Children, also, it seems, are able to understand possessive

5]

relatiorns, =zt about the same stage in their language

deveiopment (Mitchnik, Golirkoft and Markessini, 1980}, ZSome

investigators have linked the development of the possessive

)

Construction to that of the locative, (Lyons, (987! which alst
Occurs irm language development at about the same time. In
Fact, Greerfieid, Smith and Laufer (1976) have provided
Bvidence to show that the two constructions might he linked
Conceptually as well as linguistically, for young chiildren,
A1l of the above evidence would suggest, therefore that
Children are reguired in their behaviour to distinguish

between objects belonging te different peoplie {(including

themselves) and phbjects helonging to roaone in particalar,

Browr, (1973) suggested from detailed anaiysis of the

i

transcripts from his subjects: Eve, Adam and Sarah, that
Children, from early in their cdeve lopment,; had primitive
Motions of property and territoriality, expressed using the

Rossessive,

WHAT DOES POSSESSION MEANT

Erowr suggested that children’s notions of possessiorn are
MaAirly corcerned with the ides that the possessor has prior
Pights of use or access to his possessiorns. These rights
Supersede those of any other persorn, in the child's case,
“Sua]ly other members of the family. For Milier and
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Johnson-Laird (1976) these ideas about possession do not
differ significantly from the full adult understanding,
Before looking at children’s understanding of possession 1t
May be useful to look at adult understanding for the purposss
of comparison, Millsr and Johnson-Laird saw possession as a
Conceptual rather than a perceptual matter, They compared
POsSsession to location to illustrate this point. In location,
an apple moved from one position to another can be obhserved
directly: it is a perceptual matter, For posssssion,
however, a stolen apple does not look any different to any
Other apple. The problem is conceptual not perceptual.  They
Saw possession as, for the most part, a social concept: our
Socisty revolves around property, its ounership and its
#Xchangs, A large part of our society’s rules are to do with
the determination of the owmership and of fences against the
Ounership of property, These rules differ from society to
S0Ciety in their detail, but it is difficult to think of a
CUlture or society where property and possession do not exist
at all, Indeed there have besn a number of anthropological
Studlies which look at possession in different cul tures
(Ellwood, 19273 Herskovits, 19403 Lowrie, 19203 Thurnwald,
1937, but there has really besn only one which attemptec to
draw universal conclusions ahout the nature of possession.
Thig study was by Beaglehols (1932) who focused on the notion
of Property in "primitive psople", He defined ownership and
POsSsession of property, as "the appropriation to psrsons
Capahie of enjoying them, of goods or values satisfying
f““damental needs” , where "appropriation” meant the
Stab)ishment of an "enduring and intimate relation”. Whilst
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this detinition 1z zomewhat locse (since It mzkes ro commen:t

about the nature of the “enduring and
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A good der! of Eeaglehole’ = anaiysis concerned the

Importance of magic in the beliefs of different cultures,
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Examination of possession in this corntext led him to conclude

[ &

that "primitive” man sees personal property as somehow

assimilated to the seif. A part of the individusl’'s

Spirit-1ife" is integrated into the ophject, and the object is

-

Seen to be a part of the self . Eeaqlehole proposes this
Primciple a5 & basic characteristic in humans., However, he
8150 rioted that different societies are governed by very
difterent systems of property and ownership, and argues that
the form of property imn any social group is the result, not
Only of this apparent integratiom with the self, but alsc the
Fesult of estabiished culturs! pstrterns of the group. These,
in turn depend on a variegty aof historical and geornomic
tactors, Feaglehole presented & convincing argument for the
latter assertion but, for Furby (1978) his assertion that
humars tend to integrate part of their self with their
Possessicns, is speculative to say the least, EReagliehole has
Sudgested orne psychologicail basis for property but does not
Properiy examine the extent to which cufltural learning might
affect this tendency. Otherwise, he suggested that
ENvironmental influences are important for shaping the various
forms that ocwnership takes within different societies,

Other investigators (especially early in this century)
3150 posited innate determinants of possessive behaviour
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(James, 18903 Le Tourneau, 18923 Rivers, 1920), Indeed, most
laymen, if asked to commant, would probably state that the
human tendency to acquisitivensss was innate rather than
learned, Wrightsman (1974) made a comment to this effect:
"Man, hy natwre, desires to own and hold property’ is a
venerable assertion of human natuwre and one of the most
closely analysed and most frequently cited assumptions of

human nature in the history of human thought™.

Thus, in order to try to understand the gquestions of
"human nature” with respect to possession, a number of
i"VEStigators have examined species othsr than humans for
POssible evolutionary precursors,

Again, Beaglehole (1932) is among the forsfront of these
i“VEStiqators. He examined the behaviour of certain animals,
Fepresentative of a number of different species, assuming that
the existence of a notion of ownership in animals is
Manifested by defence against aggression or spoilation by
Others, Ag before, Beaglehole’s assumptions here are
QUestionable, Hallowsll (1943) suggested that possession does
not always require a defence against attack, and also that
Such a defence does not always indicate a propsrty relation.
HDwevar, it is difficult to see how else Beaglehole could have
defineg possession in animals without making similar
ASsumptions. As Furby (1978) argued, the problem in defining
PSsession is almost an insurmountab)e one, since the very
Meaning of possession and property is part of the research
Question,

Nevertheless, Bsaglehols, using his zarlier definition,
Concluded that acquisition among most animals is restricted to
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food storage, as an instinctive reaction to scarcity of food
®Specially during winter., The few exceptional cases where
Other items were stored, he explained as curiosity,
(Darticularly as aroused hy shiny portable obgects in birds),
N#st building impulses (especially in rodents), and the desire
'O use objects as adornments or playthings (mainly in apes).
In other words, Beaglehole maintained that objects are
acquired by animals solely to fulfill certain specific needs
and desires, Defence of territory was seen by him as a
Separate phenomenon concerned with “sexual and parasntal
impulses*, So, animals do not have an "instinct for
ACquisition” rather, they collect items to satisfy their basic
Needs, When their possession of these items is threatened
they will be defended, and in that respect they are a
Primitive form of property. However, it is clear that there
s a limit to what we can learn about the origins ancd function
of possession in humans by studying nonhumans.

A recent analysis by Snare (1972) returns the argument to
its social origins, He offered thres main conventions for the
Concept of possession or ownsrship of an obgect in Western
SO0Ciety:

(a) it is not wrong for the owner to use the object, but

wrong for others to interfers with his using ity

(b) if, and only if the owner consents, it is not wrong

for others to use the objects

(c)  the owner may permanently transfer the rights in (&)

and (b) to specific others by consent.

These conventions do not govern other linked ideals such
&% the punishment of transgression, or the destruction of
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Property, but they do appsar to he crucial in the notion of
POssession, and they do ssem to apply to most cultural groups.
B0, it would seem that whilst possession can he seen as a
Social concept the details of which can vary according to the
#Conomic and cul tura) patterns of each social group, thse main
theme of possession could well be universal, Indeed the
Similarity between different cul tural groups has led some
investiqators to suggest that the tendency to acguire
POsSsession may well he innate, (Wrightsman, 1974). In order
0 look at this possibility, studies of other species have
been undertaken (Bzaglehole, 1932) but these show only that
ACquisitivenass in other animal groups tends to be related, in
the mogt part to basic needs: food and water storage.
NeV?Ptheless, possession does seem to be and important aspect
In the Jife of most humans, to the extent that, especially in
"Drimitive" groups (Beaglehole, 1932) personal property tends
10 be somehow assimilated into one’s concept of onesel f.
CEPTainly the basic "rules” or "conventions” protecting the
Ouner’s rights tend to be fairly constant across different
SOcial cultures: the right to use one’s possessionsy to
Control access hy others to one’s possessionsy and to transfenr
Ownerghip rights if one wishes (Snare, 1972). Following
Snare’g anlysis however, Miller and Johnson-Laird sugges ted
that these three conventions dea) only with one aspect of
Possession: that of inherent possession, They suggest that
there are in fact at least two other aspects of possession,
fach with different conventions: accidenta) possessiony and

Physical possession,
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THREE ASFECTS OF FOSSESSION

Inherent possession, then entails the owner’s rights to
Use the possessed ohject, to allow its usage by others, and to
transfer those rights to others, But what if the owner of the
l1tem has lent it to another person? Who, then is said to have
POssession of the item? Certainly the ownership rights remain
With the original ownsr, but in terms of possession, it is the
borrower who has access to the usage of the item. Miller and
Johnson-Laird saw this problem as illustrating a second aspect
of Possessiony that of accidental possession, For them, the
#Ssential condition governing inherent possession of an item
18 the permissibility of exclusive use, In accidental
POssession it is the possibility of usage that is in guestion.
Once it becomes impossible for a person to use the object in

QUestion, he ceases to have accidental possession of the

Object, For example, if John owns a book he has exclusive
Mights over who reads it (inherent possession)., If howsver,
he

lends the book to Peter, Peter may read it, (with John's
implicit consent) hut John may not he able to because he has
'&nt it to Peter (accidenta) possession) .

The notion of accidental possession again illustrates the
Close relationship betwsen location and possession, It is
Vi“TUally impossible for a person to have accidental
POsSsession of an item without there being also, a close
locative relationship betwsen them since usage of an item
Implies that it is within reach.

A third aspect of possession, as noted by Miller and
JQhHSDn—Laird, is that of physical possession, FPhysical
DDSSESSion, here, is seen to refer particularly to Kinship
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r"‘-ﬂaticn'vs,. ‘part of whole’ relations and ths language of
location, For the latter, the use of the verb "have' is
Paramount, and is exemplified by the sentence "The table has a
lamp on it", The close relationship betwssn locative and
POssessive relations has already been discussed, to soms
®Xtent, however, it may be worth recording Bzaglehole’s (1932)
Views on the origin of the linkage, As he described it, the
“Elationship between the two appears to bs reflected in the
hiSTOPy of the term “"property”. The 0ld English tsrm
"pPropete” and the Old French term "proprieté“, bhoth derived
from the Latin "proprius” meaning "one’s own” are also both

linked to the modern French "propre”, meaning "close” or
"near", Thus, Beaglehole suggested, historically, propsrty
Carried the implication of exclusive rights to an obgsct
hecauge it is so close or near.

In terms of both Kinship and “part of whole" these
"®lations have been discussed at length by a number of
i“Vestiqators, when examining the contrast betwsen “"alisnable”
and “inalienable" possessions (Fillmore, 19683 Brown, 19733
Edwards, 19733 Lyons, 19673). Basically, alienable
Possessions are optional possessions where an owner, if therse
s one can either distance himself from the possession, or
"&linquish ounsrship in some way. (2q car, toy, book, flowsr,
SPace etc), Inalienable possessions, on the other hand are
Db]iqafory possessions, where there must be an owner, and
Where the owner might find difficulty in distancing himsel f
from the object (eg my face, my foot) or where ownsership
Cannot pe relinquished (eg my mother, my son), Fillmors

(1948) Ccited a particularly convincing example of thase two
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types of possessiorn when he contrazsied the Fijiarm "wiugu”

(meaning “my head” as sn inaierabie object attached to the

neck) anmd "kegu wiu" i{mesning "my hezd” as an alienable object
Whose owrer is about to eat it), The English possessive is

ambiguous and there is no ciesr distinction in the language

=

between alierable and inmalienable gbjects; only in the
Semarnitics ard the context of the sentence, Other languages,
fowever do make = linguistic contrast., In French, for
example, it is urusual to refer toc one’'s own face as "ma
figure" uniess for emphasis. Normally, "ta figure"” i3 wused,
In ore Chirese tanguzge alienable possession requires the
Particle "-de" whereas irnalienable possession does not, Thus

"the book is mire" would trarslate sz "shu shi wo-de” whilst
"the famiiy is mine” would he "sia shi wo", However the
distirction betweer zlienabie and inalienable poESessions 15
N0t always clear, Fillmore (1968} rnoted that in one language,
‘¥ person‘s left hand is treated as irnaliernable, whereas

the right hand is seen as alienable, Alsa, the lamguage

of the Arapaho Indians provides some confusion when bhody lice
are treated as inalienable objects,

It is by rno means clear how far the relstionship between &
Person and his inalienable possessions, is related to the
POssessiorn of mlienable obiects. Erown (1973) went &8s faur as
'Sugqestinq that inalienable possessions might be batter
described by = differert semantic altogether., Indeed, it is
difficult to see how Srare’s (1372) three main conventions for
Possessior could apply., Certainiy in terms of inalienzble
'DDSsessions. an owner could not, by definition, transfer
RPOssession rights to another persorn. To say, for example that
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another person now owns one’s hands, is a nonsense, @XCcept in
metaphoric terms, At the same time, ths conventions covering
Permissibility of usage and prior rights to usage also sound
Strained when referring to inalisnable objects. Suggesting,
for example that a dog has the right to wag its tail, over and
above others wagging it, is again awkward, if correct. Thus
it is possible that the conventions covering inhsrent or
accidental possession of alienable objects, do not also govern
Physical or inalienable possessions, Miller and
JDhnson—Laird, howsver have suggested that there ars
Similarities between alienable and inalisnable POSESESSILONS,
Both relations are durative, for example, and both contain an
@lement of exclusiveness to the ouwner, For the purposes of
thig study, then, all types of possession: inherent,
accidental , physical, inalienable or alienable; will be

INCluded as a possession.

THE CHILD’S NOTION OF FPOSSESSION

Fossessivensss characterises a large portion of human
ACtivity in our society, and there is ample svidence of
POssessives occurring in the very =arly stages of child
'a”quaqe. It is surprising therefore that so little empirical
WOrk has heen undertaken to examine the origins and
deV@lOpment of possessiveness in children, There have besen
Studies, however, looking at social interaction among infants
and toddiers, and the possessive component in their behaviour
has been noted. A large proportion of the conflicts that arise
betwesn young children, for example, are described, in the
‘iterature, as issues of possession, In 1934, in a study of
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ursery school children, Daws concluded that 73%2 of the
‘quarreis” in children aged from 1 ysar & months to £ years &
moNths, were concerned with possession. The percentage was
Meduced for 3 to 4 year olds but it still remained over 50%,
More recently Bronson (1975) found similar results in that 70%
of the "disagreensnts” betwsen 2 year olds involved taking or
“tugs of war" over objects, Other studies (Smith and Gresn,
1975y Ross and Hay, 1977) have obtained remarkably similar
F&sults, Apart from conflicts over the use of objects,
hDWQVEP, Bronson (197%) also reported incidents where two ysanr
0lds have bhesn engaged in a different Kind of possessive
behaviour, She noted one child, for example, who ’‘showed’ a
Particular toy to a group of other toddlers, whilst loudly
declaring "Mine",

These studies would indicate that children are capable of
Naming objects as helonging to somsone, and that many quarrels
"Nsue when one child attenmpts to take an objsct belonging to
ANother, However, they do not really give any clus as to what
POsSsession really means to a child, In fact, from the
'iferature, it would app=ar that only Furby (19763 19773
19786; 1978cy 1978d3 1980bs Furby, Harter and John, 1975) has
Made any systematic attempt to examine the meaning and
deV@'Opment of possession in children, Furhy’s work was
Centred on an open ended interview covering twelve different
'opics of enquiry concernsd with the basic meaning and
Characteristics of possession and ownership, The interview
Wag completed by almost three hundred subgects consisting of
two overlapping samples. The first of these samples was an
"AWEPican developmental sample” made up of subjects in five
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different age levels: from 6 years old to adults of 45 to 50
Years, The sscond sample was a "Comparative Cross cultural
Sample” consisting of three groups of subgject:  American,
Israsi Kibbutznik, and Isra=li city children. There were
Children of two age levels in =sach group: 6 year olds and 10
Year olds,

Furby found that the meaning of possession, for both
adul ts and children alike, was extremsly complex: that
POssession or ownership can mean very different things
dEDendinq on the type of objsct possessed, the means of
ACquiring the object, and how the object is related to a
Variety of aspescts of the owner’s life, Howsver, she did find
two hasic components or themes which seem to be fundamental to
the notion of possession, appearing in all age groups and
ACross all three cultures, The first of thess componanmts was
the sense of personal control associated with ownership., This
M®lates pack to Snare’s (1972) three main conventions for
°Wnership: control aver one’s own usagse of the item;y over its
Usage by othersy and the ability to transfer this control to
ano?her, if desired, Furby’s subjects felt that people can do
Whatever they wish to a possession, with very few
T&Strictions, and they can permit or prohibit someone else’s
USe of the possession.

A second component identified from the interview, was the
association betwsen possessions and the owner’s sense of self,
Bath the mezaning of and the motivation for possession appeared
'0 be related to the subject’s self-concept, Fossessions
Seemaed to be, in some way extensions of the individual. This
fi”dinq is in agreement with Beaglehole’s (1932) analysis of
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TPrimitive” man, and his helief that a part of the
"Spirit-life" is integrated into the possessed objesct,

For the youngest children in her study, the & year olds,
these tuo componeEnts were very important.  Furby, in her 1980a
Paper speculated as to why this might be so. She sugoested
that, in their early years, sspecially during the sscond
Year of life children are very involved in discovering and
Practicing the effects they can have on their environment,
piaQEf, (1953) for example, noted that betwesn 12 and 18
months, the child begins to actively and systematically
FXpEriment with his environmsnt., A little later, during the
Second year, when his mobility increases rapidly, the child
'ypically gets into everything within reach and appears to bhe
ceésglessly exploring., Howesver, Furbhy arqued, this Kind of
ACtivity begins to present a threat both to himself and to the
Ohjects in the surrounding environment, The child suddenly
hasg access to most objects in his environment and is likely to
Manipulate and explore them in a way that might lsacd to
da“QEF; or to the destruction of the object, Much of the
Parental activity, then, at this stage, is concerned with
c"El"‘ifyinq what the child can safely explore and what is off
Vimitg, The distinction between the two has to be made clear
10 the child, and, Furhy suggested, one of the ways this might
be achieved is by using the linguistic labels "mine" and
"yours", Thus the child learns which objects he may
"Anipulate and these become associated with the notion of
Personal control and which he is led to understand, "helong to
him, If this explanation is acceptable, it would clearly
TESUIt in the salience of "personal control” in children’s
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Notions of POSSESS10NM., It might also go somsway to 2xplaining
why the pronouns “my" or "mine" are among the first to appear
in children’s language.

The second componant seen as important by younqg children
in Furby’s work was the role of possessions in defining one’'s
S#lf, The self is an e=lusive concept as far as empirical
ihvestiqation is concernsed, sspecially whaen it is the sense of
S#1f in very young children that requires explorations The
Majority of descriptions of the developing sense of s&lf are
Concerned with the child’s slowly coming to differentiate "me”
from “not me", Seligman (1975) has suggested that much of
this differentiation is effected by the Kinesthetic fesdback
from the child’s own actions:

"those ‘objects’ become self that exhibit near-perfect
correlation hstwsen motor command and the visual and
Kinesthetic feedbacksy while those ‘obhjects’ that do not,
become the worid".

Following this idea, Furby (1980a) postulated the notion
that an object might be considered part of the self according
'O how far the state of the object depends on the child’s
ACtions, Fossessions become integrated with the child’s ssnse
Of self because they offer a high degres of contingent
c°”TPOI, almost as great as the control the child has over his
Quiry body, Again, this notion might explain why "my" and
“Ming are among the first possessive pronouns produced.

Furby’s interviews also produced other characteristics of
Possession for children, although thes details of =ach, and
thein salience, app=ared to change with age, From 7 years
anards, the fact that possessions make possible some activity
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or enjoyment for the owner, was seen to be a defining
Characteristic, This factor took on increasing importance as
the age of the subject increased, Fossessions, then, appear
'0 be seen as a means to an end, allowing the owner to do what
he wishes, Only the youngest group, the & year olds, did not
MeNtion this characteristic with any degres of fregquency, and
F”Pby made no comment as to why this might be so.

Subjects of all ages, mentionad the acquisition Process as
& major characteristic of possession, However, for the
Youngest subgjects the acquisition of possessions was very much
& passive process, with others buying or giving them objects,
By 10 years old, the process has become an active one with the
Child himse) f buying the objects or working for them. Furby
(1980a) felt that this passive to active shift might have
important implications for the meaning of possession at
different ages, Her subjects frequently indicated that a
Passive means of acquisition resulted in a sentimental valus
for the obhject in question, ancd that the giver of the object
MUSt 1ike the receiver., In other words, recsiving an obgjsct
% a gift has implications concerning the relationship betwsen
two individuals, and the receiver is dependent, to a certain
®Xtent, upon the giver, It is interesting to note, also, that
the youngest of Furhy’s subjects tendsd to mention that "other
People have things too"” as a defining characteristic of
POsSsession, In other words, according to Furby (1978d) they
tended to take possession as a Kind of ‘natural given’,
®Xplainable in terms of everyons’s engaging in it. This
t'E""‘:"E"'\Cy is possibly a direct result of the youngest
Chi’dren's passivity in the acquisition process. Since
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Possessions, for them, suddenly appear as gifts, donated by
Others, then, presumably, other people have things given to
them as well., Active means of acquisition, on the other hand,
Were reportsd by subjects as requiring the individual to
#Xpend effort or money to obtain desired obgjects. As a
"esult, possession and the rights of usage appeared to be seen
&% more complete., In active acquisition the individual not
ONly has control over his possessions, but also over the onset
of possession.

A dimension mentioned fairly frequently by only the é& year
Old subjects was the owner’s "having or Kkeeping" the object.
Furby (1980a) put forward two possible explanations for this
fi“dihq, to do with control over usage, and to do with a
Custodial or associational aspect, In terms of control over
USage, she asserted that, if an individual fregusntly uses, or
Keeps an obgject, then that individual certainly has control
OVer it in a very real sense, even if the rights to control
May lie e)sewheres,

The alternative explanation of association with the object
inplieg that children see objscts as belonging to them by
Virtue of being associated with thems This association might
COme about hecause the “owner" frequently uses the object, or
®ven, parhaps, because the obgect is often in the same
location as the "owner".

Both of these explanations are very much akin to Miller
and Johnson-Laird’s (1976) notion of "accidental™ possessiony
Yhere one may not have inherent possession (entailing ultimate
DQPMissibi]ity of usags) but one doss have the possibility of
USage hecause the ohgject is in reach. For the youngest
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Children, then, in Furby’s study, it would appear that
"aCCidental" possession is very much a rzality. Why this
Characteristic was only mentioned by the youngest children is
Wnclear, unless, perhaps, it is simply taken for granted by
Older subjects, Alternatively, older children may have
l2arned to differentiate betwsen inherent and accidental
POsSsession, seeing only the former as "true” possession,

Two other characteristics for ownership were mentionsd in
Furby’g study, although not by the youngest subjectst
"Positive affect for the posssssion” and the "responsibility
for the care” of objects., Both of these two factors appeared
'0 becoms salient at around 10 years old. For Furby (1980a)
this indicated that the parents of children aged 10 years and
Upwards were beginning to impress upon their offspring the
imDOPtance of looking after their own things, and that, from
about 10 y=ars onwards, children are beginmning to acquire
ltems actively, This latter development means that they wil)
not Only have a greater stake in caring for their things
(un ike younger children who acquire objects passively, they
do not 80 readily see possession as a "given”, rather the
Cquisition of objects costs either money or @ffort) but they
Participate more in the choice and selection of items. Thus a
POsitive affect for possessions is more likely.

In the sample of Israsli children from the city and from
kibbufzkin, the results from Furby’s interviews seemed
Pemarkably similar, The finding is somswhat surprising, One
Might have expected the Kibbutz children, at least, to show
differences in the way they conceptual ised possession, in
Comparison to the other two groups. The philosophy of the
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Kibbutz places heavy emphasis on collective possession rather
than personal ownership, As Bettelheim, (1969) wrote:

"In the Kibbutz all private possession is shumed, whether
of property, persons or sxperisnces ... To the Kibbutz
infant, it is obvious that any private possession is
undesirable, that everything is owned by the community,
to be used and shared by it ++v Thus, the feeling is
desply ingrained that to wish to possess is wrong, and
the guilt about even having such a wish interferes with
the desire for exclusive beslonging”.

In & study looking at the social behaviour of Kibbutm:
Children, Faigin (1958) commented that Kibbutz children tended
to focus on the social interaction and sharing aspscts of
Property usage rather than the rules concerning property psr
S8 Thus, the Kibbutz children’s notion of possession tendsd
'0 reflect the values of the socisty in which thsy grew up:
of Communal ownership, and little private possession.

HDWQVEP, from Furby’s study, it would appsar that the three
IOUpPs of children responded in very similar ways to the
i“Terviews, and focused upon the same aspects of posSssssion.
The only apparent difference appeared to be that the two
9roups of Israeli children put more emphasis on what Furhby
termed "objective appropriatensss” of the object for the
Quner, In other words, the children felt that their
DQSSESSions fitted them, suited them, or that they Knew how to
Use the ohjects, This result is probably unsurprising for
kibbutz children since in a ‘group-living’ situation factors
SUch as correct size might be highly salient determinants of
Which among a number of similar items, is assigned to them.
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HOW?VEP, this dimension was equally important for Israsli city
children, Furhy made no attempt to explain this phenomsnon,

As a corollary gquestion to “"What doss possession mean?",
Furby also asked her subjects "Why do pzople possess things?”
in order to look at the motivation for possession in children,
At a) age levels, two basic motivations wers mentioned: to
make possible certain activities or engjoymenty and the
POSitive affect for objects, The youngest children also
Mentionsd the process of acquisition to account for why psople
had Possessions, Furby (1978d) suggested that this lattenr
fi“dinq further illustrates the notion that young children
tend to take possession for granted. A motivational
®XPlanation is not seen as necessary for children at this agey
PEOple ouwn things simply because they acguire them, The idea
that possessions allow certain activities or enjoyment 1
ihteresting. It suggests that children of all ages (and
adul ts) gee possessions as having an instrumental function and
for Furby (1978d) this notion is )linked to that of control
Over an ohject, She suggested that children perceive
POSsessions as allowing them mors control over their
e“Vi\“onment; e2ither as a means to an &nd, or to create a
desired effect, Associated with this is the idea that
POSsessiong are pleasurable (the positive affect for objects)
Which focuses on the emotion an owner experiences with respect
to an objs=ct, Again, the positive affect may well be concerned
With the means of acquisition of the objsct, For ths youngest
children, who tend to be passive in this process, the feslings
may be associated with sentimental attachment to the obgj=ct
bac&use it is a gifty In the older age groups, their own
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Selection and choice of the obgect in an active acquisition
Process could influence their 1iking of it.

For the Israeli children of both age groups the findings
Were similar except that they also mentioned the rights to
Control usage more frequently, and the prevention of damage as
Motivating factors. Furby (1978d) concluded that both thess
factors for the Kibbutzniks arise from their cul ture, In
Qroup living where almost everything is shared, it is
WNsurprising that two motivating factors for personal
POssession might be control over usage and prevention of
damage, However, the Israeli city children also mentioned
these two aspects, [t would appsar then, that in terms of
Cross cultural differences, there was a greater difference
between Israsli and American children, than betwsen Kibbutz
and non-Kibbutz children, It is difficult to see why this
Might be 80, given the wider cul twral differences betwsen
these latter two groups.

S0, it would s=em from the linguistic studies (Brown,
19735 Cazden, 19683 Rodgon, 19763 and others) and from the
MEssarch on property quarrels in infants (Dawe, 19343 Bronson,
197%) that possession is an important feature in the l1ife of
Children as young as 2 ye=ars old., As Furby (19763 19773
1978&; 1978cy 1980b) noted, the notion of possession for both
adults and children is extremely complex, however, in defining
1t there are areas common to adults and children of different
Cul tures, Firstly, ths meaning of possession for most people
s Concernad with an ouner’s right to use his possessions, and
'0 delimit access by others to his possessions. This is
C‘@arly similar to the first two of Snare’s (1972) conventions
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for property ownsrship, Secondly, similar to Beaglehole’'s
(1932) finding, thers appesars to be an association of proparty
With the owner’s sense of ‘self’: Furby (19746) described this
NOtion as possessions heing sesn almost as extensions of their
POssessor, Finally, the meaning of possession also seems 10
he Vinked to the process of acquisition of the items. For
younger children this process is usually passive in nature
Whilst for children over 10 years, and for adults, it tends to
be an active process, The motivation for possession, in all
Subjects is linked to allowing possessors to engage in various
qCtivities, and to the positive feelings derived from
Ounership,

However, the age of the subject does appear to affect the
way they conceptualise possession.  Older children and adults
Se2 possessions as increasing their enjoyment, and mention
their regponsihility for caring for their possessions,
Chi‘dran under seven years, on the other hand appear to see
Possession as heing able to "Keep" an item, similar to Millenr
and Johnson-Laird’s (1976) notion of accidental possession.
Th@y also sesm to take the abhility to possess objects as an
"Xpected given phenomenon.

Surprisingly, there seem to be very few differences in the
Way people understand the meaning of possession, regardless of
their cultural background, The major difference found by
Fupby (1978d) between American and Israsli children was that
the latter tended to put more emphasis on ths right to contro)
qAWcess to their possessions, and the notion that the possessad
Objects were appropriate (in terms of fit, or suitability).
OV?PaII, then, Furby’s (1978b) main conclusion is that the
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NOtion of possession is highly complex, and whilst thaers
appear to be universal elemsnts to it, the details of the
Concept depend very much on the age of the subject, the means
of acquisition, the relationship of the object to other
aspects of the possessor’‘s life, and the typs of object
Possessed, This latter =lement, the type of possessed object,

hasg been the focus of a numbsr of studies.

TYPES OF POSSESSED OBJECTS

A further question asked by Furby (19763 Furhby, Harter and
John, 1975) in her interviews concerned the naturs of
Possessions themselves., What Kinds of things do children
Consider bzlong to them? She found that for the youngest
Children in both Israeli and American samples, toys and games
Were the most frequently quoted examples of possessed obj=scts,
Furni ture and furnishings were also frequently mentioned by
the youngest American children, along with sports and outdoor
®Quipment, Items mentioned with moderate frequency by the
YOungest American children included play animals and fantasy
figures (similar to toys), books and =ducational materials,
and clothing, These latter two groups were mentioned more by
Oldepr subgjects, For the Israeli children, the non Kibbutzniks
180 mentioned sports equipmant but the Kibbutz children did
NOts  The books and sducational materials were mentioned by
Kibbutz children but not by the Israeli city children, and
arts and crafts materials wers frequently mentioned by both
roups of Israesli children (but not by the Americans).
Nei then of the Israsli groups seem=sd to mention play animals
Or fantasy figures with any frequency.
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Furby (1976) suggested that the items mentionecd frequently
by the subjects of her interviews very much reflected their
Cul tural background, ancd the activities in which they were
Involved at certain ages. The Kibbutz children’s references
0 arts and craft materials, for examples, reflected the
fMphasis in the Kibbutz on making personal possessions. Also,
the very fact that the American children tended to mention
More possessions than esither of the Israsli groups (although
the Kibbutz children mentionsd almost as many when their
Meferences to items form both children’s house and their
Parent’s house are combined) possibly reflects the emphasis in
American society on psrsonal property. Ths changss in
Meferences to groups of items with age may well indicate
Various shifts in activity as children grow up. If, as
a'ready noted, possessions ars instrumental in enabling ownars
to Participats in a desired activity, so, in the youngest
Qroups, toys are particularly important as possessions for
facilitatinq play. At an older age, clothing, especially in
ﬂdolescenca, increases in relevance because it allows the
Ouner tgo express his individuality and establish his identity
4% a young adult.

In general Furby’s (1976) examination of the nature of
POSsessions was limited to tangible, material objgscts -
Alienable ohjects, However, it is worth noting that in coding
the results of her interview, she did have categoriss covering
PEOpPle, and parts of the body; both inalienable items by
definition; and pets, which have some features of inalienable
MNd some of alienahle possessions, She found that pets were
Ment i oned moderately frequently by 10 year old American
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Children, but not by the Israeli children, and not by any
Other Amesrican age group. She speculated that the Israeli
Children rarely had pets as personal possessions.  I[n the
kibbutz, for example, most of the animals were concernsd with
the farm, and whilst the children might play with and care for
them, the animals did not bzlong to them, The age at which
the American children tended to mention pets, Furby suggested,
is the ags at which parents often buy pets for their

Children, as companions. This might explain why the younger
Children did not mention pets, and it js possible, parhaps
that children older than 10 years (the next age group in
Furby’s interview study is 16 years) have lost some of their
interest in animals, and are focusing on other areas of their
lives, Fets, then may well be taken for granted, or sesn as
‘family’ pets at this age.

Examples of "people” as possessions was mentionsd only by
adults in the American sample (and only by 23% of adults).
HDNEVEP, in Furby’s analysis this category also contained
Other items such as memberships and subscriptions, and appsars
"®ally to have been a "catch-all” item for non-tangible
Objects, Thus it is impossible from Furhy’s (1976) data to
discover exactly how frequently psople were mentionsd as
PoOssessions, It would make sense, howsver, to assume that the
f“9quency was less than 20%, This rarity was not mentionsd by
FUPby in her 1976 paper, but in 1978(a) she did suggest that,
1f people are seen as possessed by others, then the feature of
Control is implied. It is possible that jealous feelings
Arise when one loses one’s influence, or control, over a
PErson, This notion is interesting because it suggests that
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the semantics of possession may be similar for inalisnable and
alienable objects, Both Brown (1973) and Miller and
Johnson-Laird (1976) have questioned this possibility. Body
Parts, howsver, (similar to "part of whole" relations) were
MOt mentioned by any of Furby’s subjscts with any fraguency.
It is worth noting the lack of frequency with which subjscts
MeEntioned inalienable objects as posssssions, Ferhaps, thaen,
the semantics of the two types are different, or perhaps their
lack of occurrence was concerned with Furhy’s methodoloqy
and the way the questions were phrased.

Brouwn, in 1973, noted that in Stage 1 spesch children’s
Use of possessives nearly all concerned alienable rather than
inalienable ohjects, The few inalienabls objects mentionaed,
WEre, in fact, almost entirely body parts, Howsver, after
Stage 1 spesch, more inalisnables do occur and there is little
difference between the two in terms of frequency of
OCcurrence, Interestingly, Brown (1973) divided qlienable
Obhjects into two types: longterm possessions, for example
toys, clothes, books etcy and shortterm possessions, for
instance, food or drink, reserved theatre seats etc, This
HSHDPtterm" possession in terms of reserved seats, is again
Similar to the "accidental" possession described by Miller and
Johnson~Laird (1976) where one may have the possibility of
Using an item, by consent, but one doss not have the full
Mights of inherent possession. For food and drink, however,
thig analogy does not work, One has the full rights of
inherent possessions, it is simply that ons’'s possessions, 1f
Useq correctly, may not last long! The children in Eroun’s
(1973) studies produced both longterm and shortterm objects as
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Possessions in Stage 1 spesch (including the possession of
Space eg "Daddy’s study"” which Brown sess as a longterm
alienable object).

Edwards (1973) divided alisnable objects into two
different types of category (othsr than longterm/short termn) .
Based on the work of Chafe (1970) and Anderson (1971) he saw
them ag falling into the categoriss of "psrmanent”, similar to
inherent possession, or “transitory” which is aimost analogous
to accidental possession. Examples of the latter might be a
Stolen wallet or a borrowsd book. Edwards looked for examples
0f hoth permansnt and transitory possession in the reports by
Piaggt on one of his subgects, Helen, who was in the first
Stages of language development. Edwards noted that all
M2 ferences by Helen to inalienable objects, up to 2 years of
aQ9e, were body parts. She did not mention people as
POssessions at all, In terms of transitory possessions, her
Mly references in this category were to situations where
different people were passing objects to one another, As for
PErmanent possessions, these were the most freguent in Helen’'s
Spesch, although all, up to 3 years of age, were in the
Context of "static" possession, Until 3 years, suggestad
EdWans, children have little idea about the transference of
Proprietory rights., Edwards also made the point that Helen’s
Notion of possession in accordance with Brown (1973) and Furby
(1976; 1978a3 1978d3 1980) was concerned with priviledged
ACtion, control over usage and habitual usage, of objects she
Owned,

In 1980, Mitchnik, Golinkoff and Markessini, divided
inalienable possessions into "intrinsic” (or part-whole
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PfElations eq Daddy’s eys) and "reciprocal”™ (or Kinship
"e2lations eq Mommy’s baby), They tested the comprehension
these two relations along with alienahle possessions, in
Children from five groups hased on mzan lsngth of utterance:
€arly Stage 1 speech; late Stage 1 speschy Stage 111 speech;
Stage 1V speech; and post Stage IV, They found that, for the
Youngest children (zarly Stage I) ths intrinsic possessions
Were petter responded to, than @ither the reciprocals or the
Alienables, Otherwise, there was very little difference
between the response patterns for alisnable and intrinsic
POssessions, Reciprocal posséssions, on the othsr hand
appsared to cause more problems for all of the groups.
Mitchnik et a) explain these findings by suggesting that
"e&Ciprocal relations require a working Knowledge of the syntax
of possession, apart from its semantics. For both alienable
and intrinsic possessions, if children understand the
POssessive relation, it is easy to work out which of two
Ohjects isg likely to be the possessor and which the possessed.
For example, in the phrass “"Mommy’s ball” it is clear that

the animate "Mommy" will be the possessor and the inanimate
"bal]“, the possessed, To say "hall’s Mommy" doss not makKe
Sense, semantically, LiKewise, in saying "the dog’'s tail” it
s clear that ‘the dog’ is the possessor and ‘the tail’ is the
pDSSessed, since tails are parts of dogs. Again to say "the
tail‘g dog" is a nonsense. Thus, hoth of these phrases, if
the child is aware of a possessive relation, can be understood
Without refersnce to the possessive inflection ‘-‘s’, For
"#Ciprocal possession, however, both objects can be
pDSS@SSDPS’ and bhoth possessions. The phrase "Mammy’s baby"
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is as acceptahble, semantically as "baby’s Mommy". Thus, in
order to determine the true meaning of the phrass, the child
fust attend to the possessive inflection ‘-/s’,

S0, in terms of different types of possessed ohjects, the
intrinsic possessions, or body parts appear to bs understood
fiPSt, al though wheather thay are actually sesn as possessions
is unclizar, since none wers referred to as such in Furby’s
interviews, Alienable possessions, bhoth longterm and
ShDPtterm, permanent and transitory appear to he produced
Next, and these are the items that seem 10 most clearly
Characteriss the concept of possession for children and adul ts
alike, Finally, reciprocals are understood, Again this may
fMean that the possession of alienable objescts and the
TeCiprocal relationships betwsen people take different
Semantics, On the other hand it may simply be that the
Problem lies in the nature of the reciprocal relationship
1tse) f where both parties ars posssssors and possessions at
the same time, What is clear, howsver, is that the meaning of
Possession does vary according to the type of object

POssessed, as well as the age and social background of the

POsSsessor,

SHARING

Furby, in her interview studies also examined a number of
Aifferent aspects about possession, including the explanations
Given for ingqualities in personal possessions (1979)3 the
Perceived desirability of collective possession (1980h)3 and
the decisions made to allow others to share poOsSsSessions
(1978c), Other studies (Miller and Johnson-Laird, 19763
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Gentner, 1975%) have examined the verbs concerned with
POssessiony the state of ownership, and transfer of ounership,
C'early, the topic of possession and its swrounding areas,
1s immense, To include a brief description of =ach aspect
here would not be possible if the discussion is to do justice
0 the investigators, hence their omission from this thesis.
Suffice it to say that thess aspects should not bes overlooked
hy readers who are interested in the antire concept of
POssession.

Howaver, one of these topics will be examined here: that
Of sharing and the decisions made to a)llow others access to
One’s possessions, There have besn a great many
inVesriqations carried out focusing on sharing in children,
and one of these by Rheingold, Hay and West (1974) )looked
Particularly at children under 2 ysars of age. Rheingold et
al found that children at this stage did tend to share their
toys hy giving them to othsers to hold, or by playing with ths
'oys whilst in the possession of others (partner play).
FUPTheF, they showed that young children wil)l engage in
Sharinq behaviour with strangers as wall as with their own
Parents and that the recipient’s behaviour (whether begging to
Play, behaving passively or actively joining in the play) did
NOt afferct the children’s sharing, The experiments also
Included different toys: familiar ones and new ones, but this
factor did not affect sharing ither, So, it would s=em that
4% early as their second year, children tend to share with
Others what they find of interest in the world., However this
Study did not use obhjects balonging to the children, rather it
®mploysd toys belonging to the experimenters, In a later
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Study by Eisenberg-Berg, Haake, Hand and Sadalla (1979)
Preschoolers (2 years & months to 5 yesar olds) were told
#ither that a particular toy was theirs to Kesp, or that it
bEIaned to the classroom. They found that all children
tended to defend the toy from being taken away, to a greatsr
2Xtent when they thought the toy was their own, However, only
the older children (4 and 5 year olds) shared more when they
thought the toy belongsd to the classroom. The children under
3 years old did not share more. Unfortunately, thers wars

M@ thodological problems with this experiment, and in a later
Study designed to =liminate some of thess difficulties,
Eisenberg—Berq, Haake and Bartlett (1981) showed that children
Under 3 years did respond differently when they thought a toy
belonqed to them, rather than to the classroom. Thay
Maintained possession for longsr, they stated verbally that
they ouned the toy,; they defended the toy, and they shared the
toy less,

In a review of altruistic behaviour in children, Underwood
and Moore (1982) suggested that gensrosity as defined by
dDHaTinq behaviow~ and sharing, increases with age (Elliot and
Vasra, 19703 Green and Schneider,; 19743 Hadlon and Gross),
1959; Midlarsky and Bryan, 1972; Ugurel-Semin, 19523
Uﬁdermood, Froming and Moore, 1977). Unfortunatsly, the
maJDPity of the studies looked at donating behaviour, or a
type of sharing which has little to do with allowing others
dCcess to a possession for a temporary periocd. Indesd within
SOcial psychology the term "sharing” is often seen as
“Eferrinq to generosity or donating behaviour. Frequently the
Studies involve the child in giving money to charity or poor
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Children (Canale, 19773 Dlegnik, 19763 =tc) or @lse in
CliVictinq a reward between themselves and others (Gresn and
SChneider, 19743 Handlon and Gross, 19593 Midlarsky and Bryan,
19725 Ugurel-Semin, 19523 Staub and Noerenberg, 1981). Again,
ONly Furhy (1978c) has attempted to ook at the relationships
hetween control of usage of possessions, and sharing. From
her interviews with subjects at age five and six ysars she
found that children tended to share most with members of their
Oun family, It was espscially important for the children to
Perceive the sharer as nice, frisndly or likeable, In other
Words, a major determinant for sharing ssems to be the
Perceived quality of the relationship bstwsen owner and
Sharer, This finding was also true for older age groups also
and especially important for the Kibbutz children., However,
the 5 and 6 year olds in Furby’s study also felt that sharing
Wasg g good thing and that not sharing was selfish, Whilst
this held trus for children up to about 10 yesars old, it is
i“fEPestinq to note that Furby’s oldest subgects (1lé y=ars 1o
adult) did not see it as a major consideration.

In terms of reasons for not sharing, the youngest children
Said that if the sharer were likely to cause damage to the
property they would not share, Ry ages seven and eight years,
Children also mentionsd that if the proposed sharer did not
9ive access to his ouwn proparty, then they would not share
®lther, It is also interesting to note that both the Israeli
9P0ups in Furby’s sample asserted the owner’s right not to
Share, more strongly than did the American children. Indeead,
the American children reported that they shared with much
Oreater frequency than the Kibbutz children, who in turn
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Shared more than the Isras)i city children.

80, it would seem that from the age of about 18 months,
Children begin to allow all Kinds of pzople access to al)
Kinds of items in their possession (Rheingold, Hay and West,
1976) although this behaviour may he limited if they think
that the possessad object is their own personal property
(Eisenberg-Berq et al, 19793 1981), There is soms evidence to
Suggest that sharing behaviouwr of one Kind or another,
increases with age (Elliot and Vasta, 19703 Gresn and
Schneider, 19743 Handlon and Gross, 19593 Midlarsky and Bryan,
19723 Uquﬁel-Semin, 19523 Underwood, Froming and Moore, 1977)
but Furby’s work (1978c) would suggest that whilst five and
Six year olds see sharing as a good thing, this notion
decreases in importance with age, Young children, it ssems
tend to share unless they feel that the sharer may damage the
Possessed ohject., By seven years old, howsver, they ses other
"®asons for not sharing, =specially when the proposed sharsnr
dos not allow the child himself access to the sharer’'s

Property,

SUMMARY

There is linguistic evidence, from both production and
Comprehension studies, to suggest that children use and
tNders tand possessive relationships when they are in Stage 1
Spesch (Brown, 19733 Cazden, 19683 Rodgon, 19763 Rodgon and
F"°="5|'1m«5\r1, 19763 Mitchnik, Golinkoff and Markessini, 1980), If
Children of this age use and understand the possessive
CDhstructinn, then it is reasonable to assume that they have
Some jidea of what possession actually means, For adults, the
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Mmeaning of possession, sithough lirked to some e

their cuiltural and social hackgrounds, seems to kave some

Universz! etements, It is sssociated with their sense of seif
In 85 much as possessions appear to be perceived aimost as

Externsions of themsslves (Eeaglehole 1924), Moreover, there
Sa8em to be three major conventioms tied up with the notion of

Possession relating to the rights of Uusage by & possessor the

-~

Fights to control acrcess by other people, and the rights to
transtfer ownership (Brare, 1372), These latter three
EQriverntions are largely associated however with one particular
aspect of ownership, that of irnherent possessior, and it has
baeen suggested that other aspects such as accidental and
Physica possession may be governed by different conventions.
For adults, rowever, when they thirnk about possession as a
COncept, it is usually inherent possessiorn that they define
Milier amd Johnser-Laird, 1978).

The chiid’s rnotion of possession differs slightiy from the
8dult’'s although some elements are similar, Young children
8150 tend to associate possession with the corventions of
rights ot usage, and rights to contro! access, They also s#e
ROssessions as iinked to their sense of self, But it would
Seem that the meaning of possession, for children, is also
aSso&iated with the meang of acguisition of particular items
{(Furby, 1378)., For yaung thildren (under & years) aiso, 1t
Would appear that possession is almost taken for granted and
is an gxpected phenomenorn, even faor chiildren who come from
Cultures where there is more emphasis on collective as opposed
YO personal guwnership such as Wibbutzism (Furby, 13768}, Thus
the meaning of possession seems to he Jinked, to some extent,
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to age, to cuitura! hackground, and to the type of obiect
Ress

Most pecpie, whern asked to list possessions will talk
about tangible, materis) objects: aliernable posgessions.,
Inalienabie possessions such as Win relations and sarss of the

hody terd rot to be elicited with any frequency (Furby, 197&),
However, according to Brown, (1373) and Edwards, (1973
thildrern do ternd to mention body parts using possessive
Constructions, as egarly as Stage | speech, Further resegarch
(Mitchnik, Golinkoff and Markessini (1980) has indicated that
thildren tend to respond hbest to bodyparts, and worst to

Feciproca!l {or kKinship relations) using the possessive

u

Construction, whilst alienablie objects appear to faorm an

intermediate group. It is rot clear, however, whether the

=

three types of object are seen 25 objects that are possessed,
or irdeed whether the meaning of possession varies for each
type,

Interestingly, it would seem that the type of object has
little effect on whether children will share with others.
From about gighteen months old, children seem to allow others
atcess to their belorngings (Rheingoid, Hay and West, 19761},
and they do not seem to be affected by the behaviour of the
Sharer, or indeed, the iderntity of the sharer. However, there
is evidence to suggest that children tend to share less, and
deferd objects more, if they perceive the objects as personsa)
A5 opposed to collective property (Eisenberg-Berg, gt al,
1975 1981), A variety of studies have reported that sharing
bahaviour terds to increase with age (Elliot and Vasta, 1980;
Ugurei-Semin, 1952 Underwood, Froming and Moore, 1977} but
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Furby’s work (1978c) has suggested that young children give
fewer reasons for not sharing (than adults) and ses sharing
4% a good thing. The only reason given by children under &
Years, for not sharing was the risk of damage to the property,
Overall, then the notion of possession, in soms form or

DthEP; begins to be acquired very =arly in the child, Other
Variables, such as increasing age, and social background tend
to affect the concept of possession, allowing it to develop
and to bhecome much more complex. The basic =lements, however,

tend to remain.
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EXFERIMENTAL AIMS



The review of the literaturse concerning children’s
Production and comprehension of psrsonal and possessive
Pronouns suggested that their order of acquisition is by no
M2ans clear, Most investigators (Huxley, 19703 Cruttendsn,
19775 Ingram, 19713 Waryas, 19733 Baron and Kaiser, 1973)
would agres that there exist a few basic tendencies or general
"Wes concerning the acquisition of pronouns. Flural pronouns
tend to he acquired later than singulars, for example, and the
first and second person singular pronouns seem to be the first
acquired, However, there is conflicting evidence regarding
the specific order of acquisition of ths psrsonal pronoun set
(Bomerman, 19733 Menyuk, 19693 Dsutsch and Fechmanm, 19783
Baron and Kaiser, 19753 Sharpless, 19743 Wells, 1979).

A variety of different theorstical explanations have been
Proposed in the literaturs attempting to describe and predict
PeErsona ) pronoun acquisition, Thess include traditional
SEmantic feature hypotheses (Ingram, 19713 Waryas, 19733
Shappless, 1974), analyses of linguistic complexity (Deutsch
and Fechmann, 19783 Sharpless, 1974) and sugoestions about the
WAy in which children represent the pronouns (Charney, 1980).
Other writers (Chiat, 1981) have argusd that the order of
Cguisition is more simply explained by a variety of different
factorg already well-estahlished in the literatwrse on languages
deV@\opment.

Further, the literature has also suggested that children
firgy hegin to use the possessive construction by producing
®lliptic forms (=g Daddy’s) or possessive pronouns (&g mins)
S opposed to possessive determiners (eg my book) (Cazden,
19683 Rodgon, 197463 Rodgon and Rashman, 1976).
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The main aim of Experiments 1 and 2 therefors, was to
attempt to establish a specific order of acquisition of
POsSsessive pronouns, and to compare the observed order in both
Comprehension and production tasks., As a secondary aim; they
also sought to compare the =ase with which children understood
and used possessive determiners and posseEssive Pronouns.

The order of acquisition of plural pronouns has not
Attracted a great deal of systematic study in the literature,
CD“SEquantly their relative order of acquisition, and the
Variables affecting acquisition, is less wel) establishad or
Mesearched than the singulars, What is clear from the
‘iterature, howsver, is that they cause more problems for
Children than do singular pronouns. A variety of sxplanations
A% 1o why this might be so, have besn proposed in the
Viterature, Linguistically, the production of plural
Pronouns is optional and they tend to bs less specific than
the alternative methods of expressing the sams notion,.  Also,
A4S pointed out by Sharpless (1974), their relationship to the
Conversational referents is more ambiguous and complesx.
Shappless (1974) has suggested that the more straightforward
thig relationship (as in "core"” plural) the sarlier the
Promoun is acquired. Alternatively, other thesorists (Waryas,
1973; Ingram, 1971) suggested that the most salient feature,
in a feature hypothesis mode) for pronoun acquisition is that
°f2+ Sinqular} winere I+ sinqular} is the unmarked form and as
SUch is learnsd first.

In contrast, much of the empirical work examining
Chi'dren’s ahilities with plural possessive pronouns,
includinq Experiments 1 and 2, have used the pronouns in a
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Tather unusual manmer, Normally, plural possessive pronouns
Mrefer to collective (or shared) posssssion, but in the
Majority of the studies they have besn applied in reference to
two or more objects owned by two Or mors POSSesSsSOrs,
individually (Deutsch and Pechman, 19783 Baron and Kaiser,
1975), 1t may he, then that the comprehension of plural
POssessive pronouns is, in part, dus to the rather bizarre
Manmer in which the investigators have applisd them,

Experiment 3 was designed to examine, in more detail, the
"elative order of acqguisition, in a comprehension task, of
Plural possessive pronouns, ancd to try to account for why they
Cause more problems for children than singular pronouns. In
addition, it was hoped, from the results of Experiments 1, 2
and 3, to evaluate the relative efficacy of the different
theoretical explanations of pronoun acquisition, in particular
those involving featural or componential analyses, and those
fOCUsinq on linguistic complaxity or pronoun representations
(Waryas' 19733 Sharpless, 19743 Charney, 19803 Deutsch and
peChmann, 1978).,

Experiment 4 was cdesigned, primarily to compare the
#ffects of the different types of possessed obgect on
Children’s performance in a comprehension taske.e Most
i”VQStiqators agres that possession can bse categorisesc
aCCOPdinq to the type of object possessed, into alienable or
Inalienable possession (Fillmore, 19683 Brown, 19733 Edwards,
19733 Lyons, 19473 Chafe, 19703 Anderson, 19713 Milisr and
JQHnson—Laird, 197463 Mitchnik &t al, 1980). Som= writers have
fuPther divided these two bhasic typss into subcategoriss:
PeCiprocal and intrinsic inalienable objects (Mitchnik et al,
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19805 Edwards, 1973)3; longterm and shortterm alisnable objscts
(Bﬁown, 1973)3 permansnt and transitory alienable objescts
(Edwards, 1973).  The majority of witers have suggested that
the semantics involved in the possessive relation ars
different, at least for alisnabls and inalisnable objscts, and
pOSsibly also with regard to the subcategories of obgscts,
They provide empirical evidence for thess suggestions by
'DDkinq at the relative order of production of, and
Performance with the different categories of ohgect. Their
M#sults indicate that intrinsic inaliesnable objects appsar
Barlier in children’s speech followsd by alienable objscts,
and finally reciprocal inalienable objects (Erown, 1973j
Edwards, 19733 Mitchnik et al, 1980), With regard to
Alienah) e obj=cts, Brown (1973) suggested that longterm
POssession is understood prior to shortterm possession, and
Edwards (1973) demonstrated that children produce instances of
POssesesion relating to permansnt obgscts sarlisr than
t“ansitory objects, Howsver, no studies have besn carried out
to Compare the effects of all these subcategories of
POssessive objects, Experiment 4 set out to do just this.
FUP?her, it had besn demonstrated in Experiments 1 and 2 that
Other variables related to the typs of obgect might also
affect children’s performance, particularly the duration of
Qunership, and the wearing of the object., Experiment 4 sought
to Compare the effects of thesse two variables and also, took
inta account the children’s preferences for certain Kinds of
POSsessed object.

Finally, Expariment 5 was designed to look at the msaning
Of possession for children. It had already heen established
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in Experimerts 1 to 4 and other studies presented In the
literature review, (Cooderneough, 133&: Huxiey, 13707 Nelson,
1972 Léveillé and Suppes, 19 %y Rodgon, 1976 and
Qthers) thmat very young ohildren produce and comprenend the
POsssessive construction. In sddition, investigations into
Young children’'s social imteractions suggest that many
Quarrels are caused by disputes over possession (Dawe, 1934y

vy Pt

E’DHSDH. 19793 BFoss and Hay, 377, However, oniy Furby

(1978; 1877: 1978=z: 1978c: 1980b) has systematically

i

invastigazed what possession actually means for children,
UhFDPtuhately even Furby did not examine chiidren below s5ix
Years of age.

Various suggestions have been made regarding child and
adu |t concepts of possession, Snare (1372) detined possession
in terms of control over others’ access to phijects, one’ s oun
rights of access to obiects (both found to be salient in
Furby's (1976) imvestigations) and the ability to transfer
Owrership rights if desired. Other theorists have suggested
that, especially for young children, possession ot an object
Might be Jinked to its location (Erown, 1873; Milier and
Johrson-Laird, 1378:; Greenfieid et al, 1376} and Egaglaehole
(1932 has proposed an association between possessions and the
Rossessor’'s sernse of self, Furby, in her interview study
{1976) discovered that the concept of possession changes to
SOme egxtent with age in that different age groups use
different definitions of the possgssive relation.,

Experiment 5 thern, sought to replicate and extend the
findimgs of Furby and others, by asking children under six

Years ot age what possession meant to them, It also set out

et
)
L)



'0 compare the meaning of possession as applisd to different
Kinds of objects, to see if the concept changed in accordancs
With the predictions of Brown (1973), Edwards (1973), Mitchnik
1 al (1980) and others.

Overall, then, the experiments presented in this thesis
Were designed to examine some of the linguistic and conceptual
aspects of possession, as perceived by children under six

Years of age.
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INTRODUCTION

It was observed, in the iiterature review that the order

°f acquisition of perszonal znd peosseszive pronouns has, by no
Means, heer established, Diffegrent studies have propesed a

1975; Sharpless, 19741 Eiocom, 19

Would agree that some basic tendencies can usualiv be

Ingram, 1971y Waryas, 1373: Barorn and Kaiser, 1375) would iead

One tq gxpect that the children, especially the younger
Children, would have more difficulty with the piurs) pronouns,
thar the singuiars. However, no empirical work has yet been

Carried out to compare the performance of children of

=t

Qitterert ages, with the various plural pronouns.
Fredictions about the relative difficulty of the singular

Pronouns are compiex., Evidence from some studies would

a

s

Suggest that children should perform best with "my" because i
refers, in a comprenension test, to the speaker (Huxley, 1%70:
Iﬂqram, 1371; Warvyas, 19737 Sharpless, 13743 EBaron and Kaiser,

"

2)+ However, Charney (1%80) woutld predict that "your"” might

Rroduce the best resuits simce it refers to the chiid himself#,
in g Study of comprehension.

The present experiment sought to investigate the refative
difﬁiculty that childrer of different ages experience, in the

Comprerernsion of seven DOSSEESLVE Rronouns: faur singular
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Prorouns imirne, yours, nis and ners) and threg prursi ones
= ey 2o b s - 4 a5 s Lyad - sm - o
‘ours, voursi(pl) and theirs). The degree OFf diffFiculty
" = - 3 o - - [— S = = -1 i B
e Rerigrced i gack case wass measured hy theg amount or time

takern to respond correctly, and whether cor npt the chitdren
responded correctly at their first azttempt. The ages of the
thildrer rarged from 1 year £ months: the age ot which most
lfivestigators agree that the onset of acguisition of personal

P . e :
Pronouns is begirnring (EBrown, 1973 Huxiey, 15703 Leveilie and
Suppes, 1876 Kerrnan, L3£5: Neijgor, (373 to S years whan,

according to some writers, the more compiex ESPECtE Of

in
[FH
g

Rersaral pronpuns are being mastered (Schol

and Dedardei, 1974), Other varizbies, such a5 the sex of the

it

Child, and whether or not the chiid had siblings, were asp
taken irto account to irmvestigate the extent to which these
factors might affect the level of comprelension of the
POssessive prornouns.

Sirmce much pf the work on children’ s u

(i

age pf pUISEeEssive
Constructions has indicated that very younag children tend to
iz form {(eg "Daddy 's" or "mine™}! to indicate

988 Fodgorn and Rashmarn, 197€8: Rodgor,
L97g) particulariy 1im Stage | or holophrastic speech, then two
tforms of oossessive pronouns were employed for comparligon:
@lliptic form or possessive prornoun (eg mine, Yyours,

his, hers etc) and the full form or possessive determiner (&g
My, your, his, her etcl, Additiormallyy, In order $to try ¢
determire whether the children’s performance wWes associated
Witk the wse of pronguns, or whether 1t reliates to their
“”dEPstanding of the concept of possession itself; proper noun
Feferernces were also employved, agaim in two forms: the

Lo ~~
1.£9




#lliptic form (eqg Daddy’s) and the full form (=g Daddy’s
Chair), Whilst the use of propsr nouns 1s perhaps not a
Perfect control (since there may well he differences in
Melative frequency and perhaps pragmatic usage of pronouns and
Proper nouns) it does provide grounds for supposing that any
differences in the children’s performance with the two typss
Of possessive can be attributed to the use of possessive
Pronouns,

Finally, the review of the literaturs on possession has
Indicated that different typses of possesssed obgect can affect
the way in which children define the meaning of possession
(Brown, 1973; Edwards, 19733 Furby, 19763 Mitchnik, Golinkoff
and Markessini, 1980), In the present experiment, sseven
different types of object were used (including longterm and
Shortterm, alienable and inalienable objects) to see if the

type of object affected the children’s comprehension.

SUBJECTS
The subjects comprised 28 children from a local day
nursery and school, in four age groups: 136 to 2 yesar olds

(meay age 139)3 236 to 3 year olds (mean age 2310)3 336 to 4

Year olds (mean age 3310)3 and 436 to 5 yesar olds (mean age
415103, For ease of reference the groups will be termed A, B,
C

P and D respectively,
There were 12 females and 16 males, and 13 children had

Flther a brother or a sister living at home with them.

FROCEDURE
Each child was invited to play a "pointing game"” with the
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LXperimentar, Im grder than a variety or difrfgrens ppssessive
RPronouns cou!ld be used in the euperiment, my, your. ner. hls,
QUry yourioi! and their) the chiig oarticipated in the game in

the presence of the Experimenter, a second chitd and & ¢¢
{drees e i
‘dressed so as to appear of the opposite s&x o the second
Chitd)y The two children were sgach given & bag of presents

COntaining  four ohiects: a novelty pencii, 3 telt pen, a book
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ltems in front of them, In order to a2stablish their ownershi
of the items, the children were aliowed to play with their
Presernts for a short time before the experiment began, Than,
85 B pretest, the subject was asked to point to the nose of
Bach of the 4 participants inm turn, as specified by thair

Names (eg Point to Sue’'s nose!s, This ensured both that the
Subject understood the task and that ne was familiar with the
Name of each participant.

The Experimenter thern presented the Z3 test sentences in a

=

m
iy
m
=t
»3
e
it
5
C
o
-
i
0
ot

random order (See Tabie T for sn examp

an grrar,

i
ad
i
i1
ot
i
=N
i

Fesporses were tape-recorded, Whnere the subj

he was gncouraged to "try agsin’ until the correct responsse

+

Was attained, If no correct response was forthcoming within |
Mirute, the sertence was abardored and & latency of B0 seconds
Awarded, Where it hecame obvious that the child was
distracted from the task, the experiment wzs halted until

8ttention had heen regairned.

Each of the serntences reqguired the subject to indicate one

or two obiectzs specified by reference to thelir owneri(zl), Ha i ¥



Of the senterices employed = poscessive Dronoun to do this, (e
o, - . ¢ juo - I - - ot sonild - ’
Here iz 3 shoe:  show me MINE: Point 5 YOUR bookty amd kais
r'E‘{-'E»v--r.mpi - foopm  peyinae e e oo ) = o o v e fom Tivde d2 = Mmoot o St
Ffred to the ocwner(s) by mame (g hig 15 & pencii:t point
[ m
LO SUE'S: Show me ANDY 'S rmosge), Far gach of these tuo

Subsets, severn sentences named the type of obiject to he
Indicated directly legq Point to Sue’'s BOOH: zhow me my NUSE

Precedirg ssrntence leg Here iz a EOQOK., Show me SUE'3: This is
8 NOSE., FPoint to MINE).

Witrin gach set of 7 sentences, seven difreraent
Combinations of obiect cwrneris) were used: four single owners

{Experimenter, subject, doll and 2nd child) and thres pairs of
object owriers (Experimenter and doll, subject and 2nd child,
401} ard Zrd ecmitd), These combirations corregsponded o the
Possessive prorouns "my", “your®, "“Ris", “"her®", “our"’, your'
and “their" respectively, (Sae Table 3!, However, the
RPlurzj pronourns "our” and “your” are ambiguous im thelr
refererce, “"Your" could refer to either the subject and the
doll, or the subiect and the second child: whifst “"our” could
Fefer to the Experimenter and any or ali of the other
Darti:Jpants.' Thus, for sentences éomtazning “your " or
‘yours", “aur® or “ours” there was an incressed |ikelihood
that the child might respond correctliy, Foar the sentences
Cortainming the gguivalent named references, of course, the
Child was expected to respond oniy according to the rnames

giVEH.

THE OBJECTS

v d
4

types of oghiecty were used, presented in a random order.




TABLE 3
Example set of twenty eight test sentences from Experiment 1.

A. Point to my book
Point to my shoe
Show me his milkybar
Point to her hair
Show me our hair
Point to your felt pens you two
Point to their milkybars

B. Show me (*1) Sue's shoe
Show me (*2) Michael's shoe
Point to (*3) Andy's felt pen
Point to (*4) Joanne's hair
Show me Sue's and Andy's felt pens
Show me Michael's and Joanne's noses
Point to Andy's and Joanne's shoes
C. Here is a shoe. Show me mine
Here is a nose. Point to yours
This is a felt pen. Point to his
This is a pencil. Point to hers
Here is a shoe. Show me ours
Here is a felt pen. Show me yours, you two
This is a shoe. Point to theirs
D.  This is a milkybar. Show me Sue's
This is a felt pen. Show me Michael's
This is a shoe. Point to Andy's
Here is a milkybar. Point to Joanne's
Here is a nose. Show me Sue's and Andy's
Here is a felt pen. Show me Joanne's and Michael's
This is a nose. Show me Joanne's and Andy's

2:1) Name of experimenter
(*2) Name of subject

*3) Name of doll

(*4) Name of 2nd child



Four were from tre hags ¢+ presgnites Histrisdted 3T the stass
of the experimernt: & miiky bar {(short term alienibie) =i0ong
With a fgly oery & Zoox and a penct =R ng term, allenable
Possessions). Two ineiienable obiects were used (riose and

hair) and another fong fterm allenable cobject !a shoe! which,

HR S —

1t was assumed, had heen im the participants’ possession for
Much longer than the four objects from the bag of presents,

This 1atter object was inciuded to see if the duration of

QWnership had any effect on performanca.

THE ANALYSIE

2Etency o the correct response (or mo corrgct response; uere
qnai vsed using = 4 way ANDVA. This Jooked at the effects of
dge groups, the sex of the child:, the gurneris) of the

Objectis) in the serterces znd form of refererce {prornoming!

I

Or named, indirect or directi: I way ANOVA focused on the
effects of sibiings in the subiject’'s family, the owner (s} of
the ohiectis) and the form of reference: and a further 2 way

ANOVA examined the effects of oh ;

et type and age qaroup.

in

P L § - ' -
mLheffe tests were carried out to further analyse the resulis,
The rnumber of correct first sttempts were analysed using

®* Frigdman 2 way 8ralyses of variance, again focusing on the

S1X variabiles above: sge group, owneris) of the object, form
Of refererce, sex of the child, sibiings in the ramily, ard

Obiect type, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank tests were

Used

T

gxamineg signifilcant resuits mare fuily,




N . . {

All sigmificant arnd non signifizams findings are shown in
TabSE 4, Az would normsity be expecoted the chitldren showed zan
Overall improvement in comprehension with age., This effect

- por -« ] R e ¥ - PO Pt a =~ 3} ™ 007

Was noticeable in terms of both latency to Correct response
e T - - Y { 3leum " “ & meapeget filrst
“Uabd, df o= 2, Z4, Phedd0 ang the fumeer o carregc ! =

- - o - - o~ g
E&TLEMDTE {Xf’z' = 13,76, df = Z, pa.011, Group & toow onger t

and they produced fewer correct first sttempts (pl.01: for wil

Eomparisons), There was no gigrificant difference hetween
Croups B, ¢ and D ir either mezsure, However the MEarn SCOrEs
indicated a trend towards faster and more sccurate responding
With age, =s predicted (% & = ZF,0Z, 7.,28: % B = 25,40,
l8,43; %c = 13,83, 19.2%; D = 17,71, 22,290,

Wrer each age group’'s responses to the different

LOmbinatiors of owners are compared, however, a more deta:iied

31

Patterpn emerges, Figure A 1llustrates the zverage speed of

al

Nesponding to each combirmation of owners for each age qroud.
It shows that for the 2 older groups (B,  and D) there was
Very littie difference in compreneansion with the singie
Swrers, Group A were very much siower than the older =
Sroups in responding to the single oswners although none of
the diftererces were significant.

-

Theze results would suggest that, y 2 years B months,

of
= g
it

Ehild is welt abie to urderstand girngular pOSSEESIVES,

&

lncluding possessive pronouns, Before this age he is still
learning,
[t

L 15 rnoticeable from Figure & that Group A's responses

Wher the child himself was dwner were much faster than when

,_-
[¥%}
Ln

11



TABLE 4

and the
All findings from Experiment 1 showing the degrees of freedom

level of significance.

A, Latency Data.

Main effects
\

Age

Object owner

orm of reference
Object type
Sex of child
Siblings

Interactions
=Nteractions

Age x object owner

Age x form of reference

Age x object type

Object owner x form of
reference

Sex of child x object owner
Sex of child x form of
reference

Siblings x object owner
Siblings x form of reference

Age x form x owner
Sex x form x owner
Siblings x form x owner

B. Correct first attempts.

E
fects

Age

Object owner
Object type

orm of preference

F Value

20.63
55.11
11.67
5.92
0.90
0.20

Xr?2

13.76
87.08
24.60
6.49

<.0005
<.0005
<.0005
<.0005
ns
ns

<.001
ns
ns

<.0005
ns

ns
ns
ns

ns

ns
ns

<.01

<.001
ns



MEAN LATENCY (Seconds)

Mean latency to correct response for each age group

to the different combinations of object owner(s).

60
B
/TN
7 B
*// GROUP A
50 /
/
/
/
40 / GROUP B
2 / /’
- > o / ///

r/'// Sx 7

/ ‘///

/ s GROUP C
30
20

GROUP D

10

E D/C + + C S+ C

D/C
(MALE)  (FEMALE)
= Experimenter
OBJECT OWNERS =z Subject
= Doll

= Second child
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Other sirg!e owners were used, The cirtference between Group &

i Q L
and the olider groups was smaiier In tnis situatiom, 31590, thar
whern other single owners were used. Wrmitst rione of these

differences were significant, the resuits imo:y that the

it}
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YOuriger childrer are best abie to cop
refer to tremseives as the only owner, Their comprehension of

POssessives referring to the Experimenter as speaker in the

Converszation, was not 50 good, Indeed, there was very [L1ttie

diftererce hetweern their r sporses to any of the other three

14

Single owregrs: Experimernter, doti or 2nd chiild,
All four groups responded more slowily to the pairs of

QUmgrs, tham to the singie owners, but comprenensipn did
appear to improve with age. Few of the differences were
Significant, khowever, Tha voungest two groups responded raster
Wher they themselves owned the obiect, than for any of the
Pairs ot owners (p<.05 for all comparisons). There ware nao
Sigrnificant differerices betweer the pairs and the single
Bbject owners in the eidest age group, hut in both Groups E
and C the single owners produced faster responses than the
Pair "subject and Znd child" {(p{., 05 for all comparisons!, This
Particular combination of owners alsc produced the iargest
difference in comprensnsion hetween the age groups such that
Croup A responded more stowly than Group D (pd.053, It is
ROssibie, therefore, to assume that children have most
Rrobiems whern they were object owners with someone else, but
that these problems decrease with age.

Overaii, comprehension with the different combinations of

i

df

Py
i

Quners varied (F = 55,11, df = &, 144, p<,00095; Xrt'= 87,0

¥ 8, pi.001) such that =& definite pattern was observed, The

,_..
il
e



Mears of both measures indicsted thar comprehenzion was best

Whner the child himselé owred the

owimgd abiecty and slight Doorer
wher the other single owmersz were pressnted. The chiidren hsd
More problems when any of the pairs of pwuners were used, 1in
Particular whern they themseives were obiect owners with

S0meore glse., The only

i1
r
¥
i1
%
i
i

1figant

1]
~
A3
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0

for the speed of responding pertained to the singte

it
1
t
i
73
o1
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Compared tc the pairs of owners., Comprehension wWas bi
Bach of tre single ocwners, than with any of tne pairs (for &l
Comparisons p<,0l), This result was replicated when the number
OFf correct first attempts was examined (for a!] COmMparlsons
RPGO0L), Inm addition, when the zhild owned the object Wimze!f,
he produced more correct first attempts than with sny other
Single owners {(for a!l comparisons pa, 091,

In summary then, it wou'ld seem that for the single

B

OWners, the 3 older groups responded similariy, whnilst the

YOourigest childrn’'s comprehensiorn was rnot as good., They were,

ned the obid

-
in
n
<t
=
il
3

hQWEver. better at responding when they ow

Wher other single ouners were used, The comprehension of all
4 Qroups decreased when pairs of owners were presented,
lthough gererally their performarnce improved with 208
DVEPaii. the children nad most problems when the child himself
8rd orie other were the ohject owners, but this result was
Mairnly due to the performance of Grouwups B and C.

The form of reference to the obiecti{s) {(proper noun or

Rrongun, named object or eiliptic formi also affected the

L

Fesuit in terms of the speed of responding (F = 11,87, df =

e

2y p<,O0LY, The children 35 comprehension was best with the

Senterces containing the names of the owner(s) and the names

132




of the obiectz. Dernterces Comtaining pranoming regtersnces To
the cwurers eiicitad muchk arger latencies 1o .03 for a
Comparisors! sugeesting thst suck references are harder then
Rroper rnoum refererces =t 3! ages, For 2oth types of
S€ntence the slliptic forms fowered performance only

\

Plghtly, but the differences were naot sigrnificans, This
Patterr wzz also reflected irn the rumber of correct first
ittempts with the four forms of raference, 554t nong of the
differences hetween the mesns were significant.

Figure E iliustrates the children 5 speed of respgonse to
Senterces containing the four different forms of reference,
FOr each combination of chject owrarisi, Again it is clear

o . - 3 c < : % s e gor & P
that tre children s comprehension was better with Zingie
QWners tharn with the pairs of owners, #for all 4 forms of

refererce. For the sirmgle owners, there wag very tittie

v

Qifference in thae chtldren with the four

i
[
3
=3
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i
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forms of referernces For the pairs of owners, however, the

Mear speed of responding to the four forms of raference,

]

diverged, such that the proncuns produced siower response

.

o

iy
i+

It Wouild seem theratfore that the plural Dronouns calll
Probiems for the childrer aithough rnone of the differences
Detueen comprehansion with the 4 forms of referencs, WEre
Slgriticart.

There were rno significant differences in comprehension
With the various combinations of owners, when the sentences
COritairned the owners rames. Irn contrast, when the ouners wareg
Specified by pronouns, the differences in response times were
More prornounced. The children’'s comprehension was poorer with

fach of the pairs of owners tharn when they owred the obliecrt

.,....
P4
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MEAN LATENCY (Seconds)

60
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4o

30
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FIGURE B : Mean latency to correct response to each type of reference
to the object, for the different combinations :of object
owner(s).
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themse ives (p<.01) or whern the Experimerter ouwred the object

3 This was 350 wherher the Zhiect was named A whether

8N elliptic form was used., Imn other words, the chitldren

i
7
i
(1

responded faster to the singuiar oronouns " vour/yours'
d ‘] N . o Iy 7 15 LN 4 t
My/mine" tharn to the plural pronouns “ocur/purs”, YouUr/vours

Bnd “their/theirs", When elliptic forms ware empioved, the

Children resporded faste singutlar pronouns (1e

m
5
-+
0
nt
8}
-+
o+

i §
]

"Mire", “ygurs®, “nis® and “hers’) than when the child mimseif
and the second chiid (ie “vours® plural) owned the ohiect
P05 tor all comparisans),

The tatency mears for each age group, for the various
Objact pwmers, are shown in Appendis 1, far noth oronoun f0rms
of refererce, and propernoun formg of refererce. Al though
there wera ro significant differences between the means, 1t is
POssible to see some generszil trends for both forms Of
POssessive construction, On gxamining the results for the
Properrour possessives, 1t wouid appesar that all the chiidren
Yere relatively able to understand and respond appropriately
Wher single owrers were involved (althouah their speed of
Fe8sponse increased with zge), The means are 50 similar within
fach age group that any sttempt to discover which object owner
Promoted faster responding 13 1mpossibie, I responding to
Serterces ramirg two object owners, the youngest group
Rerformed poariy, The performances of the middle two groups (B
8nd D) were much better, and it is reasonable to suggest that
by 4,5 years, the chitdren were well able to wunderstand the
POssessive, where one or two owrners were nameds, In responding
to Sentences containing possessive pronouns, however, a

Slightiy different pattern emerges, The youngest group seemed

L x4



UWrable to respond at ai!l wel! to any of the pronouns exscept

those referring to themselves or the Zuperimenter &8s
o : : i ; Y R & -~ - -
POssessors (vour/yours and my/mire;. (OFf these two, the
- . y - ' b fo )
Prornaums referring to themselves were cleariy hetter

Understood, The second youngest group, Group E, were zble to

Understand ali of the singuiar pronouns, however, but they did
0t pertorm we!l with the piural pronpuns, Group C fared

Better with the pronouns “vour” and “our”, 3ithough the means
indicate that they stili caused a littie difficulty. Group C
Were stilj unabie, however, to understand the pronoun "their®,

¢

In Group D th

: o s e ¥
iz prtern wiss reversed. The pronoun thelr

W i F . o oy Lo P o e TR O ol g =

Wag responded to relatively weil, whilst the Dronouns oL

and “your" were still causing s few problems.

Finaliy, the type of object specified in the sentences

28ls0 affected the chitdren's comprehension (F = 5,32, df = &,

144, pay 20038, )(Fz = Z4,6, df = B, pt, 001y The means from
both measures (latency to correct response and the number of
forrect first attempts) indicated identical patterns of
Perfarmarce with the different ohjects:

Pair 5 mase » milky bar » shoe » felt pen » hook > pencil.
(See Appendix Z for 1ist of means).

The children responded best to "hair” as the object, and
q8imost as we!l to "nose’. Comprerernsion decreased with "mifky
Bar" and more o with “shoa®, “felt pen” and “hook" until
*inailv, using "perncit” performance was at its lowest level,

However, only a few of the differences were significant, On

both mEasures, the children’'s comprehensiorn with "pencil”

]

Yas worse tham with either of the two inalienable object
Nose” and “hair® (p<.01 for at) comparisons). The children
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Bbjects, trar with either “fait per" = "hoopk"

Comparizons) and "hair" eiliciteg more correct first attempts
thar “shpe" (p4,0t), So it would seem that children resoond
better to iralierable objects, &5 expacted, than to allenabie
Ones, but the differences are smalier wren the object has bpas

In the child’'s possession for & iong period of time

The gxperiment had 3iso examined the effects of the
Child's sex, on performsrce, ard the preserce of =iplings 1in
his

famiiv, Neither of these two variables appeared to affact

the resuits,

DI

i

CUSSION
It would seem that, ir accordance with previous studies

. § oy - = ;o o« - s
(Erouwn, 1972y Huxtey, 1970: Leveilie and Suppes, 1876

se

Mitchnlk. Colinko$ff and Markessini, 13980; Fodgon, 197B% and
Qthers) that the comprehension of the possessive (inciuding
the posszassive prorouns! hegins as garly as 18 months,  To
begin with, the children understand the possessive s 1t
"@lates to themsel!ves as owrers, but by 2 vaars B months thevy

Seem 1o understand it 25 it relates to all single owners of

SBjects, Until 4 years & months, however, it seems that

POSsessives retating to pairs of owners {imcluding the plura
ROssessive pronouns! cause problems for the children,
Particulariy those where they themselves are one of the pair
°f cwrers,

The use of the elliptic form {eg "mine” or “Daddy’s")
iristead of the full possessive construction (2g "my book” or
"DaddY’s chair™) had only a minimal effect on the children’s
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Performance, In spite of the fimdings by Cazden (136320,
Rodgor, (18F&) and Fodoor zmd Faseman (15780 that very younc
Childrenm tend %o uze a Kird of g liptic zanmstruction when
Producing the possessive, the effect of an €iliptic form in
this experiment was to slightly dacrease gerformance., This i
Perhaps duz to the extrz memory losd impossd by arm &llipric
Form since to respond correctly, the child must not only
decide the identity of the possessor, but must asl!so remember
the r‘;DP 5 & \'-.b:'":: 1y QUEST 10N,

The childrern clesrly had more difficulty, in this
®Xpariment, in understanding the possessive whan pronouns, as

®Pposed to proper nouns were emploved., However, the

Hifferernce in treir performand

H
it
b
+
o
it
s 3
i
ot
=
=
+
i
it
it
i
+z

Posse

in

Sive is largely due to their oversl! poor performance

1 . >
W1th the plural possess

o

VE profnouns.s  Only the vounges:s

m
s

-
2%

Children showed any r ifference in their responses to the

A

Slngular pronouns as compared 0 the proper Naneg pOSSERESIVES,

From the mears of the children’s latency to corr

L]
i)
ot

T8Sporse with the diffaraent s55EsSive oronouns, an

i
i
r

is]
i

Pproximate order of acquisition cam bhe termtatively deduced.
Az Bxpected, an irn accordance with the finmdirngs of Charney
t18B0), the prorourn referring to the child himself seemad 1O
he Lnderstood best, by all tre children., The pronoun

my/mine" was also urderstood by even the yourigest children,

g to make

o

SUt pertormance was poorer, It is rmot possi
8Nythirng other thar tentative conclusions about the relative
Order n¢ acguizition of these two promouns, Rowever, Since th

Qiftererces betweer the means were not sigrnificant,

3’

After 2 yearsz & months, all of the singular pronouns seem

i

g



'0 be wel) understood., The plural pronouns, howaver do not
appear to be acquired fully until 4 years 6 months. Other
inVEStiqators have also found that the plural pronouns occour
Uch Jater in development, so this result is not really
Surprising (Cruttenden, 19773 Huxley, 19703 Waryas, 19733
Baron and Kaiser, 1975). The means suggest that
"fheir/theirs" might be the first plural possessive pronoun to
he acquired, The performance differences, as noted above,

be tween the singular and plural possessive pronouns, may be
due ]anely to the acquisition of thse words themse)lves, but 1t
May also be associated with child’s understanding of
POSsession when it involves two owners. When PO pEroun
POsSsessives wers presented instead of pronoun possessives, the
Children s5til)l had difficulty in responding quickly and
aCCUPately. All the single owner possessives were understood
by even the youngest children, but only the oldest group
Tesponded well to the possessives involving pairs of ounars,
In Particular, the possessives involving the child himse]f and
Aother party seemed to cause problems,

Finally, the type of object possessed also ssemsd to
affect the children’s performance on the task, They performed
hes with the two inalisnahle objects (nose and hair) and
YOrst with the three new longterm alienable objects (book,
PENCi) and felt pen). The shortterm alienable object (milKy
bar) and the “long time owned" longterm alienable (shoe)
SPpeared to cause more problems than the inalienable objects
but fewer than the three longterm new alienable objects.

These findings are in accord with thoss of Mitchnik, Golinkoff
and Markessini (1980) who showed that children respond hetter

138



'O inalisnable hody parts than to alisnable possessions in
Comprehension tasks, The results also suggest that children
"ESpond better to items, the longer those items have bsen in
their possession, It is unclear, howsver, why the children
shouig have performed better with the shortterm item (the

Milky bar) than to the other thires, new but longterm objects.
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% :
hE resuits from Experiment | suggested that the pronoun

n

Your/yours" might be the first to be acguired, from the =st
of possessive prorouns, Other studies, 35 presented in the

1+ = - o an P S sk
lHterature review, however; have indicated ths my/mine
\ i m " . . -

uid be rtre first pronoun (earmed (Husxley, (370 Ingram,

i . - — P— o e 3 o R - T =
1871, Waryas, 197Z: Sharptess, 1874: Earon and Haiser, 1373,
Ir Comtrast, Charrney (13E0) has suggested that the chiid firss

'&€arrs tre pronouns that apply to himseld and that his
" . s X § @ N '
Performarce with pronours wiil vary according te the role he

takes ip the corversation. In rask ther, Charney

[i1)
1
]
Q
0
|
i
=t
-t
Q
P

W i 3 & > s . . i
YOuld predict that the chiidrern would perform best with the
Prorour "my/mine” since it refers to their own role irn the
Conversation, On the other hand, she would predict that

"

Children would perform best with the proroun "your/yours” ir a
Comprerension task, again because 1% refers o thelir own role.
1t this is 50, then one would expect & shift in the chiidren s
Performance levels from Experiment 1, 3 comprehensian task,
Such that the children would perform best with "my/mine” when

Participating in a production

e 4

iy
e

3

4]

-

Experiment = =

et

temptred to demonstrate this shiftr, focusing
N the children’s praduction rather thanm comprehension of
Possessives. It reguired the children to describe, in their
SWn words, the possessive relation betusen a variety of owners
and their objects s indicatred by the Experimenter, The

Children were not comstrairned in this study to wusing
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0y - —~ -y . Lo ik e = — O S - s . {4 - - v,
p“=SE:=Lu’e Promoumns onil v Thyz 1t was Dessibie o ook at the

e e ‘ \ . - - N — e 0 s PO § 7
Way ir which they described the relationship of 8&¢ of 14

Combirations of ouwn

rg tg their objects {(Zes Table 20, Four of

it

these combinations were single owners: {(corresponding

u

Rronouns "mime", “yours®, “his" and "hers"! and six were

Combinations of groups or pairs of owners. The pairs or
IrouUps of owrers corresponded to the pronouns Crthetirs’,

"yours® ard "ours” inciuding the two different combinations of
QWners for “yours® (listerner and other: iistener, other and
Other) and the three different combirmations of owners for
“oursg" Ispeaker and othery soeaxer, listener and othery
Speaker arnd 1isterer). These are outlimed irn the anslyses oOf

RPersonal pronouns by Ingram (1371}, Waryas (18731, Fillimore

i

i Y1871 and otrers. From Experiment 1 and previous research
descrihed im the |iterature review {Huxiey, 1370: Weils, L1273,

CPuttenden, 1877 and others) orne might expect that chiidren
Yould ternd to use possessive pronouns more freguently when
destribimg the possessive relationship invoelving single ohlect
QWners, than those inveiving pairs or groups of owners., No
basig can beg found in the literature for predictions on
PESDDHdihq in the caseg of palirs or groups of ouners, Mowever,
Since the child was able to choose the wording for hig owh
T8sporsze, in this eiperiment. amy lack of uszage of plural
POssessive Dronouns Can not necessariiy be taken to incdicate &
lack g¢ acguisition of these pronouns, It may simpiy mean
that the child prefers rot to use them.

Aqain. Experiment Z gmpioved a variety of items as
Rossessed objects, identical to those used in Experiment 1.
It was gxpected that the same patterns of responding to the
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diffarans types of ohiects, wouwld he observed: the chiidren

Would responc best to the inalienabie objects, worst to the
NeWer, longterm alienabie objscts, with the "long cuned”
lorig term, ohject and the shortterm obiect (both ziienables)
Fai}ihg somewhere between the other two 4argups.

SUBJECTS

The study emploved the same subjects as those in

ExDErimeht 1 in the same =g

it
[ia]
3
]
£
8]
n
R >
e
Ju]
o
8]
l
H
af
]
in
=
it
iH]
3

8g® 1:3), B (2316 to 3 years: mean age =2:103, C (318 to 4

Years: mezn age Z:110) and D (416 to T years: mean age 41100,

The chiidren were again tested in the presence of the

(R
i
2
i8]
in
¥
(8]

Exﬁerimenter, another chiidy and & deoil {dressed
*PPear of the opposite sex to the second child), Bags of
Presents were distributed to the four participants before the
Start of the ewxperiment., They comtaired identical items to
those ugsed in Experiment 1 (a milky bar, = book, & novelty
Rencit and a felt pgernt, The children were allowed to olav
With their presents before the experiment began to establish
their swrnership, and they were "introduced” to the other
Participarnts to ensure that they kKrew their names.

"
.

hen the subject was asked to play a game and the

T wWag

Dboceduhe was explained to him. As a pretest, the subje

©

1

"8Quired to answer four guestions, The Experimenter, whiist
DDihtihg to the milkKy bars of the four participants in turn
35ked "Whose is this?', The child was gupected to respond by
?iVing gither the namg of the owner in & possessive form &g
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SUe’s", or by givirng asn sppropriate possessive pronoun eg
"Mmine", Then the experimenter indiczted a series of objects
kbE?Dhgihq o combirmations of 1 oor more of the 4 pErricipants,
asking "Wrose is this®" or "Whose are these?’. Thia
Combirations of owrneri{s) are listed irn Tebie 5 along with the
apprepriate pronominal response expected from the subject,
They were presented in random order for ezch subjedt.

™ B SE e . R T — - -
Ihe subiects’ responses werg tapge rec

Subject made an error, he was ercouraged to “try mgain” untii
the correct response was given, I#, after a minute he had not
reésponded correctiy, the guestion wss ahandoned and &8 [atency
Of 80 zeconds recorded, Where it became obvious that the
€hild was distracted from the task, the experiment was halted
untij a:tentiqm Fad bsen regalined,

THE OEJECTS

The same severn objects used in Experiment | were empioved,
In rardom order: rose, hair, shoeg, miiky bar, pencil, book

ind fet pEr . Wrhere the Experimenter pointed to

pbhjects
bE]Q“Qng to more tharn one of the participants eg subject and
ENEEPimentEP, the same type of object was indicated for hoth
Qwhers g the subiect’'s milky bar, and the milky bar of the

EXPEPimenter.

THE ANALYEIE

The children’'s responses were timed from the

tape- recordings and their style of responding, along with
the tvpe and freguency of any errors made, were noted, Any

Verha)

answer containing a possessive reference to the

L4
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TABLE 5

List of combinations of owner(s) from the group of four participants in

Experiment 2, along with the appropriate pronominal response.

Quner(s)

Subject
Experimenter
Dol1l

Second chilg

Subject and experimenter

Subject and second child

Subject, experimenter, second child and doll
Experimenter and doll

XPerimenter, doll and second child

Doll and second child

Response

mine
yours
his/hers
his/hers

ours
ours
ours
yours
yours
theirs



Correct ocwneris) was accepted as & correct response. © For

Example if the Experimentsr had indicated the books halonging
o the Experimenter and the "maie” doliy arny of the following
FesSpornses would be taken as correct alang with & variaty of
dlternative combirations:
Andy ' s arnd Sue’ 5"
Aridy’ s arid Sue = books"
g . ,
'Dur ' s amd Arndy 's"
Your book arnd Andy 's"
“Tour books"
g —
ours and !

The scores sor latency to the correct response 1or ne correct
Fesporise’ were arnz!ysed using two T way ANOVADS, The efrects
°f age group, sex, and object owneris); anc age group, the
Preserce of siblings in the famiiy and obiect owner!(s)
Fespectiveiy, were sxamined,

7

Another Z way ANOVA focused orn the effects of age groups

I 2 [~ 2 a v 3 2 4 -,
Chject type, Scheffe tests were carried out to further

the number of correct first attempt CrESDONSES WErE

B3l ysed using five Friedmarn Z way anaiyses of varisnce
BxXamining the effezts of the S variables above: age group,
Object type, sex; presence of sibiings and object owrner(sl.
wiiCDan matched-palrs signed-ranks tests were used to further

investigate

in

igniticant findings.

Finaily, a guantitative analyses of the type of correct
Fesporses given was undertaken., Three typss oFf responss wers
BXsmined: prornominal responses, raming responsas, and
Fesporses involving & mixture of names and prornouns., Chi

SQuared tezts were empioved to amaivse the data.
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REBULTE
AlY of the results based on the speed and accuracy of
FEsporse mre listed in Teble €. As in Experimernt 1. the
Childrer s performarce improved with age (F = 6,03, df = %,
24, p<.01: Xr?* = 13,16, d¢ = &, p<. 01}, The youngest aroup
(A} resporded more slowly than any of the I oider groups
‘P01 for aid comparisons) and they produced fewer correct
Firse attempts than Greoup D (pd.01l), Norme of the othar
differences, between the groups were sigrificant, but on
Examination of the means, on both measures, there was 3 trend

Yowards better performance with increased sge. (A = 48,76,

(41
i

Dy D T - - — - P, b - = e
S""' VoxE = t5, 84 13,71y xt 14,251, 1*‘,‘.4»ﬁ: xD = &.,31, 15,29).,

This patterrn becomes more compiex, however, when one

Studies the speed of responding of the four groups, to the
iR N . . . e . o s i
dllferent combinations of owners (Figure C). A brief

INspection of the graph revesls, ag in Experiment L, very

it
0

'ittle difference betweer the ider age groups in their

Performance with th

gingle ohiect Quwners, However the

i

Yourgest chiidren in Group A, responded much more slowly to
the Sirgle owrners, than did the older groups although the

Qiftererces are not sigrificamt, Figure C also shows that the
Childran in this youngest age group responded faster when they

Quried tie object tharn whern any other single owner Was

BMployed, (Agair, however, the differences are rot
Sigriiticant), These production results are very similfar to
those comprelhension responses found in Experiment L, and are
hot Uhexpected. What was rather surprising was the difference
ir the speed of response to the "male” and “"female" doii or

= ; A
<nd chiid, for this group. A)though the difference was not
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TABLE 6

Findings from Experiment 2, based on responses speed and accuracy. The
degrees of freedom and the level of significance are also shown.

Al/ Latency Data.

Yain Effect F_Value af P

Age 6.09 3,24 <.01
Object owner 15.58 9, 144 <.0005
Object type 11.78 6,144 <.0005
Sex of child 4.03 1,16 ns
Siblings 1.4Y4 1,10 ns
nteractions

Age x object owner 2.13 18, 144 <.005
Age x object type 2.15 6,144 <.005
Sex of child x object owner 1.75 9, 144 ns
Siblings x object owner 171 9,90 ns
B// Correct first attempts.

Effect Xr?2 df el

Age 13.16 3 <.01
Object ownep 46.13 9 <.001
Object type 15.72 6 <.02



MEAN LATENCY (Seconds)
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FIGURE C: Mean latency to correct response to each combination

of object owner{(s) for each age group
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Slgnificant. Figure C shows thst the younger children
respornded more siow!y when the femaig’ g or cnild was the
SWner, than wnen the ‘male’ cwned the obhject.
In response to tne groups or pairs of 2wners, the means
for Croum D 13 t = T TSRS~ S -
wroup D were oniy siigntiy higher than the means for the
Singie object owners, This suggesss that by 4.3 years, ths

Childrern were wei!l zble to produce the appropriate possessive

"~ o & gu o
“SONELruction when t

wWo or mare pbject cwuners were 1nvoilved,
The mears for Groups B and O, for the groups or pairs of

BWners were somewhat |arger than those of LGroup D but

Femarkably zimilar

o each other. They appeared to foflow

o

f refative performance for the different

i

ldertical patterns o
Pairs or groups of owners, except when the doil and the 2Znd
€hild were the owners, In this case Group B responded faster
thar Gr up Cy and pertormed better in resporse to this pailr,
than to amy other palr pr group of owners.,

The

&}
ul

mly sigrnificant differences between the four =sge
Iroups for the pairs or groups of owners, was hetwgen Group A
and Group D. The mear spesd of resporse for Group A was higher
tham por Group D, for $four combinations of ownmer: swbiect and
Experimemter: subject and Znd chiidy subject, Experimenter,
9011 apmd Znd childy and Experimenter and doil (p{.0% for ail
Comparisons). The responses of Group A to these combinations
YWere aigso significantly slower than when the child himself was
the only cwner (p{.05 for atl comparisons). In a2l cases Group
A's mean speed of responge was E0 seconds, In other wards none
°Ff the chirdren in Croup A were abie to Qive correct responses
if they owned objects in comjunction with other peopie

(subject and Experimentery subject and Znd chitdy subiect,

L46 .




Experimerter, coii and Zrnc chiic) or if the Experimenter and
st " .
SO were the object auners,

The similarities betweern the *indings in Experiments 1 and
e
< B ™1 T+ e - - P ) o e SN ot

FtrikKing, Dath studies i1rndicate that tne youngest age

Qroup ‘s performance iz worse overali than th:t of the other
three, They both suggest that children below the age of 2.5
Years are =til| learning about the pOSSeSsive Cconstruction as
1t relates to single obiect acwmers, and are best able o
Fesporid wher they themselves cwn the obiect irn guestion. By
- .
€+3 years children can ~espond well to singie owners, 2auf
Wntil the age of 4.5 years, are still iearning about the
POSsessive relation when 2 or more ocwrers sre involved, After
4,5 ) - et . 1 : i o = ¥ t - * * =

Years however chiidren perform reasonabiy well no matter
What o P . . ; . :

3 combirmation of owurmers 15 presented,
Overall, pertormance with the different owner combinations

-

ih

Experiment I reflects the pattern abave (F = (Z,32, 4f = 3,
144, DT.OOOS:){rZ = 48,15, df = 3, pv.001). The means suggest
that children perform best whern they Qwn the pbject

themse;ves, and a

{ » - .
‘Subject » Experimeter

maig ¢

it

child)

v This pattern held for

Slgriificanmt differences

-
wol

Vol

both

ar ohil

measures,

were obtatned, {ub

1 e iy K S - - " - - = =
11,96, 1,75: %M = 12,61, 1.67: %F = 15,48,
The children produced fewer correct £1i

"esporse to each of the palrs or groups of owners,

dig

aly comparisons). The means for

Simi

Jar pattern of difficulty,
Were riot sigrificant. Table

the response speed
but

sgets out

L4

some

in response to any of the single object owners

af

Imost as we!ll with other singie obiect owners

-

el

d fFema !l s o

Al though no

-
.

1,82

i

»
Al

rEt o Attempts LN

tharn they

{4 01 For

bt

indicate

the differences

the significant



TABLE 7

Significant differences between children's mean latency to correct
response for the various object owner combinations.

OBJECT
OWNERS S
S
E ns
D/C ns
(Male)
D/C ns
(Female)
D+C .05
E+D .01
E+D+C .01
S+E
+C+D =i
S+C .01
S+E .01

ns

ns

ns

.05

.05

.01

.01

.01

D/C
(M)

ns

ns
.05

.05

.01

.01

.01

D/C
(f)

D+C
ns
ns ns
.05 ns
.01 ns
.01 ns
.01 ns

E+D

ns

ns

ns

ns

E+
D+C

ns

ns

ns

S+E
+D+C

ns

ns

S+C

ns

S+E



. , . ’ s g
d1*+EPEHCEE bertweger the speeds oOF responsSe 10 the Yarious

Combinatiorms of chiect

=

trnere wereg no

WL s

i )
31]
]
i

[

Slgnificant differerces betwsen the performance w

PRirs or groups of owners, the means FOr DOTh MEasures show

(M

Similar patterns of relative performance. For the tency
data, the following pattern emerges:
Do & Experi- » Experi- Al o4 zubject Subiject
~ i t ) =) - .
<nd nenter merter paroi- ¢ 2Znd Experi-
Chiid & dol! doii & ciparts chitd menter
2nd
chiid
e R = v . oo, ™
x=21, 33 X=24, 14 R=2F, 7S x=28, 2% T=30,3% w=32,04
So, the children performed best when the doi! and Znd

€hild were the owmners, The rumber of correct FirsSt atLEmOTS

Was highest in this case also. Slightiy fewer correct first
3ttempts were produced when the Experimenter, doll and Znd
€hild were the owrers., For zl! other combirations, the
Children performed equaliy badiy on this measure,

Thus, the children appeared to perfaorm best whern the doii
8nd 2nd child owred the objects and worst when the chiid
himze]§, was the owner with orne or more othier party.

A third variable examined was that of obigct type, which
RProved to aftfect performance in a manner similar to that

ss Xr*

= 13.72, d¥ = &8, p{.02}, ldentical patterns of reiative

L

Ohservead in Experiment 1 (F = {1.753, d¢f = 6, 144, p,

<5

Re&rfurmance with the different objects, were produced for both
the speed of responding, and the riumber of correct first
dttempts, “Nose" produced the hest performance, and
Fesporicding deteriorated in the foliowing manner:

s,

MOse * hair > shoe miiky har > book pencil > felt pen
(See Appendix 3 for list of mearns)!. On both measures, the

148




thildren pertormed better with the I inslienzbile obiects
" o "

nose” amd “hair” than with elsher “felt pen’ or "panci
(P2, 01 S swdl . BE B s

U1 for all comparisons of "rioge’it angd pL.US For sl
Comparisons af “nair”i, The children’ s oerformance with "nose
- ;

On both measures was better than it was with "boot (P00},
Th

'8 speed of responding to "felt peEn” WAS ®is0 Slower than
that to "shoe" or "mitky bar® (p7,01 for all COMPRAr1ISDONE!.

These resuits sugaest that childres work best with

iralierabie ohb

D chbigcess rather than siignable ones, parIicuiar ity
Wher, tlm a1 o b i e . e P T T ey A
tne aliegnable ohjects are new jongreErm DOS5ESESIO0NS, A=

wperiment 1. It

i

Such, the fimdings support the results from

Would also appear that “shoe” as a “iong cwrned” longterm

Slienabie object, and "milky bar" as shortterm object might
Form ar intermediate Qroup 1n terms of the way in which

Childrern respond, betwser iralierabie obiect d new 1ongteErm

in
@
P
o

dlienable objects,

The effects of object tvpe on speed of responding varied,
however, according tc the age of the child, Figure D
illustrates the mean speed of response for each age group to
the different types of obiect. From the graph, it 18
MOticeable that the responses of the 3 older groups wersa

Simitar for the two inaliernable objects, "nose” and “hair".

H";‘ 4 1 . 1 " "
‘N three means diverge a3 jittle in response to "shoe” and

A

More so for "milKy bar" and “book". “Pencil™ produced the

Srestest differences between the three groups but the means

-

Were more similar for "feit per”, This pattern appears to be

due to the fact that Grouwp T responded consistently guickly o

i

811 the objects {except perhaps to "felt pen” where their

Peed decreased, GCroup C's performance was also fairiy
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FIGURE D: Mean latency to correct response for each age group
to the different types of object
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airhough &8 (1Tt iR Siouwer in

In Group B, the children clieariy performed better with the

< Inalierable cbiects “"nese” and "hair’, and with the "long
OWwned" longterm atienable object "shoe’, than the other four

obiects, However, riore of the differences between the =
9roups, were significant for any of the abjects, nor were the
Qiffererces betweer the different objects for any one of the I
Qlder groups,

The yourgest chiidren were markediy siower than all zh

(8-
Other age groups for all the objects, The difference between
Group & and the % oider groups was signmificant when "halr’ was
the obiect., The orily other significant differences between

i
1}

¥

the 4 age groups occcured between Groups A and D when TDend

and “"feit pen" were the objects (p<.05 for all comparisons}.

0

Within Group A, the children responded noticeably mare gquickly
Y0 "riose" thar the other chiects, and noticeabtly more siowly
to “feit pen”, Indesd, whern "felt pen” was the objecty nong of
the children in Group A gave a correct response at aily, since

-

their mean latency was B0 seconds, It 15 wnglear why these

ak

yYourg childrern shouid respond more siowly to “hair’
CoOmpared to “shos", “milky bar" or “hook",

Apart from this iatter result, the findings sre not
Unexpected, and show that for the younger children
particularty, the inalienable oblrect "nose” presents Ffar fewer
Rrablems than other ohjects, The three new longterm alienable
Objects "feit pen’y "pencii” and "book" present most probiems
for childrern, but thelir performance on these 1Lems Lmproves

With age.



Fesporse 1o questions focusing on S1ngie ohlect oQumers, neariy
BO% of the chiidrer answered correctiy with a pronoun.

HDWEVEF, Tabi

=R

it
{id
il
g
i
it
<r
]
{il
o3
]
(&
i
1
ot
Ui
IH
1
£
i
Ly
1
O
U
il
-t
i
=5

ot

fach of the combinations of objec

- v 1

an intricate gattern of resc t shows that more

i
-

Rrorours as opposed to properrouns were given when either the

g o Pa oK I
'.,J‘~.0:3'.J.‘..‘o

it
i1
ot

cthiid Fiimse | $ or the Experimenter swned the obj

Ir other words “my/mine” and "your/yours" were used
FFEQuencrv; Wher: the doil or the second child owned the
Object, the reverse wss true: chiildren tended to name the
PUner usimg a propernoun rather than use the pronouns “his” ar
"her/ners* (p<,05 for 211 comparisoms),

This indicates, that most childrern were able to W3E at
least "my/mine” and “"vour/yours" correctiy. 1t is more
difficy)t L0 WSe these resuits to comment on their abiiity to
USe "her/hers" or "his" since, giver the experimentsal

Conditions, pragmatic cons t that it

._.
i

derations might sugge
Wouild be more rmatural and poiite to use the owrners nNales.

For the pairs or groups of owrmers, nat one child used a
RPlural prorour in their resporse. Less than & gquarter of the

Te@Sponses (23%) invoived the correct use of pairs of singular

"

pail
DPOhDuhs. ard rneariy hatl+ of the responses (459%) involved no
Prorour at aill. However Table B shows that the pronouns "iis
arnd hers" were used in preference to either mixtures of
Prornouns and propernouns, or two pairs of propernouns (p4.001
for ai coemparisons), whern the Znd chiid and the dol! were the
Quners, This result is interesting since it cantradicts

the riotion of the childrern using names for third psrties ror
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TABLE 8

i i for
Types of correct responses (pronoun, proper noun or mixed) given
€ach of the object owner combinations.

Singular Plural Propernoun Mixture
Object Owner Pronouns Pronouns
e ————
1 -
Subject 25 - 1 =
Experimenter 22 - 15 _
Doll/child (M) 5 - 20 _
Doll/Child (F) 1 -
T 37 -
Sub Total 53 =
\
0 1 15
Experimenter + Doll 3
Experimenter + Doll 3
0 13
+ Chilqg 0 ] >
Child + Do11 18 0 . 0
All p ici 1 0
articipants 0 13
Subject + Chilg 3 0 5 :
Subject + Experimenter 0 0
Qo -
34
Sub Total 25 0 48
78 0 85

\




: C rEREORE 85 they did perhaps for tne ZingrE owhers,

The names of owners wers given mare freguent iy when the
Owrers were: subiect and »u:grﬁmeﬁtsr:'pl: participants: and
Experimenter, Znd chiid and do}l (p<,001 for i) comparisansi,
The latter of thesze results, wher the Euperimerter, 2nd chiid
and dol) were the pwners, i3 fairly strailghtforward,

ExDEPimeht 1 has slready shown that fiave prohiems

i
i
g
by
i

Witk 4 N i . IR -
H1th the plural pronaoun your/yvours", thus it would he logical

0 assume that they might sveoid uzing it. However, in the

fairty unmatural, s5ince

i
m
ﬁ
ln
% §
"y
it
[
1]
i
(8
-t
Q
c'l
i
"
1t
“1s

it involves them referring to themselves by name. Thug 1t is

ot
-y
w
by g
+
o 3
i
i
b
e
L
ki

tooaszume ren were trying to avold

USing the plural pronour “our/fours" which would rormally be

More appropriate im aduit LEage,

Mixtures o

s 7

ginguiar pronouns and names were given Mmost

F”EQueﬂtly whien the obigct owrners werg: Experimenter and doi iy
and subject and Znd chitd (p<.001 for al! comparisons). As
Such, the prorouns tended to be "vour/yvours" and Ymy/ming

dlorg with the rame of the doll or second child.

£

sy the childrern orly used pairs of pronouns with any
+”Equ8hcy whern the dolt and the second chiid owrmed the
Ohjects, Thiz waz in comtrast to all the other cases,
i“VD1ving the doll and the second child as owners, either
dlome pe with another party, [n these cases, the dall and the
Secord child were referred to by rame.

The guperiment had al set out to examine the effects of
the thild's sex, and whether or riot he had siblings, on
Rerformarice, Neither of these two variab ples were found to
affecy performance in any Way.
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DISCUSSION

The results from Experiment 2 are very much in agresment
With the findings from Experiment 1, and other ressarch
discussad in the literature review, (Brown, 19733 Huxley,
19705 L&veil1& and Suppes, 19763 Mitchnik, Gollikoff
and Markessini, 19803 Rodgon, 19763 Rodgon and Rashman, 19763
and others), The production of the possessive, including the
Use of possessive pronouns, hegins to occur as =arly as 18
MONths, Whilst the youngest children’s performance in this
fXperiment was clearly poorer than that of children aged 2
Y#ars 6 months and over, it was apparent that they wers able
0 produce possessives relating to soms obgject owners. It was
Also clear that their performance was best when they,
themse lves were the owner of the object, Howsver at this
Stage, children seemed unable (except in a few cases) 10
Produce possessives relating to situations whers thers were
MOre than ons owner. It was not until years & months that
these possessives were produced with any degree of speed or
accuracy. Overall, then, it would appear that the first
POssessive relation learned, was that relating to their own
DW“@PShip of an ohgect, The other single ower possessives
OCcurred by 2 years & months, whilst those relating to mors
than one ouner caussd problems until the age of 4 years &
MONths, The possessives causing most difficulty for all
9h0ups of children seemed to be those where the child and
qMOther party were the owners.

In terms of the type of response given to describe the

POsSsesgive relations,; a clear pattern @mevrges, In cases whare
& correct response was given, the children tended to use the
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POssessive pronouns “my/mins" and "your/yours" to describe
their oun possession and that of the Experimenter, This
fiﬂdinq corroborates the results found in Experiment 1, whers
the children appearsd to acquirs thess two pronouns first, and
1t replicates many of the findings from previous research
where, again it has bheen demonstrated that "my/mins" and
"YDur/yours" ars produced sarly in the acquisition of pronouns
(Charnay, 19803 Wells, 19793 Brown, 19733 Huxley, 19703
Sharpless, 19743 Deutsch and Pechmann, 19783 and others),

The youngest children performed best when they themse)ves
Owned the object. Since all but one of the correct responses
Produced by the children in this situation were pronominal (ie
"my/mine“) it is reasonable to conclude that the children
Performed better with the pronoun "my/mine” than with the
Pronoun "your/yours", In Experiment 1, it was tentatively
Concluded that, in a comprehension task, the children
Performed better with "your/yours” than "my/mine”. Thus it
Yould appear that the shift in the performance levels from the
Comprehension task to the production task, predicted by
Cha“néy, (1980) has heen demonstrated. The children in both
EXPEPiments 1 and 2 seem to perform best with the possessive
Pronouns when they refer to themselves as ounenrs,

For the other single object owner situations (where the
dol) or the second child owned objects) most children tended
to respond by naming the owners., One cannot assume, from this
Mesu) ¢ that the children were unable to produce the pronouns
"hig" gn “her/hers”, however, especially in the light of
"Bsults from Experiment 1, which demonstrated that children
49ed over 2 years & months are well able to comprehend these
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Pronouns, Previous resesarch (Webster and Ingram, 19723
Scholes, 19813 Bohme and Levelt, 19793 Wells, 19793 Deutsch
and Pechmann, 1978) has also demonstrated that children of 2
Years 6 months to 3 years old are able both to produce and
Comprehend "his" and "her/hers”, It is likely that the
Children chose to respond in this way since pragmatic

Considerations might suggest that it would be more "polite” to
USe proper names to refer to others outside the immediate
Conversation,

The pronouns "his" and "hers” were also avoided when the
Childpran responded to other combinations of owners which
included the doll or the second child as owners., In all
Cases, propernouns were used, either in conjunction with other
pPDDEPnouns, or with the pronouns "my/mins" and "your/yours",
How@ver, the argument against the children’s usage of propsr
Names for pragmatic reasons is supported by their tendency to
Use the two singular pronouns "his and hers"” rather than
Proper names when referring to the situation in which both the
dol ) and the second child were object owners., In fact, this
Situation was the only one where the children did tend to use
Pairg of singular pronouns. It is also possible, then, that
the children in this experiment found it sasiest to produce
Proper names than the pronouns "his" and "her/hers", but,
faced with the prospect of maybe having to use a plural
POssessive pronoun (their) resorted to using the easier "his
aMNd hers" combination.

A further argument against the pragmatic usage of types of
Pesponse, is the children’s tendency to list ths ownsrs Nnames
in twg other situations (29 where the owners were: subgect
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and Experimenter; all participants), In both of these cases,
the children resorted to calling themselves by name; a rather
Ummatural act, It is reasonable to assume, therefors, that
the children’s productions reflected what they considered to
be the sasiest manmer of responding. As such, it is
Noticeable that none of the children throughout the
FXPeEriment , produced a plural possessive pronoun, This
sSuggests that, sven at the age of 5 ysars, ths plural pronouns
Cause difficulty for children,

In addition to the difficulties presented to the children
Caused by the use of pronouns, it is interesting to note that
the situations where more than one owner was involved, caussd
Problems in themselves, In spite of the fact that the
Children could choose the manner in which they responded (and
Opted not to use plural pronouns) they still took longer to
"espond, and made more mistakes, when they were asked to
id'E?ntify move than one possessor. By ¢ years 6 months, the
Children were able to produce appropriate responses swiftly.,
But below this age, particularly in the youngest age group;
the pairs or groups of owner combinations appeared to cause
them difficulty, Given these results, it is reasonable to
ASsume that some of the problems sncountered by the children
in Experiment 1, where their task was to comprehend the plural
POsSsessive pronouns, was, partly at least, dus to their lack
of understanding of the possessive as applied to more than onse
Owner, How much of their difficu)lty was caused by the use of
Pronouns and how much by the latter problem, is impassible to
e termine, howsver,

Finally, the type of obgjgect used in the expsriment also
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affected the children’s performance. Although the ordering of
the individual objects, in terms of their effect on
Performance, differed slightly from that found in Experiment
1, the ordaring in terms of type of objsct cormroborates
Experiment 1’s resul ts, Again, the children performed best
With the inalienable obgjects and worst with the three new,
longterm alienable objects, Similarly, the shortterm,
alienable object (milKy bar) and the "long-ownsed" longtermn
object (shoe) caused more problems than the inalienable
Objects, hut fewsr than the other shortterm alienable objects.
These results also agres with the findings of Mitckhnick,
Golinkoff and Markessini (1980) , as detailed in the literaturs

Meview and in the discussion of Experiment 1,
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Experiment 3 s=ts out to investigate children’s
Performance wikh three plural possessive pronouns (our, your
and their) in a comprehension task, in a further attempt 1o
2stablish the relative order of acquisition, The performance
0f the children was assessed, in the same manner used in
Experiments 1 and 2: the time taken to respond appropriately,
and the number of correct responsss made.

Experiments 1 and 2 demonstrated that there are at least
two possible reasons why the children found difficulty with
Plural pronouns. Firstly, the use of plural pronouns
themselves may have accounted for some of the problems
Observed, Secondly, in Experiment 2, the children’s
Performance when describing situations whers mors than one
Owner was to be identified was still poor, in spite of the
Opportunity to avoid using pronouns. Thus the situation itse)f
Might account for their poor performance.

In order to examine thesse two possibilities, all the
Children in Experiment 3 were asked to respond both to plural
Posgsessive pronouns (our, your and their) and to equivalant
Pairg of singular pronouns (mine and his/hery yours and
hiS/her; his and her), Thus it was possible to examine the
degres of difficulty imposed by the use of plural pronouns.

At the same tims, two sxperimental conditions wers set up
M in which the participants owned one objsct =achi ancd one
in which the participants sharsed ounsrship of an obgect with
another party., So, in the first condition the subjgects had to
Comprehend the pronouns as they referred to two objects owned
by two owners (as in Experiment 1), whilst in the second
Cohdition, the pronouns referred only to one obgect, sharsd by
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two ocwnersz, Thus @t waz pogsikle to compere tre cegres of
Qifficulty 2y the sxpEriments conditions ot
Experimerts 1 and 2 {ie where two obiects wers owned
InQividualliy by ta3 gwners) with thas of 3 sscond "snarad
Possessicorn” conditiohn.

Linguisticaily, thers areg savers: rgsgsans why the plural
POssessive pronourns might prove difficult for chiidrern
Filrssly, as gsegegn 1n Experiment Z, theilr praoduction i3
Optiornsil. It is perfectiy possikble, and scceptable to use &F
3lternative mode of expression by combiming two singuiar
Rronouns. These combimations of singular pronouns sre alEc
More zpeciflic since they lndicate thne preclise members of the
aroup of pozsessors, and they sre presumebiy more familiszr to
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Singular pronouns, and they can be ambiguous. "Our" for

%

WEBME e, Can refEr to the soeakeEr and the tistensry the
Spealker ard othner: or to the spesber, the listener snd the
Sther, So, to ask a chiid to poinmt to “aur” pencils, can be

Confusing. Thirdiy, Sharpless (1974) has shown that the
RPiural prornouns can be seen as falling inmto two groups: "core”
Prornours, and “"derived” pronouns, The first group are made up

D two simiiar terants {eg "their” = "his and his” = other +

3
il

Other:, The “"derived” pronouns, by contrast, are measde up of

COmbirmations of dissimii

n

roreferents {eg "our” = "my and your”

-

fy

743 has suggested that,

a

= sSpeaker + listerner). Sharpless |
8Specialiy the derived pronounms, may we!] be more difficuls
for the child to urnderstand because they are linguistically
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more complex, Given thess suggestions, it is reasonable to
Predict that the children in Experiment 3 would perform better
in response to the pairs of singular possessive pronouns than
10 the plural posssessive pronouns,

Howsver, there arse also reasons, why the sxpsrimsental
Conditions where two obgects as ouned by two owners, might
have caused problems for the children, It is possible that
the children made pragmatic assumptions about their task as a
Mesult of the experimental conditions. In Experiment 2, the
Production task, the guestions asked by the Experimenter all
asked "whose is this/whose are these?", which may have led
the children to expect that only one owner should be
indicated, Hence thay would have made more mistakes as a
Fesult of the experimental conditions.

Secondly, in Experiment 1, the comprehension task, the
Children were asked to "point to" objescts b=longing to the
Participants, as specified by a plural possessive pronoun. Ons
Could argue that, in reality, the plural possessive pronouns
are most often used to denote shared or collective ownership
(2q "our car" refers to that one car which belongs to Dad, Mum
and me), It is possible that the children in Experimsnt 1
Performed poorly because they inferred that the plural pronoun
M2lated to shared or collective ownership of an item. If this
ig 50, then the reluctance of the children in Experiment 2, to
USe a plural pronoun is also explained. Since the possessive
M@ lation indicated by the Experimenter did not involve either
Shared or collective omership, the children chose to use
Singular pronouns, propernouns or mixtures of the two rather
than plural pronouns. This being so, one might expsct in
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Experiment 3, that the children would respond better to the
Plural pronouns when the objects were shared one betwsen two,
than when each participant ouwned an obgect individually.

It could be argued, of course, that the inclusion of a
shared oumership condition might impose an extra degres of
difficulty into the children’s task in that they may not
Wnderstand the notion. However, the study by Eisenberg-Berg,
Haake, Hand and Sacdalla (1979) as reviewsd in the literaturs
Peview, would suggest that children as young as 2 y=ars b
months do understand this concept. Eisenberg-Berg et al found
that children tended to allow others more access to
Collectively owned items, than personal possession, and to
defend them )ess,

The subgjects in Experiment 3 were aged bstuween 2 years &
Months (when, according to Experiments 1 and 2, the children
are bsginning to learn about plural possessive pronouns) and 5
Years, The possessed objects used were boxes of paints. The
Experimenter was thus able to avoid giving clues about how
Many ohbjects (one or two) should be indicated by the child, by

Simply saying "Foint to our/your/thair paints",

SUBJECTS

Twentyfour children from a local day nursery were amployed
in three age groups: 2346 to 3 year olds (m=an age 239)3 336
0 4 year olds (mean age 339); and 436 to 5 year olds (mean
4Qe 43;9), For esase of reference, the groups will be termed B,
Cand D respectively, Each group contained four males and

four females,
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FROCEDURE

Th

1]

children were given paint boxes, and in order to allow
them to establish ownership of the paints, they were asked to
Paint a picture, The painting was performed in a "social
Setting” in which ths subgect, the Expsrimenter, a second
thild and a doll (dressed so as to appear of the opposite sex
1o the second child) all participated, The situation was such
that, for half the children in each age group, the paint bhoxes
Were shared by the participants, onge paint box betwssn two
(shared possession, Condition 1), For the other half of the
Children, sach participant had his own paint box (individual
Possession, Condition 2).

Following the painting, the subject was asked to play a
"DDintinq gama" and, as a pretest, was asked to point to:r  “my
Paint brush"; “your paint brush"; "his paint brush” and "her
Paint brush"., This ensured that the subjects understood both
the task, and ths singular possessive pronouns.,. Six test
Sentences were then presented in a random order. The
SEntences contained 1st, 2nd or 3rd person plural possessive
Pronouns, or the squivalent pairs of singular pronouns, as

follows:

1. We have soms paintsy point to our paints (lst
PErsSaN) . ‘

+  You two have some paints,; point to your paints
(2nd person).

3¢ They have some paintsy point to their paints (3rd
PENSON)

4y We have some paints; point to mine and his/kher
paints (lst person).

2+ You two have some paints; point to yours and his/her
paints (2nd psrson).

6¢  They have some paintsy point to his and her paints
(3rd person).
{4m™
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snderstanding pliura if 1t irnvD:wed the
USE ©F EQeCitic pilures!l DOESEEEive Dronouns
3 Whether chiidren had greater dif¥figulne in
understanding twe i vidua:!s owning one item betweer
them (ie sharing! tharn in uaderstanding tw
individua!s cuning two objects, one each: and
fdl Wiagther amy OFf the above were affected by the age of

the chiid.

ape-recordings and zny errors were noted. The scores for the
latency to correct response were analysed usnmg s 4 way AMOVS

0o test the effects of

{1 or 2
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Rronour referent (lst, Znd or ZIrd person) and prernour tvpe
(singuiar or plurai}!, Scheffe tests were used to further

inalyse the
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Attempt aBnswers was also analysed using & Friedmann Z way

ables, Wilcoxon

Ui
i
=
i
<
it
-5

dralyges of varianmce o guamime the

Matched pairs sigred rank

m

tests were uvesed to exzmine the

sigrnificant resul

i more detaiily

ot
ifi

Whilst no

n
ot
al

xtisticat analvsis was performed on the error

data, the resuits were tabuiated for examination.

y net .l | -
ESUL

i

A

the findirngs are listed inm Table 9. Az ewpected, the
Children showed an overal! improvement in performance with
increased age, in terms af both iatency L0 Carrect rEsponse

and the rnumber of correct fir atrtempts (F = 57. 8, d¥f = Z,

18, p<,0005; Xr? = 7.34, df = 2, p<,05), Group D produced
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TABLE 9

All results from Experiment 3 showing the degrees of freedom and level

of significance.
A/l Latency data.

Main Effects

Age

Pronoun referent
Pronoun type
Possession condition

Interactions

Age x referent

Age x pronoun type

Age x condition

Pronoun type x referent
Condition x referent
Pronoun type x condition

B//  Correct first attempts.
Effects

Age

Pronoun referent
Pronoun type
Possession condtion

F Value

57.80
27.83
5.78
0.30

8.17
0.63
4.33
0.03
4.38
1.63

Xr2 value

7.34
29.38
0.67
0.08

1,18
1,18

4,36
2,18
2,18
2,36
2,36
1,18

IO.
=h

- - NN

P

<.0005

<.0005

<.03
ns

<.0005
ns

<.03
ns

<.02
ns

<.05

<.001
ns
ns



Correct responses faster than Group C (pda01) who, in turn,
were guicker than Group B (pd(.01) (XB = 35,483 XC = 19,053 XD
= 6,y03), In terms of the numbsr of correct first attempts
Produced by the children, again, Group B produced fewsr than
Group C (p(.05%) and Group C produced fewsr than Group I (but
this result was not significant). (XB = 4,383 xC = 2,883 XD =
2450,

The picture changes slightly when the children’s responses
10 the different pronoun referents are examined for sach age
group, Figure E illustrates the mean latency to correct
Mresponse for sach set of referents, for all 3 ags groups. A
brief inspection of these results indicates that there was
little difference betusen the thres groups in response to the
3rd person refarents (ise in responss to "his and her” or
“their"), The means divergsd in responss to the lst person
M2ferents ("mine and his/kher” or "ouwr™) such that the
difference betwsen Groups B and I was significant (p(.01).

However the means were most diverse for the 2nd person
Preferents (“yours and his/kher” or "your"), Hers all the
differences between the three age groups were significant:
GPDup B were slowsr at responding than Group C (p<.01) and
Group C were slower than Group D (p(.05),

Thus it would appsar that all the children, even those in
the youngest age group copsd reasonably weal)l with the 3rd
PErson referents, The older two groups also performed with
M@ lative sase to the lst person referents, but the youngest
9roup appeared to encounter some difficulty. In response to
the 2nd person referents, however, hardly any of the children
in Group B gave a correct response (hence the very large
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MEAN LATENCY (Seconds)
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FIGURE E : Mean latency to correct response to each pronoun

referent for each age group.
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dverage latency sScorgl, Group C alzo fasd probiens with this
referent, =zlthough not to the =ame extent, but the chiidrer
I Group D seemed to hmave very iotle difficulty, I fmcrT.
Trom Figure E it sppesrs that Group D's spesd of responding o
ali three referents was similar, indlicating that thay had few
Problems with any of the referents,

Group C encountered siightiy more probliems with Znd persor

referents than with 1st or Zrd person referents, but the

“Ta

N oo - .
Wifferences were not signi T

. - T, e . e - H 3 4 v
icant, NE Yyoungest chllarer

i

however showed ciezr differernces in performance with the thre

,‘
2 ]

refarerts, They were a3imosy as gquick in respondi

Person referents azs th i mesn iEterncy
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on rEFRECrENTS

i

fose sigrnificantly when resconding to the st par

(p<,05), They were evern siower at responding to the 2Znd

It would seem: therefore, thaty as in Experiments | and 2

the children’'s performarce overa!l, increased with age.

n

it

a1

However this is largeiy dug to the perform g2 of theEe younger
two groups. Group D had titt'e problem with any of the
referents, Sroup C appeared to have difficulty with the 2nd

ne

<t

Person referents, and Group E sppeared to respond weli to

Ird person referents, poorly with the lst person referents,
and encounter severe problems with the Znd person reterents,

Overall, the children’'s performance with the difterant

1

e . - -
27 82, df = 2, b,

Freterents varied on both measures (F

[y

& - gm T - - e o o 0
PV 000S, )r* = 23,34, f o= 2 pd, 001 ) muckh that performance Was
best with ard person retferents and worse with Znd person
Peferents, There were significant differences between the Znd

Persor referents and the other two irn terms of the speed of

!
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respording (pd, D1 Ffor sl compsriscnsr and the r of
Correct first attempss (pe, 55 far a COMDRCLIEANS 15
Fignitficant difterences ware +found bhetwesern the 1zt ad 2rd
RErsom raferents, HioWEVEr, mMost of the difrergrnces pstweer
the referents car he accounted for in the performarce of Group
g, It i5 poszibie to assume from these resulits, that coildren
are wel] abie to cope with Zrg person referent by 2.5 vears
oid, Ey 2.3 vears they can alseo understand lst person
referernts. However it i3 not wuntil 4,5 vesrs that they are
Bble to respond to refergnts that inciude sthemseives as orne of
the puriers of an ochiect.

The type of pronpun (piurails or pairs of singqulars
inciuded in the senterces aiso zppeared to affect the results,
However, oniy the differerces betwean the speed of responding
Was significant (F = S.72, df = 1, 1&, p«,02) such that the
RPalrs of sinqular pronouns were respanded to faster, This

ditterernce wess refiected ir the rumber of correct firs

ot

RTtempts but it was not significant (X simgs = (.79 % plur =
Liggy, Thes it wou!ld appear that the wuse of plura!l pronouns,

88 gpposed to pairs of singulars did advers fFépot

it
<
0t

o

Performance, a&s anticipate

i

Theres were no overall differences in performance according
o whether the chiidrern shared the paint hoxes or owned them

lrdividually, There were differences, however, in the speed

ot
[x]
-

£

&)

0f responding t of the pronoun referents, for the twao

-

Figure F iliustrates the mean szpeRed of

i

QWriership conditions,
Pesporze to the three referents, for the chiildrern in each
QWnership candition, Crhildren who owrned the paints

lrﬁ*u:dua}ly {Condition Z! responded more siow!y to the lst
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FIGURE F : Mean latency to correct response for both possession
conditions, to each pronoun referent.
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and Ird perzon referents thasn chilgren who gharea the paints,
Hope ye e S timm e Rl T T R PR - %
uever,; toi TME =Znd PeErsegn rererents tne reverse was 422
chiidrern who shared the psints performed more siow!iy than
t"‘f‘:—: fs - —v»-,-‘i ol - e . - - - ! T, - ] - - = v
HlegkE Wnd QWneEd TNe paints 1adlyvigusl iy, imEsE MrEgsuil sy Welre
o e e " " 5 L Ty - - -y I o oy o £ s Py o0 "
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Children tzbe slightlv longer to point to two paint boxes than

i \ - o : P 3 Ly o - 3 i
they do to point to one bow. Hence, when thay guned pDalinis

individuallyy the childrern took s

]

ghtty longer to respdond

because they were reguired to poinmt to two hoxes, owred by two

Individusls, Howgver thiz Datiern seems to he reversed
TOr the Z2nd person referents where chiltdren who shared the
Paints performed hest. This is perhaps because all the

Childrern found the notion of sharimg much more difficult wken
it applied to themselves =5 one of the owners, This argument

is supported by the fact that nane of the dif
Rerformance with the three referents were siagnificant when the
Children owned the paints individuailyv., When they shared the
RPaints, however the childrer responded much more siowly to the
Znd person referents (ie where they were themselves a joinmt
Qurigr ) tharn to either the lst or the 2Zrd persor referents

<, 01 for all comparisons),

The performarce of the children in the different ownership
Conditions was also arffecred by age, Filgure G shows the mean
Speed of response of children in three different age groups
Who owned their paints individuaiiy, compared to those who
Shared their paints., It iz clear from the graph that children
in Group D responded with equal soeed, whether they shared the
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FIGURE G : Mean latency to correct response of the children in

the two ownership conditions for each age group
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Paints or owned them individually., Children in Group C
responded more slowly, but again there was little difference
between their performance in the two owsrship conditions, In
the youngest age group howsver, the children respondscd faster
when they owned the paints individually, than when they shared
them (although the difference was not significant)., Thus, the
Only significant differences between the various means were
betwesn Group B, and Groups C (p(.0%) and I (p{.,01) amongst
the children who shared their paints.

These results suggest that before the age of 3.5 yesars,
Children have problems in coping with the notion of sharing
Obhjects, The finding is especially noteabhles since it is
Feasonable to assums that pointing to two objects requirses
more time than pointing to one obgect, Thus there should be
4 hias in terms of speed of responding toward faster
Performance in the sharing condition,

Contrary to sxpectations, the children’s performancs with
the two types of pronouns, was not affected by the ownership
Conditions., It had bhsen suggested that the children in
Experiments 1 and 2 might have performed poorly with the
Plural pronouns (or avoided using them) because they imp)ied
Sharing, Thus it had been hypothesised that the children in
the sharing condition might perform better with the plural
Pronouns than the pairs of singulars, and that their
Wnderstanding of the plural pronouns in relation to sharing
Might be better than in relation to individual ounership.
Whilgt no significant differences were found, the latency
Means for the two ownership conditions, with respect to the
two types of pronoun indicate that the reverss was actually
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rue,  There was virtually no difference betwsen the means
latency for the two ownership conditions when the children
responded to singular pronouns (X sharing = 17,943 X indiv =
17,86), In the individual ownership condition the children’s
‘atency with plural pronouns was only slightly highsr (x =
19.19) put their latency increased with plural pronouns in the
sharing condition (X = 25.67)., This would suggest that the
difficulty in understanding plural pronouns is increased
S\iqhtly when they refer to shared objects,

The errors in responding made by the children to the
various pronoun referents, are shown in Table 10, for all age
groups, and both conditions. They were surprisingly
Wil luminating, However, two findings are clear: first, that
Most of the errors made retain the notion of plurality., Very
few of the children responded as if to a singular pronoun.
SeCondly, the most frequent type of error involved the child
POinting to himself and one other, regardless of the pronoun
"eferent to which he was responding: This finding is
inferestinq since, from the results concerning the psrformnance
With the pronoun referents, one would expect the reverse, The
Speed of responding and the number of correct first attempts
With the 2nd person referents, suggested that the children
Were reluctant to consider themselves as Joint owners with

ANother person.

DISCUSSION

In agresment with the findings of Experiments 1 and 2 it
Would appear that the children’s performance, overall with
PoOssessive pronouns increases with age, Also, as =xpected
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TABLE 10: ERRORS MADE BY ALL SUBJECTS IN RESPONSE TO DIFFERENT PRONOUNS

Pronouns
4 Mine & Yours & His &
Response Our Your Their His/Her His/Hep Hep Total
E + Doll/Child - 1 0 - 1 0 2
S + Doll/Child 5 - 3 L - 2 14
Doll + Child 0 2 - 0 1 - 3
E+ S -¥ T 4 1 5 2 19
S 1 2 0 1 2 0 6
E 0 0 1 0 0 4
Doll/Child 1 1 0 0 1 3
TOTAL 9 13 8 T 9 5 51

¥ Two responses of this type were made to the pronoun "our". They were counted as correct responses.



from the previous two experiments and the research presented
in the literature review (Huxley, 19703 Cruttenden, 19773
Baron and Kaiser, 19753 Wells, 19793 Deutsch and Fechmann,
19783 Goodenough, 1938) the children performed bhetter with the
Pairs of singular pronouns than with the plural pronouns, One
0f the more unexpected findings however, was that the pattern
of acquisition for ths pronouns appears to be the same, for
the plural pronouns, as for the pairs of singular prohouns.
The 3rd person is acquired first, then the 1st person, and
finally the 2nd person.

S0, it would app=ar that the acquisition of plural
Possessive pronouns has begun by ths latter part of the 3rd
y2ar, with the pronoun “their”, and to a lesser extent, the
Pronoun "our"., By ths end of the fourth ysar thess two
Pronouns evoke similar responses, and the acquisition of
"your" has heguns It is not until ths end of the 3th ysar
however, that a similar level of performance is achieved for
all three personal pronouns. This proposed order of
ACquisition is in accordance with some studies discussed
Barlier in the literature review (Baron and Kaiser, 1975;
Cruttenden, 19773 Huxley, 1970), However, it is in direct
Comflict with the results from other studies (Deutsch and
pEChmann, 19783 W=lls, 1979). Equally, th= results do not
Seaem compatible with Charney (1980)‘s suggestion that the
Child first acquires pronouns which refer to his own role in
the conversation. According to Charney, ths pronoun "your"
(listensr + other) should have been the first to be acquirad,
On the other hand, Sharpless’ (1974) notion of corse and
derived plurals does sesm to fit the data such that "their",
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(other + other) as the only core plural involved in the
experiment is acquired first, However, Sharpless’ analysis
doss not explain why “youwr" (listensr + other) causes mors
Problems in comprehension than “"our” (speaker + other). Since
both are derived plural pronouns, one would not expect the
Comparatively large differences in responss which wers
Particularly marked in the youngest age group.

However, thers were no apparent differences in the order
of difficulty for the plural pronouns and the pairs of
singular pronouns. This result is surprising in the light of
results from Experiments 1 and 2, and other research on
singular pronouns (Huxley, 19703 Ingram, 19713 Waryas, 1973;
Sharpless, 19743 Baron and Raiser, 1975) which demonstrates
that "my" and "your" are understood, and used much earlisr
than either "his" or "her", It is difficult to see why young
Children should cope more sasily with pairs of pronouns that,
individually, they find more difficult, unless a factor other
than the words themselves affected the results,

The children’s performance overall did not appsar to be
affected by the type of ownership (shared or individual) in
the experimental situation, However, it is clear from the
Fesults that the youngest age group did sncounter problems in
the shared possession concdition. This would imply that
Children under 3 y=ars 6 months have not fully grasped the
Notion of shared ownership. Above this age however, the
Childpren performed =qually well in both conditions suggesting
that picking out two items owned by two individuals is just as
difficult as picking out one item ’‘shared’ by two individuals.
H0w9ver, a closer examination of the responses to the
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different pronoun referents wihin =ach ownership condition
Frevealed that the children psrformed better in the shared
Ounership condition than in the individual ownership condition
Wwith the 3rd and 1st person referents (their/his and hers
our/mine and his/her), This result was reversed when the
Children were responding to the 2nd person referents
(your/yours and his/her). In the shared possession condition,
the children’s performance was better than it was in the
individual possession condition., Since the 2nd person
Pronouns are the only ones used in this Expsriment which refer
10 the child himself, it is possible to infer that children
find the notion of sharsd ownership problematic whaen it
applies to themselves,

S0, the avidence doss suggest that plural pronouns are
acquired later than singular pronouns. Howsver, it would also
appaar that the experimental conditions employed in requiring
the child to pick out two items bslonging to two ownsrs also
affects the results such that children had more difficulty
With pairs of pronouns that, individually they find relatively
Basy (eg ‘mineg’ and ‘yours’), On the other hand, when the
Children faced alternative conditions in the shared ownership
Condition the youngest group in particular, appeared to
ENcounter even more problems. In addition, all the children
Seamed to have problems in the shared ownership condition when

they themselves were one of the possessors.
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INTRODUCTION
Frevious research presented 1m the liserature review nme

indicated that possession can he categorised according to the

type of ohiect possessed (Filimore, 1388: Brown, 1373
Edwards, 1873: Lyons, 19&7: Chate, 1%70: Anderson, 1371

Miiier and Johnson-Laird, 1978: Mitchnik et al, 13801},
Primarily possessed chiects are seer as either atlienablie,
where the possession is opntionmal {(eg toys, food, clothing: or

chligatory (&g body paris,

inalienable, where possession i

L]

Kini. Many theorists have suggested that for chiidren at
least, the semantics of the two Kinds of possession may differ

-

{Brown, L1373: Zdwards, &7

[

} Mitchnik et at, L3580},

Moreover, other studies have suggested that the basic
Categories of alienable and irnallernabie can be analvsed
further, Erown (1973) sucgested that ziienable objects can be

N

divided into i1tems that are in possession for relativaly | arig

§t

Periods of time (ilongterm} such 85 toys or ciothes:y and items
that are normaiiy owned for oniy short periods of time, such
85 theatre seats or comestibies (shortterm!. Simiiariy,
Edwards (1373} divided aliermable DOSEeSSIONS Lnto permanant
Or trarzitory possessions where permanent objiects were those
Wriere the owner has full ownership rights over the object, &=
Opposed to transiteory oblects where ownership is more tenuous

{for axampie a borrowed book or a stolen wailet), Mitchnik,

1

Golinkofs anmd Markessini (1980) on the other nandy, lobksed at

lnajienabie possession, and divided it into reciprocai

1"?:

£l -



Possession, and intrinsic possession. Basically, reciprocal
RPOssession referred to Kin, whilst intrinsic possession
referred to body parts or part-whole relations.

A variety of studies have provided evidence to support the
Notion that different semantics may be involved in =sach of the
different "subcategories” of possession, Furby (19763 Furby,
2t al, 1975) demonstrated that both children and adults appear
10 see possession as relating, for the most part, to alienable
Objects, In her interview studies, her subjscts named large
Numbers of alienable objects as possessions whilst, very few
Subjects cited inalienable objscts. EBrown (1973) also,
Suggested that, when people talk about possession, they tend
'0 do so in the context of alienable items, These findings
Would suqgest, perhaps, that children, when beginning to
aCquire the concept, understand possession in terms of
alignable objects, before extending it to include inalienable
POssession also. In fact Brown (1973) demonstratecd that, in
STaqe 1 spesch, children’s use of possessives nearly all
Concerned alisnable objects. Fuwrthermors, Edwards (1973)
Showed that permanent possessions wers mentioned most as
®Xamples of possessions, with very few references being made
to transitory objects, However, he also noted that his
Subject (aged under 2 years) did mention some inalienable
Objects as possessions, and that these were all body parts.
Brown (1973) also found that the few inalienable objects
Metioned hy his subjects were body parts or intrinsic objects.

In contrast, howsver Mitchnik et al (1980) found that
thein subjects (also in Stagse 1 spesch) actually responded
betf@? in intrinsic possessions than 2ither alienable obgects
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or inalienable reciprocal obgjgects, The results from
Experiments 1 and 2 would also suggest that young children
Perform better in response to body parts than to a variety of
types of alienable obgects. They would also indicate that
shortterm alienable possessions (in this case, chocolate) ars
MEsponded to better than longtaerm posssssions (eg books or
felt pens) and that the length of time that an object has heen
in possession also affects children’s performance.

This expsriment st out to compare children’s performance
Wwith a variety of different Kinds of objsct, belonging to the
Experimenter or to themselves, in a comprehension task. It
EMployed bhoth inalienable (reciprocal and intrinsic) and
alienable obgects, the latter group including longterm and
short term items, psrmansnt and transitory items, items that
had been ownsd for a long time, and new items, It also
employed a number of items that could be worn, and compared
the effect on performance when the owner was wsaring the
Ohj=ct, to that when he was not, in case this affected the
Childrens’ responses.

It was expected that intrinsic inalienable objects would
he respondsd to bhest, and reciprocal inalisnahles, worst.
Permanent possessions should bhe better understood than
transitory ones, and the objects ownsd a long time should be
Tesponded to better than the newsr items, In addition, the
Children were asked to name their preferred possession, from
the new alienable objects available in the Experiment, to see
1f preference for a particular obj=ct might also affect
Performance.

The children ranged, in age, from 1 year &6 months when
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according to most investigators (Brown, 19733 Edwards, 19733
Mitchnik, Golinkoff and Markessini, 1980) the possesslve
Construction is begirming to appsar, to 4 years old. Thus any
Changss in the patterns of responding as a result of age,

Could also be examined.

SUBJECTS

The subjects comprised 23 children from a local nursery
school, in thres age groups: 136 to 2 ysar olds (mean age
1:9)3 236 to 3 y=ar olds (mzan ages 2:8)3 and 336 to ¢ ysar
0lds (mean age 3:9). The groups will be refsrred to as A, B
and C respectively, for convenience., There weres seven
Children in Groups A and C: 4 boys and 3 girls in Group A, 3
bhoys and 4 girls in Group C, Group B consisted of 9 childraen:

3 boys and 4 girls.

FROCEDURE

The Experimenter was introduced to the children as a
frisnd of one of the nursery staff who had some gifts for
them, Bags of pressnts were given out to the children,
Containing: a tubes of Smarties, a toy animal, a toy watch,
and either a bracelet (for the girls) or a novelty bowtie (for
the boys)., Ths Experimenter had a duplicate set of pressents
in front of her, The children had also been asked to bring to
the experiment a toy from homs, and a toy borrowsd from the
"rsery school, Attempts wers made to match these toys from a
POO1 of mixed toys so that if the child brought a teddy from
home, and a car from the nursery, the Experimenter placed in
front of her, a teddy and a car, These were describsd as
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The chiidren were allowed to play with their presents and
o 4] O - -~ -
0 wear their watches for s short whiie before the study

i cese they got tost”.  The subiect wzz then asked which ofF
the toys he preferred, and to identify his best sriand 2t the
nursery schogtl,s His respornses were noted. Finalily, he wes

invited to play 23 "polnting game” with the Experimenter, and

8% a pretvest, was asked to point to a number of items around
the room to ensure that the task was understood. The

Experimeriter ther asked the child to point to 20 obhiects in =
Tandom order half helonging to himseié, and hald 1o the

Experimenter, The obiects in questiorn were specified by the

UsSe of a possessive prongun, either "my" ar “your" 2g "Folint
o my Smarties", or "Show me your animal",

The children’'s responses were tapaE-recorded, [f the
chiidrern pointed the wrorg object trey were asked to “"try

again”, Where no correct respo WAas ohtalrmed within one

i
o
b
i

Minute, a faterncy of €0 seconds was recorded, and the object
abandored, [+ the subject became distracted during the test,

the experiment was halted until attention had been regained.

{npose} and the ather a reciprocal object (friendi, The #riend
of the Experimenter was identified by the Experimenter as the
filrsery tegacher, whilst the subject s friend had been

identified eariier. Eoth individusis were easily seen through
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TABLE 11

List of objects used in Experiment 4, along with an explanation of their

type.

Object

nose
friend

Smarties

toy animal

toy watch
bracelet/bow tie
shoe

coat

toy from home
borrowed toy

Type

inalienable

intrinsic
reciprocal

alienable

shortterm

new, long term

new, long term, wearable, Worn

new, long term, wearable, ynworn

"long owned", long term, wearable, worn
"long owned", long term, wearable, unworn
"long owned'", long term

transitory
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analysed using a 3 way ANOVA to examine the effects on
Performance of age, obgect typs and obgjsct ownsr. A sscond 3
way ANOVA re-examined the same variables but used only 4 of
the object typess including the child’s preferred objsct.
Scheffe tests examined the significant results further,

The number of correct first attempts was analyssd using a
Kruskall-Wallis one way Analysis of Variance, looking at the
effects of age. A ssries of Manmn Whitney U tests further
analysed the significant results, The effects of obgect owner
Wers examined using a Wilcoxon Matched-pairs signed-ranks
test, and a series of 1 sample Chi-squared tests were carried
out to look at the sffects of objsct type, including preferred

QbJQCTo

RESULTS

(Table 12 lists all the results obtained from Experiment
4. As predicted from the previous studiss, the children
showed an overal) improvement in performance with age, on both
Measures, (F = 72,19, df = 2, 20, p(,0001;y H = 112,47, df = 2,
PCo0O0O1), The means on both measures, for ths three Qroups
indicated an increase in performance from Group A to Group C
(XA = 38,80, 2,713 XB = 20,28, 7,03 XC = 5,54, 10.0), The
Youngest children gave fewsr correct first attempts than the
Children in Group B (p(.001), and Group A (p{,001), They were
Also slower at responding correctly than Group A (p<.01).
There were no significant differences on 2ithsr measurs
between the older two gQroups.

In terms of the children’s performance overall with the
two different object owners, Expsriments 1 and 2 would suggest
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Table 12

All results from Experiment 4 showing the degrees of freedom and the

level of significance.
A//  Latency data.

Main Effects

Age

Object Owner
Object preference
Objeot type
Interactions

Age x object preference
Age x object owner

Age x object type

Object type x object owner
Age x object type x object
Owner

Object owner x object
Preference

Age x object owner x object

preference

F Value

72.19
38.40

10.60
11,47

3.10
5.8T
2.78
b1y
2.85
11.15

3.65

B//  Correct first attempt data.

Effect

Age
Object owner

Value
H = 112.47
Z = 3.5

lo.
3

I

<.0001
<.0001

<.0001
<.0001.

ns
<.01
<.0005
<.0001
<.0005
<.0001

<.005

<.001
<.001
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FIGURE H : Mean latency to correct response to each object
owner for each age group
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hoth tke latercy scores; and the r
Aattempts, indicate similar pattern

performance with the different obh)
details of the mean sScores), The
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nose” was

thhe onject and there we
on botk measures, hetween "nose” at
from home", "coat", "bowrie/bracel

"friend” (p<.0S for all comparison

fewer correct first attempts than
expected, the
Rroblems for the zhildran,
There sppears, from Table 1%,
In the measures of perfarmarce for
"Smarties", The number of correct
and "watch” was
fewer, In terms of speed of respo
"watch" produced the same mean [at
Correct responses almest ag guicki
Shortterm object, and the two wear
one Ylong owned”,
Children s performance with them w
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inalienabie intrinsic obie

remaining six objects (although no
Significantl..

Ferformance deterioratsed when
and “"coat"” were the cobiects., The
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attempts (the same number
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as siightly worse than

¢t but better than with the
me of the differences were
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TABLE 13: Mean scores for the latency to correct response and the number of correct first
attempts for the various object types.
TOY FROM

OBJECT : ; BOW TIE/ BORROWED
TYPES NOSE WATCH SHOE SMARTIES ANIMAL HOME COAT BRACELET TO¥ - FRIEND
LATENCY

IN 10 17 19 17 23 26 29 33 35 36
SECONDS
CORRECT
FIRST 38 33 33 28 21 21 21 20 20 16
ATTEMPTS




longer to respondy  The chiildren 5 soged 2f rasponse Was hess
Wher "animal!” was the obiect {(th=t is, the new a:ienzbie
Ohipet:, armd = vantly miglher when TRy From noms GaE embloyve
(ig "lorng owned” atierable object:. When “"cost’ wes used =S
the ohijgct {ie “"ilong swned aliaman:a, e DUt unwern
obiect) trne speed of responding was S OWEST,

Uging “"bowsielbraceiet” and "barrowed toy” reduced leveils
of performance stii further But onty stightiy. Egua)
fumbers of correct first attempts were produced for the two

h

objects, but the childrern responded more sStowly to ths

1

B
5 i 77 - \ - - ; s 1 P - ey 110 8 v 3
borrowed tov" trhan to the "bracelet/bowtie”, AgaLln; however,

k]
(]

+
bt
(2}
i
=
=+
._\3
5
1]
i
o
o
0
]
1]

=
(&3
-

the differences are rnot signi

more siowly to the two gbiects than to "mose”, "watch' or
Ll i q " A o F n " oy - % PUCEnEgp Tt | P oy = e ok P
Smarties" (p<.05 for a}: comparisons! however, and more
Slogwiy to "borrowed toy" than to “shoe” (27,091,

Cr both messures, performance was worst whern "friend” was

-

the pbiect in guestion. Chiildren gave rfewer cgreect first

tij

gttempts tharn with any other object; in particuilar "nose’,
noe” oand "watch® (pv.08 for all comparizomsi, They also
respornded more siocwly than they did with these three objects
Or Witk "Smartiez” 1p<. 0% for all comparisons),

Soy, it would seem that the chiildren performed best with

the inalienable intrinmsic object {“nose”}! and werst with the

inalienable reciprocs! obiect (“"friend"}. 0Ff the atlienebie

<t

Objects the shortterm obiects i "Smarties'), and the two
Wearabie and worm obiects, both “long cwned® and new ("shoe”
ard "watch", produced the best performances, second oniy 0
"rose”, The ordinary alienable objects, new and "long owned”

{"amimal™ and “foy from home®) alang with the "long owned"
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wzarable unworn obgject ("coat"), caused the children slightly
more problems, Worst of all, howsver, apart from "friend", was
the performance with the transitory obgject ("horrowsd toy™)
and the new wearable but unworn object, "bracslet/bowtie”,

This pattern of performance was furthsr complicated,
howsver, by the age of the children, Figure I shows the mean
Spead of responding of =ach age group to the differsent types
Of object, It suggests that the majority of differences in
fesponding to the objects, occurred in the two youngest
groups. For Group C the differences were minimal, In Group
B, the magjor differences occuwrred when the obgjscts "noses",
"match“, "Smarties” and "shos" were compared to the remaining
Ohjects, particularly "coat", "bracelet/bowtis”, "bhorrowsd
toy" or "friend"., For the youngest children, none were able
o respond correctly when “bracelet/bowtis”, “horrowsd toy" or
“friend” were obhjects, Theair performance with the remaining
Objects was slightly better, and bhest of all when "noss" was
the ohgect., None of the differences betwsen the spesds of
Tesponse to the various objscts were significant, howsver, for
any of the age groups.

The resul ts suggest that the youngest children have severe
Problems with inalienable reciproca) obgects ("friend"),
transitory obgects ("borrowsd toy") and new alienable,
Wearahle but unworn ohjects ("bracelet/bowtie”), These
Problems persist, but to a lesser extent, until the children
"&#ach the age of 3.5 years, This is illustrated in Figure I
by the divergent means of the age groups for these thres
Objects,

For the inalienable intrinsic obgect ("nose"), the
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. FIGURE I : Mean latency to correct response to the different
object types for the three age groups

X——X=—X  GROUP A

GROUP B

GROUP C




shortterm obgects ("Smartiss”) and the two alisnable wzarable
and worn ohgects ("watch" and "shoe"), children aged abhove 2,5
years perform with very few problems., Befors this age, the
Children stil) appzar, from Figuwse I, to be learning, The
Children’s performance with the remaining obgects improves
With age, hence the differences betwsen the means of the three
Qroups, in Figure I, Howsver, none of the differences betwsen
the threes groups was significant for any of the objsct typss,

The children’s performance with the different objects was
also affected by the identity of their owner, Figure J shows
the speed of response to the ten types of obgsct for both
Owners: child and Experimsnter, With all the objgscts the
Children responcad faster when they owned the objscts
themse ) ves, However, Figurs J suggests that for most of the
Dbd@Cts, the differences betwesn performance according to the
two owners, was very small, For "toy from home", "coat" and
'O a legser sxtent, "Smarties” however, the differences wers
'a“qer, although still not significant, Roth "toy from home"
and “coat” are "long owned" obgjects, and not attached to their
Ouners (as in the case of shoe). Thus it may he that the
Children found their own "long ouwned" objects relatively easy,
hut those helonging to someons 2lse, where therse was no
Obvious 1ink with the owner, more difficults

Figure J also shows that the differences in speed of
Tesponse to "bracelet/bowtis", "bhorrowed toy" and "frisnc”
when compared to the other objects, were more pronounced when
the child was the owner. This is perhaps because the
"borrowed toy"” (transitory obgsct) did not really bhelong to
them, and because the "bracelet/bowtiz” had besn in their
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FIGURE J : Mean latency to correct response to the different

object types for the two object owners.
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Possession for a short time, and was not worn as intended,
The "friend” as a reciprocal ohgect might wsl)l not have bsen
seen by the children as any Kind of posssssion. However,
again, none of the differences bestwesn performance with the
differsnt ohgjects were significant, when sither of the
Participants werse thse owners,

From Figures K and L it is also clear that the performance

Of children in each of ths age groups with the various types
Of object, differed according to the identity of ths owner,
It would appgar that therse was little difference in the speed
Of response to all the objects, no matter who owned them, for
the oldest age group (Group C). These children at 3.5 ysars
Old, seemed well able to cope with all the objects, no matter
Who the owner was.

Children in Group B, however, appear to have experiencecd
Mmore difficulties with a number of objects, When the child
Ouned the obgects, Group B’s responses to “friend”, “"borrowsed
toy" and "bracelet/bowtis” were slowsr than to othsr objects.
Thig again suggests that, for whatever reasons, youngser
Children find these harder, Their difficulties were not so
Pronounced as those of Group C, however, who were unable to
"espond correctly at all, to the same three objects., It may
be, that the child, at about the age of 2.5 yesars, is lsarning
about these obgjscts, Group B also had problems with these
three objects, along with "coat" and "toy from homs", when the

Expﬁrimenter was the obgjgsct ownsr,. For "nose”, "watch",
Smarties" and “shoe" they responded with similar speed whean
the child owned the objects compared to when the Experimenter

Was the owner, This is not surprising since, apart from
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FIGURE K : Mean latency to correct response to the different objects
for each age group when the subject is the object owner.
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MEAN LATENCY (Seconds)

FIGURE L : Mean latency to correct response to the different objects
for each age group when the experimenter is the object owner
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"Smarties", which the child was normally eating throughout the
xperiment, all the othsr objects wers physically attached to
their ouners,

In the youngest group, when the Experimenter owned the
Ohjects, there was little difference in the relative speed of
responding to the different objects., “"Nose" and "watch”
(again both attached to the Experimentsr) produced slightly
battar performance, but in general the speed of responding was
Slow, Indesd the children seemed unable to respond correctly
at all to "shoe", "toy from home", “"coat", "bhracelet/bowtie",
"horrowed toy" and "friend”. This suggests that at 1.5 yesars,
the children are really only able to cope with objects
b%lonqinq to others if they arse physically attached to their
Ouners (and not always under these circumstances, as in the
Case of “"shos").

When the child owned the objects, Group A ware unable to
"espond correctly to "friend”, "horrowed toy" and
"hracelet/bowtie", They responded faster however to all the
Other objects, than they did whan the Experimenter was the
Owney,

It would appear then that by 3.5 years the children
Pesponded well to all the objects, no matter who owned them.
Bafore 2,5 years, the children were unable to respond to
transitory objects ("borrowsd toy"), inalienable reciproca)
Objects ("friend”) or new alienable wearable but unknown
Objects ("hbracelet/bowtie") no matter who owned them.
Otherwise they were much faster at responding to their own
Objects than those of the Experimenter. Indeed, none of these
Children were able to give correct responses to any of the
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Experimenter’s objects, apart from her "nose", "watch",
"Smarties” and "animal". Even these obgects producsed s)1ow
reEsponses,  They performed well, almost as quickly as the
Older children, with their own "nose", and the differences
between Groups A and B were not largs when responding to their
oun "watch", "Smarties", "shos" and "coat” in particular,

Group B performnsd almost as well as the oldest children
for a1l their own objects sxcept “"bracelet/bowtie”, "hborrowsd
toy" and "friend". These latter three caused some problems.
Group B also performed with similar speed to Group A when the
Experimenters’ "nose” and "shoe" were presented, They took
Slightly longer when her “"watch”, "Smarties” and "animal’ were
the objects in question. For the remaining items, Group B's
Performance was worss when the Experimentsr owned the obgjects
than when the child did.

S0, one can state that even the youngest children can
TEspond well to their own objects provided they are either
Physically attached to them ("nose", "watch" and "shos") or
the item is @dible ("Smarties"), The older two aroups also
Coped wzl)l with these items when they belongsd to the
Exparimenter, but Group A had more problems here, particularly
With "Smarties" and "shoe"., Both the younger two groups had
Problems with "bracelst/bowtie”, "borrowsd toy" and “friend".
None of the children in Group A could respond to thess objscts
NO matter who the owner, In Group B, the difficultiss were
legs ssvers, but stil) noticeabls, particularly when the
Experimenter owned the ohjects.

The youngest children appeared also to have problems with
a1l of the objects owned by the Experimentsr, but not with
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those owned by themselves., FUggeEsting shat, even with Ltems
gttached to otrner pecpie. they BrE URTiEsr sbout 5E
LT relates Lo anvons other Than TREmEE I VES, Umforsunasely 1t
18 ot possibie to be too sure of anv of the ve findings
Since rnone of the differecnces bevwaen the diffarant mean
SCores were gignificant.
Quite apars from the way the diffgrent svpes of oblects
” - - - - -
MTivenced performances, the children’' s speed of response and
the rumber of correct first attempts were affected by thelr
e i Boawcm, 05 mn W1 Eape— £ o . o I S o~ 1
Pretference for certesin obiects (F = 10.60, df = 2, B&{,
oy RRNEE l_, P = & .- = PO Pt e - ool P e - o i —_
R D001y = S,L68, df = 3, s 050, The children’s performance
=
With their "favourite' obiect was compared to theilr
; N O DU b s s B PR T
Rerformance with "noss {as an 1nalienabie intrinmslec objecs
e v ey - o ¥ i - an - ~ R [} ] - - o - o ot )
toy from home ‘as = forng owned forngterm alierable oblect

and armother mew alienablie obigcy from the bag of presenss, Not
thosern as the chiid’ s favourite.

™y
i

e chiidren performed aimost as wel! on bhotl measures

With their favourite object az they did with "nese”; and
Detrer than they did with either “tov from home” or “other

.
obiject”., However, only the differences between the favourit

»

toy and the other new obiegect were sigrnificant on either

measure (p4.03 for =l| comparisons),

This finding did not vary with the child’'s age but it was
affected by the identity of the cwrner (see Figure M), Figure M

Suggests that when the Experimenter was the owmer, the

chiidren's

i

peed OF responding to thelir favourite i1tem hardily

1

differed that with the other new 1tem. When the child
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Weg owrer however, the favourite oblect produced faster

fesponding tharm atl obijects except "nose”, Thus when the



MEAN LATENCY (Seconds)

60

50

40

30

20

10

FIGURE M : Mean latency to correct response to the 2 object
owners for four object types including the childs
preferred item

® EXPERIMENTER

/ | o
L)

/

4 3 4 'l

nose child's toy from
favourite home item
item

OBJECT TYPE INCLUDING PREFERRED ITEM



cxiperimenter was the ownes, the aniy signiricant differerces
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' BStablishing thelir own possession of a favourite item, than

they were st establishing some other persor’ s ocwnership of the

Fame, From the graph, 1t i3 ciear that the differences in
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dbave, trhern, 15 dueg mainiy t: oF the yvounger

thildren, Group E responded aimost as wel) as Group €, to

1

noEe” no matter who the Dwner Was, ey performed egually

Weil with the “favourite ohbisct’ whean it belonged to
themselves, but much more slowily when it beiornged to the
Experimenter. The "toy from home" produced guite ssripus
Rrokiems for this group when it belonged to the Experimenter,

Whiist, as reported previousiy, the children responded

feasonably well to their own "toy from nome’, Their
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FIGURE N : Mean latency to correct response for each age group to
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FIGURE O : Mean latency to correct response for each age group to
the four object types including the childs preferred

object when the experimenter is the object owner.
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Performance with the "other object” was similar no matter who
the owner was, and it was generally poorer than that of Group
C.

The youngsst group, also responded with relative ease to
their own ‘nose’, and encountered a few more problems with
their own “favourite toy"., Their performance deteriorated
With their "toy from home" and worsensd again with their
"other obgjgect”, When the Experimenter’s objects were
Presented, they performed poorly with all objects, especially
the “toy from home". Their best performance was with "nose",
but the "favourite toy" and "other objsct” were almost
identical in the responss speed they elicited, as was the case
in Group E.

It would sesm then, that the effect of presenting the
Child’s “favourite toy" diminishes with age, and is no )ongar
apparent at 3.5 years, In the younger two groups, the
Children responded much faster to their own favourite toy than
o that owned by the Experimenter, In the latter case, the
Object was treated no differently than any other new alienable

Dbdec L

DISCUSSION

A expected, the children’s performance overall increasscd
With age, In agresement with the results of Experiment 1 and
Previous research (Charney, 19803 Huxley, 19703 Ingram, 19713
Naryas, 19733 Sharpless, 19743 Baron and Kaiser, 1975) the
Children respondsd best to the pronoun “your” (as referring to

themse lves as owners) than to the pronoun "my" (as referring
0 the Experimenter as owner), However, the differences in
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Performance with the two pronouns did decrease with age,

The typs of obgect used in the expariment also affected
Performance, Overall, the children performed best with
intrinsic inalisnable objects, confirming the findings from
Experiment 1 anc 2, and the results of Mitchnik et al (1980).
Also in agreemsnt with a study by Mitchnik &t al, the results
from this experiment showed that children have most difficulty
With reciprocal inalisnable objscts., So, it would appzar that
Children understand possession best when it relates to
intrinsic inalienable objects, and worst when it relates to
"eciprocal inalienable objects, Their understanding of it in
"2lation to alisnable objects seems to be better than in
fe2lation to reciprocal objects but worse by comparison to
intrinsic ohjects.

By 3 years & months, howsver, children are wsll able to
Understand possession concsrning all Kinds of obhgects, so that
Most of the differences found in this Experiment, were dus to
the performance of children below 3 ysars 6 months (in the
youngest two groups). Children in this age group also seem 10
Wnderstand possession better when it involves soms Kinds of
Alienable obgjects rather than others., As predicted from
Edwards (1973), children under 3 years & months arse hetter
able tp cope with permansnt objects, as oppossd to transitory
Ones, In fact, non= of the very young children (under 2
Years) were able, in the Expariment to respond correctly to
transitory obgects, They were also unable to respond
Correctly to new wearable but unworn objects, alhough it is
NOt clear why, since their responsss to other new items, and
Other wearable but unworn items, werse beatter,
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So, it would seem that the first items to bs understood as
POssessed objects, at 1 year & months, ars intrinsic
inalienable objects., Ry 2 years & months, some alisnable
ohjects: shortterm items, and items that are worn; ars also
Wnderstood, The ownership of other alienable objects is also
developing, but is not fully understood unti)l 3 years &
honths, Transitory items, and reciprocal inalienable objscts
appear to cause most difficulty.

In addition, the length of time that an object has bsen in
POssession, the better the children understand the nature of
Possession, although this latter effect seems only to operate
for their own objects, Ferhaps, then it is familiarity with a
Particular obgect that enhances the understanding of
POssession, rather than simply the length of time the obgject
has been owned. The children are familiar with objects thay
have had for a long time, and thus their possession has been
Well established.

Finally, the children’s preference for particular obgscts
Also seems to increase their understanding of possession,
2Specially when they owun the preferred item, Again, howsver,
this effect decreasss with age. By 3 yesars & months,
Possession is understood in relation to all Kinds of obgects

Megardless of who owns them, and regardless of preference.
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EXFERIMENT 3

INTRODUCTION

Experimsnts 1, 2 and 3 looked at young children’s
understanding and production of possessive Pronouns. They
demonstrated that children tend to talk about and undesrstand
the possessive relation very =arly in development, sometimes
as early as 18 months (as also seen from previous studies
Presented in the literaturs review: Goodsnough, 193835 Huxley,
19703 Nelson, 19733 Léveil 12 and Suppes, 197463 Brown, 19733
Rquon, 19763 and others), Other studies, looking at social
interaction in young children have suggested that many of the
Quarvels and conflicts that occuwr are concerned with issuss of
Possession (Dawe, 19343 Bronson, 19753 Smith and Green, 19753
Ross and Hay, 1977). Howevar, the above investigations,
whilst indicating that children can understancd and apply
Certain words, and tend to becoms guarrelsoms when a
POssession is threatensd by another, have not really given any
Clus as to what possession means to the child., Only Furby
(19763 19773 1978ay 1978cy 1980b) has made any systematic
attempt to do this, but sven she did not look at very young
Children, Furbhy found, howsver, that by six years old, the
Child defines possession in terms of his own rights of access
to an ohgect, his control over other’s access to an ohject (as
Predicted by Snare, 1972), the association betwesn his
Possessions and his sense of s@lf (also put forward by
Beagiehole, 1932) and the means of acquisition of an object.

Other writers have suggested that, especially for young
Children, the meaning of possession may be linked to the
location of objects (Brown, 19733 Bar-Adon, 19713 Leopoid,
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omith and Lanfery, 18781, Furby slsc found that her si yE BT
old zubjects tanded to talk in teErns of "having ar Tkaeping
an item, whern asked about the meaning of posSsession. e
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Subjects tended to change with age., Entirely different

Bxplamations of possession were giver by zhildren and adults

1T}

of different age groups although some of the explanation
Gccurred in aill groups (partiliculiariy those relating ©to the
Qurer‘s control over access to an obiect, snd the link between
the object and the ourer’'s self perceptioni,

This experiment sought to examine by means of interview
the mearming of possessiorn for children aged from three years
and six months {(much younger than any previous studies! to six

urby’'s findings with her

W

YRarg (in an atiempt to replicate
yourgest group of subjects), The different responses from
children of different ages were compared to see if the meaning
¢f possession altered across the age Qroups.

In addition; the interview looked at different Kinds of
Qwried objects, especially intringic inmalienablie objects,
"eciprocal inalienable obhjects, and alienable objects, to sae
it childrern’s ideas about possession changed with respect to
the different types, Some writers have sugoested that the
Semantics of possessicon may charnge agccording to these threg
types of ohject (EBrown, 15373; Edwards, 13737 Mitchnilk,
Colinkoff and Markessini, 1980: Furby, 1876, Furby,; Harter and

Johr, 1975) and certainly the resalts from Exparimant 3

¥
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demonstrated that children’s performance varies significantly
Wwith the different Kinds of obgect. Hence this interview
included sections to examine the children’s notion of
Possession as it affects bhody parts (intrinsic inalienable
objects) and Kin (reciprocal inalisnable objects) as well as
alienable objects which were the main focus of Furby’s (1976)
Study.

In fact Furbhy (1978a) did make soms suggestions about
the possessive relation as it relates to people, or in this
Case, Kin, indicating that the notion of control (as applied
1o alienable obgjects) might be involved, Hence, she felt,
d2alous feslings might arise if the "possessor” felt he was
losing control or influence over his “possessed object”. In
order to examine this possibility, guestions concerning the
Control aspect of possession as related to Kin, and to body
Parts, were included in the interview, Different types of
alienable objects were also usaed in the interview: clothing;
longterm and shortterm objects, psrmansnt and transitory
Objects, pets, longownsd and new items, money (token items),
territorial items such as bedrooms and large items such as
houses, Edwards (1973) and Experiment 4 both demonstrated
that children app=ar to encounter more difficulty with some of
the above obgects than others., Thus the interview set out to
Compare children’s ideas about possession as related to the
different Kinds of object., It also investigated the
Posgsibility of there baing items that were not possessecd or

2ven “unpossessabhle” according to the children’s view.
Finally, the children were asked about the possessive
"elation as it affects collectively owned items, and those
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Objects belonging to other people. In Experiments 1, 2 and 3
the results indicated that more problems arose for children
dealing with plural possesssive pronouns and, in the singulars,
thoge relating to others as owners, (This has also bheen
Mustrated by other studies: Charnsy, 19805 Cruttendsn,
19773 Huxley, 19703 Waryas, 19733 EBaron and Kaiser, 1975), It
is possible that part of the difficulty sxpsrisnced by
children regarding these words concerns their perceptions
about collective possession, or others as owners, in addition
10 the problems arising from the words themselves, Hence it
vas sxpected that the meaning and “"rules” about collective
Possession, and possession reélating to other people as owners,

might differ from possession relating to their own objects,.

SURJECTS

Twenty four children from a local nursery and primary
SChool were employed in 3 age groups: 336 to 4 y=zar olds
(mean age 338)3 4316 to 5 ysar olds (mean age 4310) and 536 to
6 year olds (mean age 539).  The groups wil)l be termed Groups
Cy D, and E respectively.,  Each group contained 4 males anc <

femal es,

FROCEDURE

The children were asked if they would talk to the
Experimenter about "some of the things that bhelong to them'.
If they agreed, they participated in a structured interview
Given by the Experimenter, The interviesw was undsrtaken in
three parts, with breaks of at least an hour hetwsen each part
to alleviate boredom. For soms of the children the interview
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{Retar completion of the interview, the chiidren were

Fewarded with bags of Jeitvybabies!.

The children’s responses to the guestions and any
additiona!l remarks were tape re:ar#ed, and later ranscribed
for armalysis.

THE INTERVIEW

The imnterview fell into threg distinct parts:

{1y Part & comprised six sections. It reguired the child

to provide as full a list as possibie, ©f his oun
DOSSEES1ONE. I: asked the chird to define possesion
and attempred to discover whether this meaning
changed according to the type of obiect possessed.
The types of objects suggested to the child covered
the +following (an exsmple of the actual obhjects used

to illustrate gach object type is given in bracketsi:

intrinsic inatienzble riose !
reciprocal inaliernable {Mum!

longterm, permanent; atienabie (teddy!
ghorttermy permanegnt, allenable (zuwegets)

transitory aliernsbile {gchooi reading book)
ciothing worn at time { jumper)

territory {bedrgom!

token {money!

large item {house)

pet (Tigger, theg cat)

FPart A also looked at items that the chiid perceived
ag "mot possessable”, and then focused upon the
different methods of acquisition involved in
possession, The fima!l twp sections examinegd the
relationship of possession to reciproca! objects
{kirm) amd to intrinsic objects {(body partsi, They

attempted to look at such topics as the meaning of
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possession in terms of these two types of object, the
child’s psrceived control over access to the objscts,
and the possibility of transferring ownership rights
over thess obgects,
(2) Part B of the interview focused on alienable objects
owned by the children, It comprised thres ssctions
and attempted to investigate the child’s own access
to his things,; his control over access by others, and
the implications for the child of breakage or loss of
his things, and his rights of transfenr.
(3) Finally, Part C was in two parts, the first part
dealing with shared and collective possession.  Again
it examined the access to such objects by the child
himss1lf, and other people, the implications of
breakages, and the transfer of ownership of such
items, The second section investigated similar
aspects of access, breakage and transfer, but this
timee in relation to obgects helonging to other
pEop e,
(For more details of the complete interview, see Appencdix
4),

If the children appzarscd not to understand the question,
Or if they encountsred problems in answering the question, a
Serieg of "prompt” or paraphrased questions were provided to
help hime Where possible, examples from the child’s ouwn list
Of “items belong to him’ were ussd to illustrate points and

Provide examples.
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THE ANALYSIS

Unfortunately, becauss of the small numbers of children
Participating in the sexpsriment, very little in the way of
Statistical analysis could be done, without rendering the
Ffesults meaningless, Therefors, for the most part, the
MeEsul ts are presented in terms of descriptions of the types of
MeEsponses received, and gensral trends. A gualitative
anNalysis of this Kind clearly leaves a 1ot to be desired, and
any attempts to gensraliss thess trends found from this sampls
10 others should be undertaken with caution. Finally, it
shouwld be borne in mind that the children’s responses do not
Necessarily represent their full and complete perceptions or
Cognitions about possession. In any study of this Kind the
MEader should be aware that the children were able to say as
Much or as little as they choss, by way of answering the

Questions,

RESULTS

1 (a) Obgects mentionsd by children as possessions

Overall, ths children mentionsed 140 different objects that
they owned, The age of the child did not appgar to have any
#ffect on the number of objects listed hy the children, such
that the mean for sach age group was hetwesn 5 and & obgects.
Homever, when the objects mentionsd wers groupsd into obgject
"Types", it weas apparent that the youngest children tendsd to
list jtems of similar types, whilst the older children’s
listed objscts were spreacd across mors categories,  (The
Youngest group mentionsd objects from 7 categories, the midd)e
roup, from 9 categories, and the eldest group, from 11
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Categories).

The categories of objects, and the numbers mentionsd by
fach age group, are given in Table 14, The table shows that
all the children tended to mention alisnable objects far more
fP@quently than inalienable objects,  Howsver, inalisnable
Objects were mentioned by 3 children (surprisingly, al) hoys)
from the two older age groups, All of the inalienable obhgjects
Mmentioned were reciprocal objects, and all referred to their
immediate family ralations (2g Mum, Dad or sibling). None of
the children mentioned intrinsic inalisnable objects, Of the
alienable ohjects listed, the most popular category was that
of "dolls and accessories", Children of all ages mentionsd
items from this group,; but, not surprisingly, most ware girls
(12 girls and & boys), "Teddys and cuddly toys" and
"bikes/prams/trolleys“ were also mentioned by the majority of
Children, but predominantly the youngest age groups. The
latter category "hikes/ prams/trolleys"” also tended to he
Cited mostly by boys (9 hoys as opposed to 4 girls), Boys of
al) ages also tended to mention their "cars or space toys'.
(Only 2 of the children citing these objects were femals).

Less frequently mentionsd overall were "pets’, although
half the children from the two youngest groups cited pets in
their Vist of objects, The older children (from the two older
groups) also mentioned “"books/pens etc" with moderats
fhequency. Dther categories of object were cited by only a few
Children, The youngsst two groups mentionsd the only
Shortterm alienable objects, sweets (all girls), and two
Children under 4 years old also cited "games and puzzles’,
"Clothinq and watches etc” wsre given as examples of possessed

202



TARLE 14

Experiment S Categoriss of obgects mentionsd by the
Chi]dren, and the numbers mentionsd by sach age group.
AGE GROUFS

CATEGORIES OF OBJECT
C ] E Total

Dolis and accessories b b b 18
Teddy/cuddly toys 7 b 3 16
Cars/space toys 5 4 3 1
Bikes/prams/trol leys 5 5 3 13
Fetg < o - 8
Books/pens/paints - 2 4 &
Clothes/watches/ jews | ery - 1 3 4
Swests/edibles 2 1 . 3
Musical instrumsnts - - .3 3
People - o 1 3
Cames/puzz)es 2 - - 2
Furni ture/Wendy house - - 2 2
Security blanket - - 1 1

Toy sets eqg farmyard, fort etc - - 1 1



oOhjects by soms children in the two oldsr groups, but other
Categories (security, blanket, furniture etc, musical
instruments, and toy sets) were only mentionsd by the oldest
children,

The results appear to reflect, to some &xtent, at least,
the differences in the interests and activities betwsen the
ages and the sexes, Hence girls tended to mention dolls
whilst hoys tended to cite toy cars and bicycles.  Youngsr
Children mentioned cuddly toys, sweets and pets, whilst older
Children listed clothing, books, and musical instrumsnts,

1 (h) The meaning of possession

A1l the children were able to give at least one defining
Characteristic of possession, but the younger children clearly
had more problems with this, and required mors prompting.
Overall, the children listed =ight defining characteristics of
Possession generally, Table 15 lists the eight
Characteristics and shows the total number of children from
2ach age group who mentioned them, By far the most populanr
Pesponse to questions about the meaning of possession, was
To paraphrase the possessive relation (eg "its mins") or to
describe the physical appearance of the obgject in some way
(0ften by referring to the fact that it had the child’s nams
on it somewhere), Children from all groups were likely to
respond in this way. The older children also tended to define
POossession in terms of their ability to control access to the
Object, in terms of their own usage ("I can play with it") or
in terms of other people’s access to it ("You can’t play with
it unless I let you™).

Some children from the older two groups also mentionsd the
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TARLE 135

Experiment 5: Defining characteristics of possession

Qiven by the children from each age group.

AGE GROUFS
DEFINING CHARACTERISTICS

C I E Total
Faraphrase (eg it’s ming) 4 2 3 9
Description, name tags 3 4 2 2
Control over access - 1 ) 7
Keeping - < 1 5
Acquisition - 2 3 5
Others have possessions i - - 1
Location - 1 - 1

Reference to higher authority 1 - - i



m2ans of acquisition as a defining characteristic of
POssession (eqg “"Mummy hought it for me"), and the children
from the middle group, particularly, sometimes talked about
Keeping the item, as a defininition of possession (eg "1 Keep
It"),  Three other characteristics were mentioned by one child
Only.,  From the youngsst group, one child referred to "other
People khaving things too” as a way of defining possession, and
a second child mentionsd the location of her possesssd
Objects, (They’re in my cupboard, at homez"), One child from
the middle group defined possession in terms of reference to a
higher authority: "Its mine becauss Mummy says so'.

Children in the youngest group chiefly respondsd with a
Paraphrase, or by describing the objsct, In the middle age
aroup these two strategies were still popular, but children

also talked in terms of "Keeping" objects and to a lesser
Xtent, the means of acguisition of the objects. In the
#ldest group the most frequent definition, however, involved
the child’s control over access to objects, although
Paraphrasing, describing and the means of acquisition wers
also mentioned.

The children’s definition of possession also altered
according to the type of obg=ct involved. When talking about
POssession of people (reciprocal inalienable obgects) they
Chiefly tended to define possession according to the role of
the person “possessed”, For example where "Mum’ was the
Object, 15 of the children mentionesd her caretaksr rols.
However, 3 also said that she had "always besen theirs"y thres
descrripbed her physicallyy two used location to describe the

Possession (eq "she stays at home"); and one mentioned the
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mesris of scguisition (in its broadest sensel): "She s mine

hecause she Fad me", Whern talking abowt (ntrinsic lmaiiernabie
Obijects (ripse! the childrern nmearly 211 referred to the
abligatory rmature of the possession (eg "its stuck on my
face") but in sddition: *wo chiidrer gave a paraphrase to

defire possession; and three children gave a description of

their rnoses (gg "its got freckles"), The different alienable

3

Objects also tenmded to elicit diffterent definitions of

possession, These are presented ir Table 16,

“n

or clothing {waorn at the time of the interview! the
childrer most frequently either described the objiect, or spoke
of the fit of the object (eg "its toao small for anvone 2ise to
wear"), They also mentioned, with moderate freguency, the
location of the obiject i(eg "I Keep it in my drawers") or the
fact that it had their rname in it,

When talking about possession in terms of a longterm,
Rermanent possession {ususliy, their teddy), most chiildren
Spoke of the location of the objiszct, however a few also
described it, and some defiried possession in terms of their
Quri access to it {eg "I cam play with ity "I cam take it to
bed"),

The possessziorn of pets was almost alwavs defined by its
location (eg "it lives at home") or by the child's caretaking
role (g "I have to take him for walks" ).

For sweets (shortterm aiienable obhjects! the children
tended to respond chiefly with paraphrases, or by mentioning
the means of acguisition of the sweets (eg "Mum gave them to
me"}), but a few ailso talked abpout their own access to them {(2g

"1 can eat them"}’. -



Table 16. Experiment 5: Different alienable objects and the definitions of possession.
DEFINITION ALIENABLE OBJECTS

Clothes Teddy Pet® Sweets Money Room House Schoolbook Total

A 1 5 1 3 5 1 2 - 17
B 1 1 - 2 - 7 7 - 18
C 1 - - 2 - - - - 3
D - - 8 - - - - - 8
E - - - 8 4 1 - 2 15
F 8 5 1 F) - 6 1 3 36
G 7 - - - - - - - 7
H 5 - - - - 6 - " 22
I - 2 - 6 9 - - 8 25
J - - - - - 1 - - 1
K 4 10 6 - 6 - - - 26
L - - - - - - 2 - Y2
M - 3 3 1 - 5 2 2 16

Le2 4 KEY

A - Control over own access to object H - Owner's name on object

B - Control over usage by others I - Acquisition

C - Keeping J =~ Others also have similar objects

D - Caretaking of object K - Location of object

E - Paraphrase L - "Its always been mine"

F - Description M - Don't know

G =

Fit of object
[*Only 18 of the children had pets]



When talking about monsy (tokens) the majority of
Children talked about the means of acquisition, but a few
Others mentionsd the location of the money (g "I Kesp it in
My moneybox™), their own access to it (g "I can spend it"),
and some paraphrased possession (eg "its mine").

The possession of their room (or for 3 children who did
Not have their own room, their place in ths classroom was
fﬂequently defined in terms of control over the usage by other
People (2g "You can’t come in"3 "No-ons £lse can sit thers”),
Other children described their bedrooms or spoke of their name
being on the bedroom door. Five of the children, however wers
Wnable to define possession in terms of their owun bedrooms.

For very large items, usually their houss, the children
again most freqgquently described their house, but a few also
mentioned the control over other’'s access,

Finally, the possession of the transitory obgect, the
SChool hook, was most frequently defined in terms of the
Oumer’ g mams bheing on their reading card, insicde the book,; or
@lase by the fact that the teacher had given the book to them
(acquisition). So, it would seem that, whilst children tend to
define possession most often by paraphrases, or hy describing
the possessed obgect (and to a lesser sxtent in terms of their
Control over access to the object) their definition of
Possession does alter slightly according to the typs of object
that is possessed.

In gensral then, children tend to define possession by
Paraphrasing the possessive relation, or hy describing objscts
that belong to them. This is particularly true of the
youngest children, As their ages increassd, other definitions
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Were used begiming with the idea of "keeping” objects to,
eventually, talking about the means of acquisition and their
Control over access to obgects.

1 (¢c) Non possessables

Half of the children said that everything belongsd to
Somebody: that there was no such thing as an unpossessable,
Or even a non possessed obgsct. Howsver, the children of
different ages did respond differently, In the youngest
aroup, all but one child felt that everything was ownsd by
someons, The thres prompt items (tree, bird and bus) were also
Seen as possessed objects. Trees, for sxampls wers ssen as
being owned by gardensrs, planters or woodsmsn, Buses tendsd
10 be gseen as owned by their drivers or the passengsrs and
birds, if not caged and owned by their Kespers, belongsd to
“the sky" or to "God". Thus in the event of the child not
Knowing who the “"owners" of these objects were, they all
tended to attribute ownsrship.

In the second age group (436 to 5 years old) only three
Of the sight children felt that everything was owned by

“w

Someone,  The remaining five children gave examples of "non
Possessables” such as "ths sea” or “"the sky", One child also
Mentioned "big buildings 1iKe banks or libraries” in this
Category. In responss to the thres prompt obgects, they
tended, however, to respond in the same way as the youngsr
Children, attributing ownership to "“God", "the sky" or "each
Other" in the case of ‘birds’, and to "gardeners” or "drivers"
in the case of ‘trees’ and ‘buses’, Only 1 child felt that
bivds did not belong to anyons,

0f the eldest group, howsver, six children thought
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that there were objects that were "unposssessabls" or "not
Posessed”, Examples of such objects rangsd from "stolen”,
"lost", "worn out" things, to large items such as "parks" and
“factories”, Six of the children felt that the three prompt
ltems might belong to somsons, but did not necessarily have to
be owned by anyons,

It would appear then, that the youngsst group felt that
everything helonged to someons, and tended to attribute
Ounership in the svent of not Knowing who the owner was, The
#ldest group, however, did allow that something might not be
Ouned by anyones, Large communal itemns wers often seen as
‘unpossessables’ especial ly by the middle age group, but the
Older children also mentioned items where ownership was
disputed or difficult to attribute (such as stolen, lost or
worn out objects).

1 (d) Methods of acquisition

The ags of the children also appearecd to affect the
Number of different methods of acquisition of obgjects thay
listed, The youngest group werse only able to produce two
Methods: other people giving them objects, and other peopls
buying objects from them, The middle group, listed on average
thres different methods: buying, giving, making, stealing
(Which was mentioned by only two children) and lending
(ment ioned by only one child). By contrast, the eldest group
hentionsd, on average, five different methods of acquisition,
ihc}udinq giving, buying, making, stealing, bormrowing, lending
and finding, When the children spoke of their own things it
Was clear that the main means of acqusition for all of them
Were sssentially passive: other people tended to give, make
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that, sven if their Mum looked after someons e)lse or BV
lived with them, she would only be theivr "pretend Mum',

In terms of the children’s perception of their control
Over their mothers actions the younger children’s responses
tended to suggest that they were in control of their mothers’
‘cuddling” behaviour. In Group C, 5 of the 8 children gave
the impression that Mum must cuddle them on demand. None of
these five felt that they had to ask for a cuddle, they simply
Went to her and cuddled her, They also indicated that their
Mums were not able to refuse to cuddle them, The remaining
thres children suggested that their mothers were able to
POstpone cuddles if thers was a good reason (eg "if she’'s too
husy she can"), and all thres stated that if this were the
Case, they should wait until Mum was ready to cuddle,

However, only two of these three said that they asked for
Cuddies, the remaining child, again stated "I go and climb on
her knee",

From this group, é6 of the 8 said that their Mum was not
allowed to cuddle other people unless they approved, stating
that they would "get cross” or “pull her away", Four of these
Children included their siblings as "other people”. The
Femaining two children felt that their mother retainesd contro)
Over the psople she chose to cuddle,

This notion of controlling their mother’s actions tended
1o decrease, howsver, with age. In Group I, only 5 of the 8
Said that they did not nesd to ask for a cuddle, and only 2 of
the 8 stated that Mum had to cuddie on demand. The reEmaining
6 said that Mum was not required to cuddle if skhe did not wish
10, and that if this were the case, they waited until she was
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ready,.  Only four of the sight children did not allow her to

Cuddie other people (although "other people” for this group
did not include siblings). The remaining children felt that
it was their mother’s decision to cuddle whoever she chose
even if the children, themsslves, disapproved.

By five years and 6 months very few of the children saw
themselves as controlling their mother’s bshaviowr. Six of
the sight children felt that they should ask for a cuddie and
all of the sight allowsd that Mum had the right to refuss or
Postpone a cuddle. Furthermors ssven of them also allowad
that she had the right to choose the people she cuddled, sven
1f the children themselves disapproved,

All the children, from all thres age groups said that
their Mum would belong to them for a very long time, Some
Were more specific (eg "until she dies"; "unti)l I'm grown up”y
"forever") but all children agresd that they could not give
her away or relinguish their "possession” of her., In terms of
sharing her, all children in the youngest group felt that they
Could not (or would not) share her with somsone @lse, Thres
Children from the middle group and five from the eldest group
allowed that they could share their mothers but only in termns
Of her caretaking role but insisted that "she’d still he MY
Mum", The remaining children did not think that sharing their
Mmother with somsone else (apart from siblings) was possible.

The results indicate then, that children’s perception of
the meaning of possession as it relates to Kin, alters as the
child’s age increases, The younger children tend mostly to
Paraphrase the relation (ag "sha’'s my Mum”)e As they grow
Older, children tend to use the role played by their mother as
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an explanation of possession, and it is not until they reach
their gixth year that they talk about mothers “"having bhabies"
to explain the relationship,  Youngsr children also seem to
feel that they have more control (in terms of cuddlies from mum
on demand, and control over whom she cuddlzs) than older
Children, who allowsd that their mother controlled her own
behaviour. A1 the children saw the mother - child
felationship lasting a long time.

1 (f) Intrinsic inalienable obgscts (body parts) In all
Cages the child’s nosse was used as the intrinsic obgect.

There did not appear to be any age differences in the way
Children talked about the "possession” of their noses. Al
but two of the children defined the posssssion of their noses
in terms of the obligatory nature of the possession (eg "its
Stuck on™)e The remaining two children gave a physical
description of the nose by way of defining the meaning of the
Possession (eg "its got freckles"y "its full of cold").

The children also saw themselves as having a great deal of
Control over access to their nosss.  All suggested that, in
Order to "toot"” their noses, onse should ask permission and
that they couwld refuse (g "you must ask, and if I say no, you
can’‘t"), In addition they wers also clear that thsy could not
rElinquish the ownership of their noses, simply becauss of the
obligatory nature of the possession (eg "it won’t come off").

2 (a) Alienabhle objects: child’s access The child’s
control over his own access (o his alienable objects (in this
interview, usually his toys), appsars to increase with age,

In the youngest two groups only four children (two from Group

C and two from Group I stated that they had unlimited access
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to their thirngs. The remaining chiidren said that their

Mather had zome degree of control over when they used their

n
n

things (eg "{I can play with them) whenever 1 want, unle
Mummy says rno"; “not at bedtime”), I[rn addition seven of the

from

{51

Sixteen chiidren in these two groups (4 from Group G,
Croup D) feit that their mother had even more control over

their access to particular toys, usually large of expensive
toys or those involiving am element of SUpervision o Bnsure
Safety (eg rocking horse, garden swing, scalectrix)., Al of

pErmLSSLon

T

these seven were reglired to ask thegir mother’
before pilaying with these toys. In the eldest group, however,
all B children indicated that they had full control over their
d8Cccess to their own tovys: they could piay with whatever they
Wished whernever they wished without seeking permissiorn,

2 (b) Access by others

All the children, except 2 from the voungest group,
allowed access to some oF their things by some other people.
Overall, the chiidren tended to allow their famijy and their
friernds access, although this pattern changed slightiy with
age, In the youngest group, whilst six of the etht_chiidren
allowed their family sccess, only two of these six also
allowed access to their friends, (In addition, twpo of the
gight did not sliow access to anyone else)l. In Group D, again
all the children allowed their family to play with their toys,
but four aiso allowed access to friends. Ey Group E, however,
six of the eight children allowed both Fﬁiends and family to
play. It would ssem, ther, that the child allows more access
to others the older he bhecomes,

However, it may be that the decision to zllow others to

213

A



use hig things is not actually in the child’s control, and
that the above differences simply reflect the child's
increasing social circle., Six of the sight children in Group
Cy for example, stated that their mother decided who was to
have access to the toys, rather than the child deciding, The
remaining two children felt that they controlled access,
Neither of these two children had siblings.

In Group I, all the children with siblings stated that
their mums had control over their siblings access to their
toys, (In one case, often against the child’s wishes). In
terms of access by friends, three children said that their
Mothers khad control and a further two indicated that this was
S50 for gsomse of their toys (again, usually ths largsr,
2xpensive toys or those requiring supervision eqg bikes,
sCalextric #tc)e Otherwise, the child himse)l f decided who was
allowed to play with his toys., In the @ldest group, the mums
appeared to have control, again, for fouwr of the childraen,
Over access to their toys by their siblings,. Two children,
however retained control over their siblings’ access.
Overall, the children had control over their friends’ access
o their toys, apart from, in two cases, expensive toys or
those requiring supervision.

Thus it would appsar that, for the most part, children
Wwith siblings do not have control over their siblings’ access
o their toys., Control over the access of their friends to
their toys tends to increase with age, although mothers sesmn
To retain some control when the toys are expensive or reguire
supsrvision. Some children also mentionad that thsir friends
Were required to ask permission to play with their toys,
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al though four children (one from Group I and three from Group
E) stated that "special friends" did not have to do this,
There were also differences in the control over access
according to the nature of the object in question. As
indicated sarlier, mothers tend to retain control over access
10 the more expensive toys and those requiring supervision,
In addition, howsver, some children tended to make sxceptions
in the degres of access they would allow, depencding on the
item in question, Fouwr children, for sxample, said that
No-one alse was allowed to play with certain of their toys,
and in thres of these cases, this ban seemsd to override the
fact that their mothers, generally, controlled access by
Others, For some toys, then, the child doss appear to retain
control over access by others. When the child and anothenr
Person wished to use an obgject belonging to the child, at the
Same time, the children suggested two strategies, overall.
Seventeen children (& from Group C, and 7 from Group I, and 4
from Group E) suggested turn taking. However, in all cases,
the child thought that he should play first, since the toys
Were his, Alternatively, 12 children suggested playing with
the toy together (2 from Group C, 4 from Group D and & from
Group E).

2 (c) Breakage, Loss and Transfer

The children, generally and regardless of age, sesmecd
Wnconcerned about losing or damaging their own property., Only
Six children in all, suggested that their parents might be
Upset about loss or breakage. The remainder appeared to
expect that the parents would simply replace or repair lost or
damaged items, However, two of these children, both from the
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2ldest group did make the distinction that loss or damage to
exXpensive items might causs mors problems from their parents,

When other people damaged or lost the childrens things a
Slightly different pattern emsrged, In the youngsst group,
whilst 5 said thaf damage or loss would not matter, 3 saic
that their mother would be cross., Only 3 children from the
middle group said that damage or loss would not matter,
howaver, The remaining five from this group said that they,
themselves would be cross, and one of these said that they
would refusse access to other toys as a result. All of the
Chilcdren in thes middle group suggested that the loss or damage
should bhe compsnsated (eg "he’d have to buy me anothser one').
Similarly, all children in the @ldest group would be unhappy
if someon= lost or damaged their things. Two said they would
refuse access in future, and all expected compensation for the
loss or hbreakage. It would appear, then, that as the children
increased in age, they ses loss or damage as a reason for
refusing access in the futwae, Thers was also an expsctation
of compensation by the older two groups, not apparent in the
youngest age group.

Regarding the “giving away” of items, or transference of
ounership rights, only one of the youngest group felt able to
give away his things. Even so, he said, he had no wish to do
this, The other 7 children did not think they could give
their things away because "Mum would he cross”, 8Six of the
middie group also felt that they werse unable to give away
their possessions (for the same reason), The remaining two
thought they could give away "little" things but not "hig"
things without their mother’s consent, Similarly in the
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Oldest group, 5 children said they could
give away little things, whilst three needed their mother’s
consent‘first. Again it ssems that the children’s own control
of their property increases with age, but their mother’s
consent especially for "big" things remains an influence even
at & years old, Only five of the children in the eldest group
thought that somsone &)lse could give away their things, and
even these five felt that their consent mwas required first,
The remaining children weres adamant that no-one lse could
transfer the ownership rights on their property, not aven
their mothers.

3. Collective ownership and other people as Fossessors

(1) Collective ownership
The children’s awareness of items owned collectively

appearsd to incresase with ags.  None of the children in the
youngest group thought it was possible for something to balong
10 two people at the same time. Six of the eight children in
the middle group were of the same opinion with two of them
stating that collective ownership would result in fights,
disagreements and subsequent damage to the obgject in question.
Two of the children on the other hand, did allow the
possibility of collective possession, but only one was able to
Qive an example of an object helonging both to hersel f and
another person (a rocking horses). By contrast, only three
Children from the =ldest group said collective possession was
impossible two of whom suggested that it would lead to
disputes, The remaining five accepted collective possession
but only two could give examples where they ownad an obgject in
conjunction with someons elss (a gardsn swing, and a Wendy

217



House) .

Since only thres children were able to give examples of
items they ownsd collectively with another person, the family
television was used by the Experimenter as an example of a
Collective possession. For all children, one of the group of
Possessors (the family) ownsd the telsvision more than the
rest,  Usually this posssssor was Dad (18 children) but in a
few cases, Mum was seen as the main possessor (b6 children),

In terms of usage, all of the children sxcept 2 in Group E
said that @ach member of the family could watch the
television, The remaining two said that only their parents
could watch it, the children in both families having their own
S@t @) sewhers, (For the purposs of this interview, the
Chilcdren’s TV was used as an example of the collective
possession). For thse youngsst group, and six from the middls
group, one or both of their parents controlled the children’s
access to the TV, Thus these children could only watch TV if
thaeir parents approved, The remaining children (two from
Group I and all from Group E) said that they had access
whenever they wished, The children were also asked who had
control over programms viewing,; in terms of the decision about
which programmes or channel to watch, For the youngest
children, and thres children from the middie group, one of
thair parents usually made the decision. (In all cases except
two from the middle group, the decision was left to Mum rather
than to Dad). The remaining five children from Group D
decided themselves which chamnel to watch, even if Mum or Dad,
apparently wished to watch something 2ise.  In the oldest
group,; howsver, five chidren appesared to have control over the
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set unless therse was a programmse on TV that one of the parents
wished to see, Then, their parents took control, 0f the
remaining three children, two (who had their oun sets) made
the decision, and in one case, Mum decided the programmes.

If the children were to break the family TV, the perceived
consequences varied according to their age. In the youngest
group, all children felt that the breakage would not matter
and expected the damage to be repaired, Thres children from
the middle group also indicated the sams. Five of these
children however expected that their parents would be angry
and four felt that they would be punished, Al the children
in the eldest group said that their parents would be cross,
and four thought they would bs punished by donating their
pocket money to help the repair bill,

All of the children felt that they themselves could not
Qive away the TV set (even those two who watched “children’s”
setg), The majority of children (five from Groups C and E,
and four from Group [N felt that no-one could give away the TV
set, unless another was bought to replace it. The remainder of
children felt that Dad (or in 2 cases from the eldest group,
Mum) could give the set away if he wished,

S0, it would seem that children’s awareness of collective
possession increased with age.  When presented with an example
of collective possession all the children thought that one of
the group of possessors (other than themss)ves) had mors
ounership rights than others, although the children had access
to the set.  Again, howsver, their access (without parental
approval) increased with aqge, as did their control over which
programme should be vieswsd, Breakage was not seen as
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problematic for the youngest children; but sanctions ware
Bxpected amongst the oldsr children, In terms of transfer of
ownership rights, most children felt that none of thoss in the
possessing group could do this unless provision was made for a
replacement.,

24 Other Feople as Ouners

All the children felt the sams way about other people’s
possessions, They all agreed that it was possible for others
to own items, and that, should the children themselves wish to
use such an item, they must obtain permission from the owner.
The owners also were seen as having prior access and control
over the usage of their propsrty. The children also felt that
they could not give away an object belonging to someons &lse
and if they were to break such an object, then all said that

thay should replace it,

DISCUSSION

The interview first asked about the Kinds of objects the
children saw themsslves as owning. Furby (1976) and Furby,
Harter and John, 1975, demonstrated that the objects named by
their subjects in a similar study tended to he nesarly all
alienable objects and appeared to reflect the subjects
lifestyle, Hence they found differences according to the age,
and to some extaent, the cul twal background of their subgscts,
Similarly, the results from this experiment show that the
Children mentioned objects reflecting their interests ancd age
group, The yvoungsst childran, for example mentionsd more
cucdly toys whilst the oldest children mentioned a widenr
selection of types of obgects but also included more books or
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"Bducational” materials and more musical instruments. Almost
all the items cited by the children were alienable, longterm,
Permanent objects, as in Furby’s work. Not one of the
Children cited any intrinsic inalienable objects but a few did
mention reciprocal inalienable obgjects (g Mum or Dad).

Whilst these results are similar to Furby’s findings, they ars
contrary to the suggestions made by Brown, (1973), Edwards,

(1973) and Mitcknik, Golinkoff and Markessini, (1980), Thes

T

latter studies would have predicted that intrinsic inalienable
Ohgects woulcd bhe cited, especially by youngsr children, much
more frequently than reciprocal inalienablie objects.

Furby in 1976, also examined children’s ideas about the
different methods of acquisition of their obgjgects, finding
that, for younger children these methods tended to be
"passive", Most of her six year old sample had obgjscts hought
for them or given to them., Very few actively acquired objects
for themselves., The results of this experiment replicate
Furby’s findings, Most of the children acquired their
possessions (alienablse objects) passively., Only the eldest
group actively bought or swapped items for themselves, ancd
Bven these children only acqguired small, inexpsnsive 1tems,
actively.,

The mzaning of possession did, as expected (Furby, 1976)
alter according to the age of the childrens The majority of
the children tended either to paraphrase the possessive
rejation (&g "its mine”), or to describe the physica)l
appsarance of one of their possessions, These two strategies
were especially popular amongst the youngest children, In the
micdle group, the children also talked about "having" or
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"Keaping" an obgject, as in the case of Furby (1976)'s six year
Olds, The six y=ar olds in this intervisw, however used
different explanations of possession. They spoke of their
right to control access (their own and other peoples’) to the
object, and they mentioned the means of acquisition of
particular obhjects. Again, both these strategies confirm
Furby’s (1976) findings although her results suggest that
these two strategies are used by all age groups. It would
seem then, that very young children do not see possession in
Quite the sams way as adults or older children. The common
explanations of the posssssive relation which seem to ococur in
Older children and adults, do not appsar in young children’s
reasoning until they reach their sixth year, The location of
the object in guestion, szen as linked to the concept of
Possession by many writers (Brown, 19733 Bar-Adan, 19713
Leopoid, 19493 Lyons, 19673 Miller and Johnson-Laird, 19763
Greenfield, Smith and Lanfer, 19746) was important for the
children in this experiment, but only with certain possessec
ohjects (clothing, teddy besars, pets, money and Kin), Other
explanations of possession were also critical for certain
types of obgects: name-tags, for example were given in
explanation as relating to clothing, transitory obgjects and
territoryy the child/s role as carataker was important with
respect to petsy the fit o appropriateness of an obgect was
critical for clothingy and the means of acquisition was
sspecial ly important for both shortterm objects and tokens (ie
money)s  Thus, in agresment wih Furby, (1974) the definition
of possession doss appsar to ater slightly in relation to

different types of object, None of the children howsver,
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regardless of the obgsct typs, mentionad the association of a
Possession to their sense of themselves, as predicted by hoth
Furby (1976) and Beaglehole, (1932), In addition, soms
Children, particularly those over 4 years of age, felt that
Certain obgects, especially largs items (&g buildings or
Parks) wers "unpossessable”, The youngest children, howsver
felt that everything must belong to somson:z and tended to
attribute possession to an owner of some Kind where they were
unsure,  Older children, in response to the question of
unpossessable obgjgects, cited sxamples where ownership was
Complex (2q lost, stolen or unwanted objscts).

With regard to alienabls objects in particular, it would
saem that the children’s access to their owun possessions
increases with age., For the youngest children, their mothers
retain a great deal of control over their own access and that
of their friends. As the children reach their fifth ysar,
however, their own control increases, They begin to decide
when they can play with their toys, and which of their friends
Can play with them. However, @ven at six years of age, their
mothers tend to control access 1o expsnsive toys or thoss
requiring supervision, and in addition, most children with
Sibh)ings reported that they wers powsrless 1o prevent access
by their siblings to their toys. In the light of thesse
findings, then, 1f is hardly surprising that only the eldest
aroup said that possession involved control over access to
possessions.  For most children especially those under five
years of age, such control is not a part of possession, The
only exception to this state of affairs concerns "special” or

"favourite" toys. Here, some children did manage to ban

2238



Others from access to the toys, overriding the control
&xhibited by their mothers,

In her paper (1978a) Furby suggested that perhaps here
youngest group (the six year olds) tended to take possession
for granted, To some extent the children from this experiment
also provide evidence for this notion, particularly thoss
under five years of age. When asked about the conssquences of
loss or breakage of an item, regardless of who caused the loss
or breakage, the younger children appeared unconcerned, but
expected that a parent would repair or replace the object. As
the children reached their sixth yesar, howsver, they began to
recognise that the loss or breakage of expensive items might
be problematic and they bsgan to see the loss or breakage of
their own items by others as a reason for not sharing their
things in the future, They also bhegan to expect compensation
in some form for the lost or damaged obgject. Since, for the
youngest children, the main means of acquisition of objects
was passive, their responses are not surprising.  The transfer
of ownership rights was also controlled more by the older
Children than the younger ones, who tended to see their
parents as controlling their right to give objscts away,
rather than themselves,  Howsver, for all children, the
larger, more sxpensive objects were not to be given away
without parsntal consent.,

With regard to inalienable objects, the results suggest
that, in accordancs with most writers (Brown, 1973; Edwards,
19733 Mitchnik, et al, 19803 Furhy, 197646) the semantics of
Ppossession are slightly different, although not radically so.
All the children in the experiment referred to the obligatory
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Nature of possession with regard to body parts (intrinsic
inalienable obgects)s They all ssemsd to see ths control over
access by others to their noses as relevant and they realised
that they were unahle to "transfer possession rights” (ie they
could not give away their noses). Similarly, for reciprocal
inalienable objects, the children were all adamant that they
could not give away their mothers and most accepted (al though
many could not explain why) that their mother could not belong
0 anyone else except themselves or their siblings. Thus,
again, all seemsed awars of the obligatory nature of the
possessive relation. When asked about the meaning of the
pPossessive relation the children’s responses dif fered
according to their age, The youngest children, again
Paraphrased the relation, but the middle group talked about
their mother’s role (although most accepted that sven if their
mothers performed that role for someons slse, she would Not
Necessarily becoms that person’s mother algso), Only the
eldest group referresd to the biological relationship between
mother and child, as a definition of the possessive relation,

As predicted by Furby (1978a) the aspsct of control over
ONeEs Ppossessions was relavant with regard to the possession of
reciprocal inalisnable obgjscts, but more so for the youngest
children, At thres years six months, the children saw
themselves very much as the controller of their mother'’s
cuddling behaviour: they dictated when cuddlies would occur
and who with, This perceived control did diminish with age,
however, By their sixth year the children saw their mother as
much more in control of her own actions: she had the right to
refuse them cuddlies, and she could cuddle others as she
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Pleased, even against the child’s wishes,

It would appzar then, that possession as it relates to
alismahle and inalisnables doss have similar aspects,
#Specially in terms of the notion of control over the
POssessed object (and particularly for young children).
Howev&r, the means of acquisition differs, and the obligatory
Nature of the relationship with regard to inalienable objects
is critical for young children, in its definition.

Also as expscted, from ths linguistic studies, the
Children had little uncderstanding of collective possesion
(Cruttenden, 19773 Huxley, 19703 Waryas, 19733 Baron and
Kaiser, 1975) to the extent that only the children in the
Oldest age group were able to voluntesr an example of
Collective possession, Neverthsless when provided with an
Bxample (the family TV set) the results sugeest that the
Auarensss of collective possession does increase with age.,

The children’s access to the television and the control over
Viewing chamels also appeared to increase with age, However,
the sanctions following hreakage also affected the oldest
Children, reflecting perhaps their increased responsibility.
Rgardinq the transfer of ownership rights of collective
Possession, all the children felt that none of the group of
Ouners could do this without replacing the original sst. So,
in comparison to private propsrty, the only differences sesn
Ry the children with respect to collective possessions, appanr
0 be those regarding transfer of ownership rights, However,
Since the magjority of children were unable to provide an
fXample of collective possession,; and most felt that,
"egarding the TV set, one person "ownsd it more" than the rest
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Of the ownership group, it could bz argusd that the TV sst
doss not constitute a collective POSSESSION.

Surprisingly, the rules accorded by children with respect
10 others possessions are more akin to the adult concept of
POssession than the rules concerning their own possessions.
Given the findings of the linguistic studies presented @ar)ier
(Charney, 19803 Huxley, 19703 Cruttendsn, 19773 and the
Pesulte of the Experimsnts 1 and 2) this result is unexpected,
although most studies have indicated that by thres years and
Six months, children have little difficulty with possessive

Pronouns relating to others as owuners,



DISCUSSION



THE ACQUISITION OF FOSSESSIVE FRONOUNS

The results from both Experiments 1 and 2 support the view
that possessive constructions (LEveille and Buppes, 19763
Bromn, 19733 Edwards, 19733 Rodgon, 19763 Rodgon and Raskhman,
1976 and others) and more particularly posssssive pronouns
(Menyuk, 19693 Bowerman, 19733 Huxleay, 19703 Bloom, 19703
Sharpless, 19743 Baron and Kaiser, 19753 Deutsch and Fechmann,
19783 Wells, 1979) begin to be both producsd and understoocd by
tha time the child reaches 18 months, It would appsar, also
from the results, that the first pronouns to be acquired are
those referring to the child himsel f as ownsr, supporting the
findings of Charnsy (1980) and McNeill (1963). Thus in
Comprehension situations, when somsone is speaking to the
child, and he takes the role of "listensr”, he understands the

Promoun "yours" sarlisst, In contrast, in production

Situations when the child is the "speaker” he first produces
the pronoun "mine". Thess results would appsar, at first
Qlance, to contradict much of the data from previous studies
Which suggested that children’s acquisition of the personal
Pronoun system begins with the learning of the first person
Singular "mine". (Bloom, 19703 Huxley, 19703 Sharpless, 19743
Cruttenden, 19775 Wells, 1979), However, since most of these
iHVestiqations focussd on the child’s production of pronouns,
the results from Experiments 1 and 2 are actually in
accordance with their findings. Even Sharpless (1974) who
fxamined both production and comprehension of personal
Pronouns, found "anomalous results" when she attempted to fit
Mer data to a semantic feature model which predicted that
“mine” would always bhe acquirsd sarliest. A reinterpretation
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Of her findings along the lines propossd by Charney (1980) can
leave the reader with little doubt that her subjects were
Performing best with the pronouns that referred to their own
role in the different test situations,

Shortly after the acguisition of the pronouns referring to
Mimself, the child appears to acquire the pronouns referring
o the other person within the communication dyad. Thus, when

the child is “"speaker" (in a production situation) the next
Pronoun to be acquired is that referring to his "listensr™:
the pronoun “yours", When he is the "listener” himself, (in a
Comprehension situation) the sscond pronoun acguired is
"mine, referring to the “speaker" in the conversation,
Again, these results support the results from the majority of
Pravious research (Bloom, 19703 Huxlsy, 19703 Cruttencdsn,
19773 Welis, 19793 Charney, 1980, Deutsch and Fechmann, 1978).
The remaining singular possessive pronouns “his” and
"h@rs“, pose slightly mors of a problem with regard to
asgigning their position in the order of acquisition, In
Experiment 1, they appeared to causs more difficulty than
“mine (referring to the Experimentar) but the differences
betueen the means were so small that one is unable to make
anything mors than tentative suqggestions, In the procduction
Situation in Experiment 2, very few of the children choss to
Use pronouns in their response, preferring instead to employ
propernoun references,  This might indicats, again that the
Ird person pronouns, (those referring to one of people outside
the communication dyad) cause more problems for children to
the axtent that, given a choice, their use is avoided.
Alternatively thers may have hesn pragmatic reasons for the
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Children’s preference for propernamss in this context: they
Perhaps considered it more polite or natural to respond in
this manner. However, if this is the cass, it is difficult to
See why, when referring to bhoth people outsicde the dyad, the

.

Children tended to say "his and hers" as opposed to employing
Propernoun references, If one assumss that the avoidance of
the 3rd person pronouns doses suggest that they are more
Problematic than othar singular pronouns, then the resul ts
from Experiment 1 and 2 (however tentative) have replicated
the findings from the majority of previous research (Huxley,
19703 Cruttenden, 19773 Sharpless, 19743 Wells, 19793 Charney,
19803 Deutsch and Fechmann, 1978), Only Baron and Kaiser’'s
Study in 197% has indicatsd an alternative order of
aACquisition suggesting that "his" and "khers” might be acguired
hefore "yvours" and "mine", But, as previously discussed, this
Particular result might be entirely dug to a bhias in the
Children’s responses brought about by a flaw in their
fXperinental design.

Regarding the acquisition of the plural pronouns again the
Fesul ts appsar to agree with most of the previous studies in
that the plurals do not appear to be acquired until much later
than the singulars (Cruttenden, 19773 Baron and Kaiser, 19753
GDOdenouqh, 1938). The sarly appearance of some plural
Pronouns (usually "theirs") as reported in some investigations
(Deutsch and Fechmann, 19783 Huxley, 19703 Wells, 1979) was
NOt replicated by the expariments in this thesis, However,
the evidence for the later acquisition of plural pronouns
Stems for the mostpart from the two comprehension studies:
Experiments 1 and 3. In the production task from Experiment 2
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nome of the children sven attempted a plural pronoun,
Preferring other modes of expression as their responsss. One
Can assums, as in the case of the 3rd person singular
Pronouns, that the children’s avoidance of pluwral pronouns 1s
indicative of the extra difficulty they impose, Howsver, this
asumption is by no means clearcut. The use of pluwal pronouns
is optional and the children’s preference for other modes of
Sxpression may simply indicats a choice not a lack of ability.
Nevertheless, in the light of the data from the comprehension
tasks, it is likely that the plural pronouns are actually
acquired later than the singulars, RBoth comprehension
BXperiments would suggest that "thsirs” (referring to both
People outside the communication dyad) is acguired first, in
agresmsnt with the work of Raron and Kaiser (1973), Cruttsndsn
(1977) and Huxley (1970) but in direct contrast to other

Studies which have suggested that "theirs” is the last of the

Plurals to be learned (Wells, 19793 Deutsch and Peschmann,

1978y,

The remaining two plural pronouns appsear, from Expsriment

3, to he acguired in the order "ows" first, and then "yours",
again replicating previous studies (Baron and Kaiser, 1975;
Cruttenden, 19775 Huxley, 1970), Howsver, if, as is
Suggested, the relative performance of young children varies
With different singular pronouns with respect to their role in
the conversation, then it is also possible that the children’s
Performance with plural pronouns might vary also.
Unfortunately since none of the children in Expsriment 2 used
Plural pronouns, this thesis can provide no evidence as to the

Performance of children with plural pronouns under production
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Conditions, when they take the role of "speaksr”,
From thse evidencs provided by the'&xperim&nts in this
thesis, it would appear that at 18 months children have
acquired the pronouns referring to themselves, This 1s
Quickly followsd by the pronouns referring to the other person
in the conversation dyad. Ry 2 years & months all singular
POssessive pronouns have been learned, and the first plural
Promnoun "their" is begiming to be undersTood. By the snd of

the fourth year both "their” and “"our” are understood, but it
is mot until the sixth year that “yowr" is properly

Comprekhendsd,

EXFLANATIONS FOR THE ORDER OF ACQUISITION

From the literatws revisw it was clear that many
investigators looking into pronoun acquisition, had used a
Semantic featuwrs or componential mods)l as their starting
Point, (Ingram, 19713 Waryas, 19733 Sharpless, 19743 Baron
and Kaiser, 1975%), Even Carey (1982), one of thes major
Critice of such models, has argued that they might wel)l be
appropriate to explain the acquisition of personal pronouns.
Pﬁmbably the most explicitly presented featuwrs mods)
describing the acquisition of pronouns is that by Waryas
(1973, Unfortunately, the predictions mads from this mocel
do not agree with the empirical findings from this thesis
Concerning the actual order of acqguisition of pronouns., One
Of the major problems with the model is that it relies upon,
1o use Charney’s (1980) sxpression, a "role” representation of
Pronouns. In other words the modsl assumes that children wil)
Acquire the pronouns referring to one particular
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Conversational "role" before thoss referring to other roles,
Thus Waryas’ model predicts that the first pronouns acguired
are those referring to the role of “speaker” (me, mine, I)
Tregardless of the sxperimental conditions. As shown sarlier,
this prediction would be applicable to those situations wherse
the child takes the role of “"speaker" (production tasks), but
not 1o those where he takes the role of "listener”
(Ccomprehension tasks)., Since the child appsars to take a
"peErson-role” representation of pronouns (Charney, 1980) (in
Other words he first learns those pronouns referring to his
oun role in the conversation, then those referring to the
Moles of others) then any featurse or componential model of
acquisition must also take this into account. So, one might
Fepresent the acquisition of pronouns using threse different
diagrams of semantic features; one for =sach of the roles taken
Up by the child in the conversation. Alternatively, one might
Simply add an extra semantic featurs to the existing tres to

f

take primacy over 3i speakew} hut ”DTlt sinqularz. The @xtra
feature would be labelled 2: s f refarrinq} to account for
the importance of the child’s own role in the conversation.
However, sven with the inclusion of the extra featurs
+ self referring, the traditional featuwre modsl still
fMecounters problems in predicting the order of acquisition of
the plural pronouns. According to Waryas’ model, "them" is
the last pronoun to he acquired. This is in direct
Contradiction to the empirical findings from Experiments 1 and
3y where “their" was the first piural to be acquired, In
Order to sxplain this finding retaining the notion of a
Semantic featurs model, and using the existing features, one
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Must argus that they opsrate in the opposite direction to
their function with regard to the singulars.  For example the
feature zt speaker} app=ars to take primacy over {i ligfener}
and {t other} for the singular pronouns.  In addition the

.

Wnmarked form is clearly {+ speakﬁrj v With respsct to the

RPlural pronouns, howsver, one must =ither assums that (j
th@r}takes primacy, or that ths wmarkesd forms of the
Pemaining features ars E- speak@r} and {» listeneﬁ}. Evin
the new feature proposed above zt sl f r@f@ﬁrinq}must operate
Such that the unmarked forms is {» sl f raferrinq}wi%h
MfEepect to the plural pronouns.  But the rearrangsmsnt of
BXisting featwres is illogical at hest.  Alternatively one
Could assume a completely different set of featwes as salient
for the plural pronouns, making the semantic feature model
BVeEN more unwieldy. It would thus be sasier by far to simply
discard semantic feature or compornsntial approach as
irrelevant or inappropriate to describe the acqusition of
Personal pronouns.

An alternative explanation of the order of acquisition
Wag put forward by Deutsch and Fechmanm (1978), focusing on
the linguistic complexity of each pronoun. They listed three
Principles:  the proximal - non proximal principley the
Speaker - nonspeaker principles and the singular - nonsingular
Principle, OFf the thres, only the singular - nonsingular
Principle appgars to have relevance to the results found in
this thesis, since the children clearly acqguired the singular
Pronouns before the plurals,  For the speaker - nonspeaker
Principle, Deutsch and Fechman (1978) did state that as
‘Speaker’ the child would show a preferencs for his own
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POsition. The results from Expsrimsnt 2 would confirm this,
With respsct to the singular pronouns.  But it is difficult to
Sae why the pronoun "theirs” should be the first plural
Pronoun acquired in the comprshension tasks, or why the
Pronoun "yours" should slicit better perfornances than other
singulars in comprehension tasks, if one accepts that such a
Principle khas relevance, Likewise with the proximal - non
Proximal principls, it is not =asy to see why the children

"

should perform best with “"theirs” of all the plural pronouns,
In their own studies of courss, Deutsch and Fechmamm obssrved
A completely different order of acquisition of pronouns that
dicd fit, to a largs extent, with their model. In terms of ths
Mfeasults from this thesis, howsver, it is clear that, apart
from the singular - nonsingular principle, their sxplanations
Of pronoun acquisition are Not appropriate,

It would appsar that of all the sxplanations discussed
in the literaturs review, the only one of real relevance in
terms of the ordering of the singular pronouns, is that of
Charney (1980), Her notion that children use a "person-role”
Fepresentation of pronouns clearly fits the results of hoth
the comprehension and production experiments, It would be
Interesting to see what might have happened in a task whers
the child took a role outside the communication dyad.
Charney’s prediction would certainly be that they would
Parform hest, in that context, with the pronouns "his" and
"hers" (presumably dependent upon the sex of the subject).
Unfortunately, in her investigations, Charney (1980) did not
include the plural pronouns, and it is clear that, if

@xtrapolated to include plural pronoun acquisition, her



gxXplanation is inappropriate,  Ons would expect, from her

emphasis on the child’s owl role in the communication, that

the pronouns "ours” (when the child was speaker) or "yours'
(when ke was listensr) would produce the best performances.
Thig was clearly not the case, Only Sharpless’ (1974)
analysis of "core” and "derived” plural pronouns sesms to
2xplain satisfactorily why "theirs” should be the first plural

Pronoun acquired by children, as the only "corse” plural
Ppronoun of the thres,  Howaver, sven Sharpless’ analysis 1is
Wunahle to explain why, of ths two "derived" plurals, children
should acquire “"ours” before “yours",

S50, there doss not appsar to be any satisfactory,
linguistical ly based explanation to account for the order of
acquisition of the =ntire pronoun system, although Charney’s
(1980) suggestions do appezar to fit the acquisition of the
singular possessive pronouns. Ferhaps some of the problems
With the plural possessive pronouns can be accounted for by
the child’s understanding of the plurality of possesion
itsel f, rather than simply their understanding of plural
Pronouns. The results from Experiment 3 indicated that the
Pattern of performance with the plural pronouns was sxactly
the same as that with their corresponding pairs of singular
Pronouns (ie the children parformed best with "his and khers”
and worst with "youwrs and his/hers”),  In the light of the
regults with singular pronouns in Experiments 1 and 2, this
fesult is surprising. One might have expected instead that
the children would perform best with "yours and his/hers” and
worst with "his and hers”, It is difficult to ses why the
Children should have coped more easily with "his" and “hersg"
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tharn with "ours® or “"mine" wher the pronouns were presented in
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Rairs, whilgt, 1n cCcontras performed worst with "nis” and
"hers" whern the pronouns were presented individuailv, Even
When the children were able to usge altermative modes of
expression to prornouns {(im Experiment 2) or were asked to
respond to pairs of proaper ncouns (in Experiment 3! their
performance with piurals was sigrnificantly worse than with
Singulars (inciuding singuiar pronouns!. In fact, their
Patterrn of performance with alternative modes of expression
hoth singular and plural was remarkably similar to their
Patterr of performance with the prorouns. This would suggest
that the sunposed order of acguisition of personal pronouns
may in realityy have very littie to do with the chiidren’'s
understanding of pronouns themselves, but more to do with
their understanding of referernces in general, to people and
mare gspecially with respect to this thesis, their
understanding of references t0 PECR!E 85 POSSES50rs.

[# orme accepts this suggestion, it 15 possible to view the
results as indicative of the child’'s zcguisition of possessive
references, rather than pronouns per sg, and the explanation
©f the findings becomes comewhat easier. It would appesr from
the results that there is a series pf stages in the child’'s
acquisition of possessive references. Figure P illustrates
these stages, The first stage, lasting until the child
reaches about 2 years & months, indicates that he is wel)
aware of those items helonging to himself, and those that do
rnot. Presumably he is made zware of this distinction by the
degree of access he has to different objiects, It is not

important for him, at this stage to assiagn ownership of those
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items rnot belonging to himseif, ke needs simpiy to Krow that

(3]

Ssome obhjects are "out of bounds", By three years old,
however, in the second stage, he has learrned to assign
differenrt objects to different possessors, aware that sther
people, aside from himsel ¥y have possessions too. It is not
until the child reaches four vears old, that he begins to
uriclerstand possession relating to more than one owner {duzl or
colliective /shared) mossessioﬁ. Evern at this stage, however,
he has rnot really acquired the idea weli erncugh to understand
those possessive relations wherg he himgel s 15 onse of the
Possessors invoived in dusi or coliective ownership:y his oun
Dossessions are still very much his alane, {Further evidence
for this pernultimate stace is provided by the children’s
reactions to questions about collective ownership in
Experiment S, The children in the voungest two groups all had
difficulty with the idea of collective ownership, especially
85 it reilated to themselves, and were all unablie to provide
Bramples of items ocwrmed jointly by themseives and another),
The fina)l stage when all the possessive references are
beginning to be acquired, occurs during the child's sixth
year. He now understands all possible combinations of dusl
Qurnership, and is beginrning to recognise examples of
toliective ownership where he is one of the possessor group:
There is evidence from the Sth Experiment to suggest, however
that whilst the child at S vears old might understand the
Rossessive reference in this context, he might still rnot have
gcquired the full meaning of the reiationship., Even children
in the oldest group in Experiment 5 {(up to & years old) felt
“that, in collective ownership, one person of the possessor
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group "owned the obgect more” than the others,

So, although an order of acguisition of posssssive
Promouns has been established, it would seem that nons of the
Existing linguistic explanations of acguisition are
appropriate or adaptable, Instead, 1t has besn suggestecd that
the acquisition of possessive pronouns has more to do with the
Child’s developing an understanding of possession and of
Preferences, in genseral, to peopls as possessors. A fouwr stage
model of this development has been propossd, based on the

findings of Experiments 1, 2, 2 and 5.

WHAT FOSSESSION MEANS FOR CHILDREN

It would appear from Expsriments 1, 2 and 3 that children
Use and understand the possession construction from about 18
months old, It does not necessarily follow, howsver, that
young children understand the concept of possession in the
Same way as adults, Expsriment 5 provided some information as
O how children really do understand possession,. The first
major finding, corroborating the observations of Brown (1973),
Edwards (1973), Furby, Harter and John, (1975) and Furby
(1976) was that children aged over 3 years & months when
talking about possession, tend for the most part, to mention
1t with reference to only alienable objects., The definitions
0f possession generated by the children, can he taken only as
Freferring to the possession of alienable objects. The extent
o which these definitions change with respect to other Kinds
Of ohjects will be discussed in the next section. For the
Present, the children’s understanding of the possession of
Alienable objects wil) he revieswed.
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As predicted from previous work (Brown, 19733 Edwards,
19733 Furby @t al, 19753 Furby, 1974) the children’s
2xplanations of the meaning of possession did alter slightly
With their ages, The youngest children tendsd simply to
describe certain of their objects or to paraphrass the
Possessive relation (g "its ming”), They appearsd to be
answering the gquestion "how do I Know this obgect belongs to
me?", rather than explaining the meaning of possession itself.

It igs not clear from their responses whether they wsrs not
Aware of the meaning of possession, or whether thay were
Simply unable to explain it. In other words, the children
might he wal)l awars of the meaning of possession but lacking
Simply in the metalinguistic or other metacognitive abilities
Necessary to describe it, Interestingly, thesss two strategiss
for sxplaining possession (para phrasing and describing
POssessed objscts) also occwrred with some freguency anongst
the older two age groups although the older children often
2xpanded their answers to include other definitions as well,
This might suggest that sxplanation of possession was not =asy
for any of the children, regardless of their actual avarensss
Of the concept itself, One cammot assume, therefors that
these metalinguistic and metacognitive skills are an inherent
Part of the acqguisition of the concept of possession.

By fouwr years and six months the children began to
describe possession in terms of "having" or "Keeping" objects,
Similar to the responses of many of Furby’'s (1976) six ysar
Olds. This explanation clearly has relevance to the work of
many writers (Brown, 19733 Bar-Adon, 19713 Leopold, 19493
Lyons, 19673 Miller and Johnson-Laird, 19763 Greenfield, Smith
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and Lanfer; 1976) who have suggested that the young child’s
Concept of possession is linked to an objgects location,
"Having" or "Kesping” an object suggests that the object is
Kept in a location that the child frequents, On this basis
One can perhaps suggest that the notion of "accidental”
Possession (Miller and Johnson-Laird, 1976) is paramount at
this age, However, the idea of "having” or "Keesping” an
Object, almost by definition must also be associated with the
Child’s own access to the objects, similar to thse first of
Snare’s (1972) thres conventions QOVETrMING POSSESS1ion,

The second of Snare’s (1972) conventions, the right to
control the access of other people to one’'s possessions, doess
NOt appsar to becoms relevant for children until they reach
the end of their sixth year, Many of the children in the
Oldest group in Experiment 5 defined possession in this way,
as well as in terms of their own rights of access to their
Possessions, but none of the youngsr children spoke of thsir
Mights to control access by others., On further investigation,
Expariment 5 demonstrated that young children do not actual ly
Ses themselves as having this rights  For children under five
years of age, this control over ths access of others, tends to
lig with their parents, It appsars that their Mothers, in
Particular, decide who will play with the children’s toys,
father than the children themselves, Hence it is not
Surprising that the glement of control over other’s usage i1s
Mot included in the young child’s definition of possession,
Since in reality it is not for them a part of the possessive
Mfalation, Even the oldest children did not appesar to control
the access of thzir siblings to their toys (although many
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Wished they could) and for expensive toys or those reguiring
Supsrvision, again this control was retained by the parents,
The notion that one has the right of access to one’'s
Possessions (Snare, 1972) is also not relevant for the
Youngsst children and this may sxplain why thoss under 4 yesars
0f age did not define possession in this manmer, Again, for
children under 4 years (and a few older than four) their
mother tends to have at 1east somse control over the children’s
usage of thsir toys.

Snare’s (1972) third convention governing possession
focusing on the ahility of an ownsr to transfer his ownership
Frights to another individual, was not mentionsd by any of the
children in Experiment 5,  Indeed, when investigated in detail
in the interviewm, only the older children, over five and a
hal f years felt they were able to give away their posssssions
Without parental consent, Even thess children felt they could
NOt give away "big" or expensive items.  For the remaining
Children, again, their parents had the rights to transfar
Qunership not the children themss)ves,

Other sxplanations of possession, similar to some of
those reported by Furby (1976) were given by the children in
Experiment 5 with respect to different Kinds of alisnable
ohjects, The possession of clothing, for example was of ten
@xplained by the fit of the garments, and the presence of nams
tags on various items was also given by way of definition of
their possession, To some @xtent, however, hoth of these
TEsponses can be szen as variants of a description of the
Possessed obgect, which has besn shown to be a common theme in
the way children answer gquestions about the meaning of
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Possession. Also in accordances with Furby’s (1976) findings
Some children mentionsd the means of acquisition of obgects to
define ounership, This was largely the case when they spoke
ahout shortterm items, tokens (money) or transitory items but
it was also used in reference to other objscts. The means of
acquisition of items is sspecially interesting since the
resul ts from Experiment 3 indicate, again in agreement with
Furby (1976) that young children tend to acquire their
Possessions passively. 0Obgects are &ither bought for them, or
given to them. Furby’s results have indicated that older
Children and adults tend to acquire items actively, by bhuying
or making them, for example, Certainly in Experiment 5, soms
Of the children in the oldest group did allow that they
ACtively acquired small items, but for the most part, all the
children acquired their possessions passively. Furby (1976)
has suggested that the fact that young children acquire
Posssssions passively might account for their understanding of
Possession as "natuwral given™i their taking it for granted.
Bome of the youngest children in her sample defined possession
in terms of "everyone having some (objects)” which she felt,
exemplifisd this notions In Experiment 5 only one child used
this reasoning to define possession, but the tendency of the
younger children to take possession for granted was
illustrated by their feslings about loss or breakage of their
belongings. When asked about the consegquences of such a loss
or hreakage, regardiess of who caused the damage, the children
under five years old simply expected thsir parsnts to replace
or yepair the obgect, In the sldest group, howsver, the
Children began to expect soms compensation if anothsr person
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broke or lost their balongings and soms saw loss or damage as
4 reason for limiting the access of others to their toys in
the future, They also recognissd that, especially regarding
large or expensive items, their parents (the providers of the
ohj=ct) might he angry should the children themse)ves damage
O Jose one of their toys. Hence the children under five did
sEem to take their possessions for granted, but this notion
decreased towards the end of their sixth y=sar,

Further definitions of possession inciuding that put
forward by Beaglehole (1932) concerning the association of
Possessions with the ownsrs sense of self werse not mentionsd
by any of the children. It would appear that the concept of
Possession for children over five years of age, is almost akin
o the adult concept, incorporating two of Snare’s (1973)
thres conventions of possession: the right of access to one’s
belongings, and the right to control the access of others.,
Only the ability to transfer ownership rights is missing from
the young child’s definition, Below five years of age the
Notion of the location of the objsct, or accidental posssssion
(in terms of “having" or “"Keeping" an object) is paramount.,
Very young children, under four ysars howsver do not appsar to
be able to explain their concept of possession. This may wel |
indicate only a lack of metalinguistic or other metacognitive
abilities, But from investigations of their responses to
Questions about their access to, and their control over
Other’s access to their possessions, it is difficult to see
how one could describe possession where a young child is the
Owner, Certainly all the "adult" rules about ownership rights
do not appear to apply to the young child as a posssessor, but
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instead partain to his parents. One can only assums that
young children ses something as belonging to tham because they
have been told it is theirs (either verbally or by means of
being given a "present”) hence their tendency to paraphrase
the possessive relation when asked to explain it. FPresumably
also the frequency of usage might play a part in their
understanding of the concept. If they are told it balongs to
them, and allowsd to play with it frequently, then the
relationship with the object becomes sstablished, In addition
it ig apparent that young children tend to take the possession
0of items for granted. They acquire objects passively, and
2Xpect them to be repaired or replaced should loss or damage

occur.,

DIFFERENT OBJECTS AND THE MEANING OF POSSESSION

Experiments 1, 2, 4 and % have provided evidence to
Support the view of many investigators (Brown, 19733 Edwards,
19735 Mitchnik, Golinkoff and Markessini, 19803 Furhy, 1976&)
that the meaning of possession might differ with respect to
Particular types of possessed obgects. Experiments 1, 2 and <
indicated that children’s performance on hoth production and
Comprehension tasks involving the usse of possessives, did vary
according to the type of objsct possessed, This effect
howaver, diminished with age. Experiment 5 indicated that
Children’s definitions of possession, the “rules" they
Perceive, and the means of acqguisition of possessions, also
differed according to the type of object involved,

As predicted by Mitchnik =t al (1980), children in
Experiments 1, 2 and 4, performed best with intrinsic
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inalienable objects (body parts), especially the youngest
Children under three years olde At the same time, thess
children tended to perform worst with reciprocal inalienable
ohjects (Kin), with alienable objects &liciting performances
Somewhers betwsen the other two obgject types.  Interestingly,
howsver, other ressarch (Brown, 19733 Edwards, 19733 Furby,
1976) inciuding Experiment 5, khas demonstrated that when
talking about their possessions, children tend to mention
alienable obgects far more freguently than inalisnable ones.
Moreover, of the few inalisnable objects that are mentioned,
Nearly all are reciprocal inalisnable (Kin relations) and veary
few are in reference to body parts (intrinsic inalienable
objects), This apparent anomaly in the findings might be
taken to imply that the meaning of possession is very
different for the three types of possessed object., Howaver,
Experiment 5 further demonstrates that, in fact, this is not
the case, Thers certainly do appear to be some differences in
the way children conceptualise possession for the thres typss
of object, but these differences are not so radical as one
might expect.

With regard to body parts (intrinsic inalienable objects),
Children of all ages tended to define their possession by
reEferring to the obligatory nature of the relationship (eg
"its stuck on"), although other strategiss common to the
Possession of alisnable items (paraphrasing and describing the
Ohject) were also usad by soms.  The means of acguisition of
the body parts also reflected the obligatory naturs of the
Possession (eg "it grew”), O0f the thres conventions for
Ounership noted by Snare (1972) again only the first two
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appeared to be relevant for the children (the right of access
10 one’s helongings, and the control over other’s access to
ne’‘s belongings). However unlike their responses to
Questions about alisnable obgects, when talking about body
Parts it was clear that, sven for the youngest children, their
control over access (theirs and others) was total (29 "vou
must ask, and if I say no, vou can’t"). Whilst, for alisnable
Objects most children, particularly the youngsst group, saw
their parents as retaining soms control over who, including
the child himsel f, should have access to his things, in
Contrast for inalienable objects the decision appeared to rest
ENtirely with the child himself, Snare’s third convention,
the ability to transfer ownership rights to another person,
was clearly not seen as relevant by the children with respect
10 body parts., Given the obligatory nature of the possession
0of body parts, this is hardly surprising and probahly reflects
the adult view also., Howsver, it is interesting to note that,
for alienable objects, the right to transfer ownership was
also not relevant for Thé children (apart from a few of the
Older children) although for different reasons, One could
therefore suggest that apart from the clearly obligatory
Nature of the possession, the children’s concept of possession
With respect to bhody parts is more akin to the adult notion of
possession, than their concept of possession with respect to
alisnable obgjects, This might imply that the concept of
Possession was actually acquired earlisr for body parts than
Other ohjects, If so, then the children’s tendency not to
MmeEntion hody parts when talking hout their posssssions could
Simply be dus to the fact that the relationship is so well
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@25tablished, they take it for granted., Clearly; the
complexitiss of posssssion as 1t relates 1o body parts do
differ from those involved in the possession of alienable
ohjects, since the relationship of an owner to his body parts
is by definition, obligatory and thus the body part cannot be
stolen; borrowsd, lost or given away. Nevertheless for
Children at least, it would seem that the main @lements of
Possession are similar with respect to body parts as for
alisnable objects, and indesd, may be actually sstablished
2arlisr in developmsnt.

For reciprocal inalienable obgects (Kin) Experimsnt 5
showed that the children’s definitions of posssssion changss
With age, Children under four years of age tended, once again
to paraphrase the possessive relation (eqg “"she’s my Mummy"”)
as they did when talking about the possession of alienable
objects, Betwsen four and five ysars howsver, the childrsn
tenced to focus upon the rols played by their mothers, (o
2xplain the naturs of posssssion (eg "shse looks after mae"),
although most acceptsd that if their mothers performed a
Similar role for another person she would not necessarily
become that person’s mother, To some extent, the children’s
2mphasis on their mothsr’s role as a definition of the
possessive relation could be seen as a form of description of
their mothers, in this case focusing on her function rather
than her physical appsarance. Thus the children under five
years old can be seen as defining the possession of reciprocal
inalisnable objects by using the same strategiss as for the
possession of alienable obgectsy by paraphrasing or by
describing the obgects, Only the children over five yzars of
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ags tended to refer to the biological nature of the possessive
MElationship or, in its widest terms, 1ts obligatory nature
(#g "she had me"), The two conventions (Snare, 1972) of the
right of access to ong’s belongings, and the right to control
the access by others did appear to bs relevant for reciprocal
inalisnable objects, particularly with respect to the youngest
children, Children under four years of age ssemed to ses
themse lves as very much in control of their mother’s cuddling
behaviour, although this perception diminished with age. Ry
the time they reached their sixth yesar, they saw mother as in
control of her oun actions, @ven when these actions ran
contrary to the children’s own wishes, 0Of cowrse, this lattenr
result must reflect to soms e@xtent, the children’s increasing
awareness of their mothers as fres, volitional hbeings in
Charge of their own actions, What is interesting, howaver, is
the youngser children’s notion that the mother/child
"relationship entails such a degrees of control over the
mothers’ actions by the child himself, indicating psrhaps,
that the semantics of possession are very similar for the
possession of Kin and the posssssion of alisnable objects,
For reciprocal inalienable objects, thersfore, the child’s
Perception of his control over access decreases with age,
whilst, in contrast, for alienable objects, his control sesms
0 increase with age. The third convention, that of the
ahility to transfer ounership rights, again was not ssen as
applicable to their Kin, by any of the children in Experiment
S

Once again, thsn it would ssem that, for young children
the meaning of possession as related to reciprocal inalienable
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ohjects doss not differ from its meaning when involiving
alisnable objects, Howsver, the distinctions bstwsen the
possession of alienable and reciprocal inalisnables do appsar
10 become more obvious as the child grows up, particularly
Wwith respect to the rights to control access to one’s
possessions,.  Nevertheless, the similarities of the children’s
understanding of the concept as related to the two types of
object are clear, particularly for the children under five
years of age., On this basis, it is difficult to sse why
reciprocal inalienable obgects,; in Experiment 3, caused such
problems for the youngsr children,  Since the meaning of the
Possessive relation for reciprocal inalienable obgscts appsanr
to be so similar to those involving the possession of
alienable obhjgects, one must perhaps return to the axplanation
put forward by Mitchnik =t al (1980) to account for the poor
performance of very young children, This focuses on the
syntax of the posssessive rather than the semantics. For both
intrinsic inalisnabhle objects and alisnable obgjects, the child
dosg not require a working Knowledge of syntax to distinguish
the possessor from the possessed object, In phrases such as
"Mummy’s ball" or "My hand" it is clear that the animate
"Mummy " or "My" will refer to the possessor whilst the
inanimate "hall" or "hand" will refer to the possessed object.
For reciprocal inalienable obgects, this reliance upon the
animacy of the two terms does not help to distinguish the
possessor from the possessed, since both terms are animate,
and since the relationship is reciprocal (ie bhoth can be
possessors of each other), S0, in order to determing which of
the two is the possessor, and which the possessed, the child
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must rely entirely upon the syntax of the phrase.
Interestingly, ths children in Experiments 1, 2 and 4 also
PErformed better with some of the alienable objscts as oppossd
0 others, As predicted by Edwards (1973), for example their
Performance with transitory objscts was poorer than that with
PErmansnt obgscts. Somswhat surprisingly in the light of
Broun’s (1973) findings, shortterm objects seemed to present
fewer problems than longterm ones, In addition, ths children
seemed to respond better when they had ownsd the items for a
longer period of time, and when, for wearable items, the
Object was worn by its posSsessor, It is reasonablse to assums
that the duration of ownership of an objsct increases the
likelihood of a good performance by the children simply
because the relationship between possessor and possessed is
hetter established, Similarly with the worn items, the
Children may have performsd better because the association
between the possessor and the possessed is stronger. This may
also he the case for both permanent possessions (as comparecd
To transitory ones) and shorttrm items (as opposed to longterm
ones), For permansnt obgects, the child has both inherent
possession and accidental possession (Mi)ler and
Johnson-Laird, 1976), whilst for transitory objects the child
has only accidental possession since the inhersent possession
rights involve another owner, It could be argued, therefors
that the possessive relation is much more firmly sstablished
with regard to psrmansnt possessions than transitory ones, In
the case of the shortterm possessions in Expsriments 1, 2 and
4, the children were usually involved in the process of @ating
their posssssions during the course of the interview, Hence,
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the possessive relation, presumably was again, firmly
2stablished.

In addition,; in Experiment 5, the children clearly
distinguished betwsen the different typses of alisnable
Possessaed objgect with respect to their definitions of
possession and the means of acquisition of those objscts (see
Experiment % results, section 1(h))., Whilst the main @lements
Of the possessive relation were similar for the different
objects, the type of object did appear to reflect minor
differences in their perception of possession.  More
specifically, as in Furby’s (19746) interview study, the
Objects they perceived as being theirs tended to refsct their
lifestyle, and so their age group., Thus children undser four
years old spoke more about their teddy bears and other cuddly
toys, whilst older children who had started school, mentionsd
Bducational materials more and, for sxample, musical
instruments, It is hard to imagine that young children do not
actual ly possess books, or that oldsr children do not own a
tedcdy bear or a cuddly toy of any sort,  One can
only assume, then, that the lists of objects genserated by the
Children were not exhaustive by any means, but comprisscd of
those items most important to the childraen, or thosse most
used, and hence those for which the possessive relationship
was bhetter estab)ished.

When asKked about the meaning of possession involving
different items howaver an intseresting pattern of responses
was observed, For toys (in this case teddy bsars) which ars
Permarnsnt, longterm alisnable objects, the children spoke of
the location of the toys, described the toys, or talked in
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terms of their rights of access to them. For clothing, too
(also according to Brown (1973) and Edwards (1973) falling
into the category of psrmanent longterm alisnable objects)
the children mentioned the location of the objscts, and
described them, They also mentionsd the fit of the clothing,
and the fact that some contained nams tags, but as discussed
2arlier, bhoth of these strategies can be seen as formns of
description of the ohgscts, The posssssion of shortterm items
(in this case, swests) and money tended to be sxplained by
paraphrasing ths relationship, or by detailing the msans of
acquisition of the obgjgects (g "Mummy gave me them') , although
the children also talked of the location of, and their access
o their money., The similarity betwesen the sxplanations of
posssssion for shortterm items and monsy is intersesting since
in one sense, money could be ssen to some sxtent as a
short term obgsct, It could he argusd that monsy is only
really a means to an end, and that it is not viewsd as a
valued possession in ths sams way that ons might valus a
longterm possession: to collect and to Keep as an individual
item, Instead, one tends to acquire amounts of money and 1o
spend it over a relatively short period of time, suggesting
that it may in fact be more akin to a shorttsrm possession
than a longterm one.,

In the same way, transitory items, might almost by
definition be ssen as shortterm items since the "ownsr” has

only accidental possession of the obgjgscts, In as far as the

object may well have to be retunsd to its "real owner” at

SOme time in the future, the "accidental ouwner" has,
therefore, only shortterm possession of it, Hence, it is not
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surprising to find that the children in Experiment 5 tended to
2xplain the possessive relationship involving transitory items
by detailing the means of acquisition of the items, as they
dicd with respect to shortterm objscts. They also, however
mentionsed the fact that their namss were on the transitory
items but this might simply have besn dus to the use of a
school or nursery reading book as an sxampls of a transitory
object.

Finally, the children’s preference for certain obgjgescts
seemed to affect their performance in Experimsnt 4. Again,
one can argus that, for preferred obgects, the possessive
relation is better established, for the child, and ths results
from Experiment 5 go some way to providing evidence for this
suggestion, since in the oldest group especially, the
Children’s control over access to their favourite toys was
much clsarer.

It would appear then, that although many writers (Brown,
19733 Edwards, 19733 Furby, 1976) have sugoested that thes
eaning of possession is different for children according to
whether the object possessed is alienable or inalisnable, in

fact this might not be the case, Whilst there do seem to b

]

differences in the way children respond to, and think about
alienable and inalienable possessed objects, there also appesar
to he differences in the way they think about dif ferent
inalienhle abjects, and different alienable objects, In
addition, the main @lemsnts of the possessive relation ars
similar for all aobjgects, irrespective of their typs., The
Fesul ts sugoest, instead, that for young childraen, their
definition of possession depends much mors upon the extent to

254



which the possessive relationship is established (and this
relationship can be strengthensd in many ways) than the typs

of ohject involved in the posssssion.

COLLECTIVE POSSESSION AND OTHER FEOFLE AS OWNERS

It has been obssrved in the literatuwre (Chuttendsn, 19773
Baron and Kaiser,; 19753 Goodenough, 1938) and from Expsriments
1, 2 and 3, that children sncounter more difficulty in
responding to pluwral possessives.,  The four stage model of the
acquisition of possession described sarlier also suguests
that the reason for this difficulty is to somse sextent at
least, concerned with the nature of dual and collective
possession,. In addition the resu)lts from Experiments 1 oto 9
also indicate that children are more avare of the possesgsive
rElation when they themnselves are the posssssors, than when
Other peopls own obgscts,.  Again, the four stage mods)
sugoests that the acguisition of posssssives bhegins with the
Child 1earning to distinguish his own possessions from other
Ohjects, These two findings might indicats that young
children do not understand the notion of shared possession,
and are not fully awarse of possession as it relates to others
A% POSSSSHOTE,

In Expariment 5, the chilcren were asked divectly about
the concept of collective possession and the rules of access
and usage pertaining to such obgects. They wesre also asked
about the access and usags of obgects belonging to othaer
people,  Regarding their responsss (o collective posssssion
the results from Experiment 5 indicate that children up to the
age of six ysars have very little understanding of the
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concept, Only threes of the children were able to give an
example of the existencs of a collectively owned 1tem, and
most suggested that collective PpOosSsSession was an
impossibility., The few that did allowm its sxistencs
maintained, nonstheless, that one psrson of the "ownership
aroup” must own the object to a grsatsr extent than the
otherg, However, when the example of the family TV set was
pPresemted to them as an example of collsctive possession, it
would appear that the only differences perceilved by the
Children betwsen personal and collective possession, wers the
Mules concernsd with the transfer of ownership rights,  For
the family TV set, all the children agresd that noons in the
ownership group had the right to transfer ownership rights,
unless they provided a replacemsnt set for the family. The
fact that so few differences bhetwsen parsonal and collective
possescsion is somsewhat surprising, howsver, it is possible
that the children did not actually perceive the family TV as a
collective possession. It is 1iKely, instead that they saw it
as an obgjsct ownsd by one of their parents, but used hy the
family, and as such, an item of personal possession (see
Expariment 5 results, section 3(1).

With respect to the concept of other peopls as owners, the
resul ts from Experiment 5 demonstrate that children agecd over
3 years, six months DD fully understand, and can apply ths
"rules” governing other pzople’s possessions.  The children
accept that other ownsrs of obgscts have ths right of access
to their balongings, that they have the right to control the
access of others, including that of the children themselves,
and that the owners can transfer the ounership rights of their
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belongings, In addition, they understand that if they should
break an obgsct belonging to someons &lss, they should repair
or replace it, In some ways these findings are not surprising
since all the previous experiments sugoest that by 3 yesars and
Six months, children are waell able to understand and use
possessives in relation to other, single owners. Howevar,
what is surprising about these results is that all the
Children in Experiment 5 demonstrated a full adult
understanding of the notion of possession according to Snare’s
(1972) analysis, in relation to other psople’s possessions.

As alresady noted sarlier in this discussion they did not
always define the possession of their own objscts in terms of
all thres of Snare’s conventions, It is apparent then, that
the definitions of possession given with respect to their own
balongings, do not imply a lack of understanding or a partial
understanding of the meaning of possession, but instead a
reflection of their perception of their status as a child,

sti)) subgject to the authority of their parents,

THE IMFPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The expesriments presented in this thesis have sugoested
that the order of acquisition for possessives, including
possessive pronouns follows & specific pattern illustratsd by
a four stags model, Howesver, the proposed model for the order
of acqguisition is bassd upon ths results from expsriments
where the child takes the role of speaker or listenar alons,
The implication of such a mode)l would suggest that should the
Child take the vole of "other" in a conversation situation,
the pattern of performance would bhe such that he would stil)
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respond best when he, himself was the ownsr of the objects.

In terms of the possessive pronouns,; therefore the child
should perform best with "his” or "her" as they refer to
himself, and of the plural pronouns, he should have most
problems with the pronoun “theire” Oreferring to himss)f and
one or movre other people),  Further workK should be carrisd out
in order to test this hypothesis, In addition other studiss
with different sxperimental designs (2g spontansous procduction
studies, card matching designs =tc) should be undertaken to
ensure that the results obtained here arse not simply a
by-product of the experimental conditions.

Experimant 5, the interview study, produced a number of
interesting observations about the way in which young chiidren
conceptual ised possession,  Many of the observations appsar to
replicats and sextend the discoverises made by Furby (19763
19773 1978a3 1978cy 1978d3 1980b) from her examinations of the
concept of possession.  Nevertheless, the subgect sample in
Experiment 5 was extremsly small, and as a result, only
tentative suggestions could be made, Before any firm
conclusions about the meaning of possession for children under
six y=ars old can be put forward, a great deal more work, with
many more chiidren, must be undsrtaken,

Regarding the different typss of possessed obgjgect, and
their differential effects upon the performance of children,
and their conceptualisation of the possessive relation, again
these studies neecd to be extended, In many cases, only one
example of a particular obgect typs was included in the
experiment (for instance the use of swests as an example of
the shortterm alisenahle obgect). It may be, therefore, that
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the pattern of results, and the remarks mads about the
different objects have more to do with the individual exanples
presented, than with their theoretical classification into
Obhgject types,  Further work must be undertaken, therefore, to
Clarify this point.

Finally, the experimnents pressnted here have concentrated,
for the mostpart, on the linguistic and conceptual aspects of
the understanding of posssssion, Often it has provec
difficult to disentangle the children’s actual awarensss of
posssssion and its meaning, from theiv metalinguistic or other
metacognitive abilities, It would be interesting to sse 10
what extent the hypothesss formed from these studiss are

actually borns out in the way children bshave.
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AFFENDIX 1

Expsriment 1t Mean latency scores for sach age groups in

response to the seven combinations of obg=sct owner(s)

sentences containing pronouns, and those containing

PropaErnouns.

FROFERNOUNS
AGE GROUFS
OWNERS
A E
8 20,22 &4 50
E 34,93 10,93
Male D/C 30,72 2.72
Female D/C 27.72 Se2)
E & I 45,08 27,08
& C 51,43 33, 14
5 & C 53.57 30,65
FRONOUNS
A E

8 18.43 2.79
E 40,29 4,14
Male D/C 50,36 14,07
Female D/C 47,07 14,43
E & D 56493 42,22
n & C &0, 00 48,65
8 & C 60, 00 38,86
where: § = Subject

E = Experimsnter

v = Dol

C = Child

357
8.29
10,26
8.79
3621
49,15

26415

i
3,43
4, 65
3.58
4, 36

11.72

4,79
28,93
14,50
34,93



AFFENDIX 2

Experimsnt l: List of means showing =ase of comprehension
of possessive construction with seven different object types:
latency to correct responss and number of correct first

attempts,

OBJECT LATENCY MEANS CORRECT RESFONSE MEANS
hair 12,34 3,08
nose 16,51 3. 04
milky banr 20,01 2452
shoe 22441 24 a4
felt pen 22,30 2,28
hook 23,83 2412

pencil 30,66 1.80



AFFENDIX 3

Experiment 2@ List of means showing =ase of production of
possessive construction with seven different objsct types:
latency to correct response and numbsr of correct first

attenpts,

OBJECT LATENCY MEANS CORRECT RESFONSE MEANS
Nose 11.77 3. 02
hair 18,06 335
shoe 18,15 2464
milKy bar 19,44 2,58
book 22,10 2.47
pencil 25,47 2+36

fealt pen 31.14 2,19



AFFENDIX <

Expsrimsnt 33 The Fossession Interview
A, Meaning of Fossession
1. List of personal possessions:

Can you think of soms things that belong to you?
Some things that are yours?  As many as you can.

2y Meaning/definition of possession:

What doss it m2an when we say something helongs to
us?

When you say “"this is mine” what do you mean?
Is that the same for all your things?

What about your seeeeo clothing worn
rEciprocal
intrinsic
toy
tedoly
Pt
short term
token
territory
transitory
lTarge 1 tem

3+ Non possessablese

Can you think of anything that cdossn’t balong to
anyons?

What about a tres
bus
bhird s Who does that belong to?

4,  Acquisition of objgects (sxbaustive list)e

How do people get things?

How do things coms to helong to pzople?
Can you think of any more ways?

How did you g=t your things?

5+ Reciprocal inalienable objects:

What do you mean when you say your (Mum) bhelongs
to you?

What makes her yours?

Is she anyone else’s (Mum)?

How could she bhecomse somsonse else’s (Mum)?

What do you do when you want (Mum) to cuddie you?
What happens when you want a cuddle, and (Mum)
dossn’ 17



E.
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Can (Mum) cuddl= anyons?

What would they have to do if they want your (Mum)

to cuddle them?
Can (Mum) cuddle somsons if you say ‘no’?

How long will she bs youwr (Mum)?
Can you give her away?
Can you share her with somsone else?

Intrinsic inalisnable objects:

What do you m=an whsn you say your nose bselongs
you?

What makes it yours?

Suppose I wanted to "toot” youwr noss? Could I7?
What would I do?

Could I do it, if you didn’t want me to?

Can you give your noss 1o somsons &) ss?

Alienable obgects

1.

Child’s access:

If you want to use your things, what do you do?
When can you usese youw~ things?

Who decides?

Is that the same for all your things?

Access by others:
Who 2lse uses your things?

What do they do if they want to use them?
When can they use them?

to

Who decides? Can they use them if you don’t want

them to?
Is that the same for all your things?

Suppose you and somzone =)se bhoth want to uss your

things at the same time,

Then what happens?

Who would end up using them?

Is that the same for all youwr things?

Would it matter if you lost or broke somsthing of

yours?
What would happen?
Can you give away vour things?

What if someons else lost or brokKe it?
Would it matter?

What would happen?

Is that the same for all your things?
Can somesone else give away your things?

Collective possession and Others as Fossessors:

1.

Collective possession:



Can somzthing belong to two pzopls at the same
time?

Can you think of anything that beslongs to you and
someons &l sa’?

Somzthing that is yowrs and somsone lses?

[oss it belong more to one parson or both of you
the same?

Who usss 1it7?

Who uses it most?

Who decides who usss 1t7

Supposs you and (x) both wanted to use it togsther
- then what?

Would it matter if you broke it?
What would happen?
What if (x) broke it?

Can you give it to somsonse else?
Could (x) give it away?

Dthers as posssessors:

o other p=oples have things that belong to them?
Can you use other people’s things?

What would you do if you wanted to?

What if they don’t want you to?

If you wanted to use it and they were already
using it, what would happen?

Would if matter if you broke soms=thing belonging
to someone &) se?
What would happen?

Could you give it away?
What would happen?



EIBLIOGRAFHY



BRIBLIOGRAFHY

Amicdon, A., & Carey, 5., "Why five ysar olds camot understand
"hefore" and "after"". Jowrnal of Verbal Lesarming and
Vaerhbal Behaviour. 1972, 11 417-23,

Anderson, S., "0n the role of deep structure in semantic
interpretation”,. Foundations of Language. 1971, 6
197-219.

Atkinson, M., "Explanations in the study of child language
development”™, Cambridge Studies in Linguistics. 1982,
35

Backh, E., & Harms, R.J. (Eds).,,; "Universals in linguistic
theory" s New York: Holt, Rinshart and Winston. 1968a.

Baltes, F,B.(Ed)., "Life-span development and bshaviowr"., Vol
8. Academic Press, New York, 1978,

Bar-Adon,; A, "Frimary syntactic structures in Hebrew child
languags". In Bar-Adon, A., & Leopold, W.F.(Eds).,
"Child Language: A Book of Readings", Englewoocd Cliffss
New Jerssyr Frentics Halle, 1971,

Bar-aAdon, A,,; & Leopold, W.F.(Eds),, "Child Lanqguags: A Book
of Readings". Englewood Cliffsy New Jerssy: Frentice
Hall, 1971,

Baron, J., & Kaiser, A.; "Semantic components in children’s
errors with pronouns”,  Jowrnal Fsycholinguistic
Ressarch, 1975, <4 4 303-17,

Bartlett, E.J., "Sizing things up: the acquisition of meaning
of dimsnsional adjectives”, Journal Child Lanqguage.
1976, 3 205-220,

Bates, E., "Language and context: studies in the acquisition
of pragmatics”, Unpublished FhD dissertation University
of Chicago. 1974,

Beaglehole, E., "Fropsrty:r a study in social psychology". New
YorK: Macmillan, 1932, Bellugi, U,, "Linguistic
Mechanisms underlying child speech” In Zale, E.M.(Ed).,
"Procedings of the conference on language and languags
hehaviouwr".: New York Appleton Century-Crofts. 1968,

Berlin, B., & Kay, P., "Basic colour terms:  their
universal ity and evolution”, Rerkeley: University of
California Press, 1969,

Bettelheim, B., "Children of the dream”. Tham=ss and Hudson
Ltd, 1969,

Bisrwisch, M,, "Some semantic universals of German
adgjectivals”, Foundations of Languags. 1967, 3 1-36é.



Bilgrwisch, M., Orn certaln problems of semantic
representations". Foundations Of Languzaqe. 19689, B
153-184,

Eigrwisch, M,, "On clasgifying semantic features”, In
Steinberg, DDy & Jakobovits, L.A.(Eds!.;, "Semantics: an
interdisciplinary reader in philosophy, linguistics and
psychology”. Londo Cambridge University Press, 1871,

Elocom, L., "Language DE»ulDDan Form and function in
emerging arammars” Cdmbrxdue Mass. 1870,

¢ Ll

Eloom, L.y "One word at a time", The Hague, Moutan. 1373,
cture and variation

Eioom, L., Lightbown, F.; & H ru
r gcliety for Hesearch

i child language”:. Man
i Child Development. 1

Eloomfieid, M., & Newmark, L., "A jinguistic introduct
the history of Engliskh”™, New Teork: EKnopf. 1965,

Biount, EBE.G,, "Acquisition of lanmguage by Luo chil
diss. University of Czlifornia, Eerkeliey. 186

Eohme, K., & Levelt, W, J.M,y "Childrens use and awaregress QF
natural and syntactic gender in possessive pronouns”
Paper presented to conference on "Linmguistic awareness
and Learning to Read". Victoria, EBritish Columbisa,
Canada, 1373, Jurne,

EBornstein, M«H., & FEessen, W.{Eds)., "Psychological
Development from infancy”, Hillsdale, New Jersey:
Eribaum. 1979,

BEowermarn, My, "Early syntactic development with special

refererce to Firnnish"., Cambridge. 1973,

Bowermarn, M., "Early syntactic develiopment: &
cross-linguistic study with special reference to
Finmish", Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973a.,

Eransford, J., & Johnson, M.K., "Contextual prereguisites for
understanding: some investigations of comprehemnsion and
recall”s Journa! of Verbail Learning and Verbal
Bekaviour, 1372, 11 Zi7-ZB8,

Erewer,; W., & Stone, J.EBE., "Acquisition of spatial antonym
pairs”, Journal Experimental Child Psychology. 18975: 18
299~207,

Bronsan, W.C., "Development in behaviour with age-mates during
the second year of |ife’, In Lewis, M,, & Fosenbium,
L+A,{Edsi,y "Friendship and Peer Felations", New York:
Wiley. 1875,

Erowrn, Ry, & Ford, M., "Address in American Engixsh o Journal

of Abricrmal and Bocial Fsychology., 1961 4...62 . 379783,



Brown, R., "A first language: the early stages”, Cambridge
Mass., Harvard University Fress. 1973

Brown, R., & Bzliugi, U,, "Thres processes in the acguisition
of syntax”. Harvard Educational Revisw, 1964, 34
133-51,

Brown, R., Cazden, C.B., & Ballugi, U., "The child’'s gramnmar
from I to IITI". In Hill, JeFe(Ed).; "Mivmesota Symposia
on Child Psycholaogy™. Volume II. University of
Mirmnesota Fress. 1969, pp28-73.

Erown, R, & Fraser, C., "The acguisition of syntax", In
Cofer, CsN+., & Musgrave, B.(Eds).; "Verbal Beshaviouwr~ anc
Learning: Froblems and Processess”,  Maew York:
McGraw-Hill, 1963. ppl38-201.,

Brown, R, & Gilman; A., "The pronouns of power and
solidarity” (1960). In Giglioli, F.(Ed)., "Languags and
Social Context”,  Fenguin. 1972,

Bruner, J.5,, & Garton, A, (Eds).,; "Human Growth and
cdevelopment”, Wolfson College Lectuwres, Oxfords 1977,

Burroughs, M., "A study of the vocahulary of young children”,
Educational Monographs. 1957, 1.

Camphel1, R+N., & Smith, F.T.(Eds),, "Recent advances in the
psychology of languags". Nato Conference Series 111 4da.
New York:  Flenum Fress, 1978,

Canale, J+R., "The effect of modelling ancd length of ownership
on sharing behaviow of children”. Social Behaviour and
Fersonality. 1977, 5% 1 187-91,

Caramazza, A., Garvey, C., & Yates, J., "Comprehension of
anaphoric pronouns”,  Jouwrnal of Verbal Learning and
Verhbal Behaviouwr. 1977, 16 601-9.

Caramazza, M., & Gupta, S,, "The roles of topicalisation,
parallse)l function and verb semantics in the
interpretation of pronouns”, Linguistics, 1979, 17
497 -518,

Carey, 5., "Less may never mean move",  In Campbesll, R.N,, &
Smith, F.T.(Eds),, "Recent advances in the psychology of
language", Nato Conference Series III 4a,  New York
Flenum Fress, 1978,

Carsy, S,, "Semantic development:y the state of the art”, In
Warmenr, E., & Gleitman, L.R, (Eds)., "Languags
Acquisition: the State of the Art"., Cambridge University
Fress, 1982,

Carroll, L., "Alice’s Adventuras in Wondarland and through the
looking glass”, PFuwrnell & Sons Ltd,  Londons (Abridged
Ec), 1979,

Cazden, C.By, "The acguisition of noun and verhb inflections™,
Child Development, 1968, 39 433-38.



e e b e i v 1 | oo - . -
pHdT:o Welies Mtdﬂiﬁg Aric

¢
Jniversity of Chicago

I'“.

arney, ., "Tpeech roles k f ¢
gronouns”,  Jourmal of CThild Lahquaae. 1

Thizt, E.¢y "Context specificity and generalisation in the
acguisition of promnominal distincsions”, Journal of Chiid
Larigusge. 15981, & 7E-91.

Chiaty 2+, "If I were you and you were meg: the anaivsis of
pronouns in a pronoun-reversing child”. Jourmal of Thild
Language, 982, 3 385-73,

Chipman, H«H.,; "The construction of the pronominal system in
English in children from 2 to (2", These de Doctarat de
Fsychologie Geneve. 1574,

Chipmarn, H.H.,, & de Dardel, C.,, "Usveiopmental study of the

comprehension and production of the pronoun "it",
Journmai of Fsycholinguistic Research, 1974, 3 2 31-9

i.u

Chomsky, C.A.y "The acguisitiorn of syntax in children from 5
to 10", Cambridge Mass, MIT Press, 1869,

Cilark, E+«WV.y "0n the acguisition of the meaning of "before
and "after’” Jourrnal of Verbal Learning and Verbal
Eehavicour. 1871, 10 ZeE-275,

Clark, Z.V.y "0Omn the child’'s acguisition of antonyms in two
semantic fields", Journal of Verbal Learning znd Verbal

=%

BEhaViDLLr'r 1872, i1 T50-88,
lark, E+V.y "What's in a word? On the child’'s acqguisition of
sgmantics im his first language”, In Moorse, T.E.(Ed},

"Cognitive development and the mscquisition of langusge”,
Megw vaork Academic Fress, 1973b,

3

Cirark, E«V.y "Some aspects for the conceptual basis for first
language acguisitionm”, In Zchiefeibuschy, Fvle, & Lioyd,
L.L.{Eds)¢ "Languace Perspectives: rcquisition,
retardation, and Llntervention”, EBaltimarea, Maryland:
Uriversity Fark Fress. 19748,

Clark, E+WV.+, "Non linguistic strategies and the acgulsition af

ny

word meanings”, Cognition. 1874b, 2 1681-8Z,

Clark, E+W., "Enbdwiedge, context and strategy in the
acguisition of meaning": In Dato, D.(Ed)ey, "Developmental
Psycholinguistics theory and application”, 2868th Annuai
Ceorgetown University Roundtable. 13975,

Clark, E+«WV+y "From gesture to word: on the natural history of
deixis in language acguisition”, Irn Eruner, J.5., and
Gartor A, (Eds),, "Human growth and Development”, Walfson
College Lectures; QOuxford. 1877,

Ctark, E.WV,, & CGarmica, 0.,y "Iz he coming or going? On the
acguigsition of deictic verbs". Journal of Verbai
Learming and Verbal Eghaviour., 1974, 13 §539-7F2,



Viwmmil s sws = e T
Inguistic theorv™, 1% 4]

clark, HiH,, "Word Assoq
' in Linguistics"™,

LVDF!E, do (Edo
e =S
rangiaif, L0

tark; HeHsy "The primitive nsture of children' s relational
corncepts’ In Hayes, J:,8.Ed} "Cogrition and the
Devetopment of Language”., New York Wiley. 1970,

Clark, H.,H.y "Space, time, semantics and the chiid”, e
Moore, T.E.(Ed)., Cogritive Development and the
Acguisition of Language”’, New York Academic Press,
1873,

Cofer, C+N,, & Musgrave, EBE,{Eds!.,, "Verbal behaviour and
learning problems and processes”. New TYork: McGraw-Hiil.
1363,

pranouns”,

PR ot

Cruttendern, A,, "The acguisition of perso
Language and Speech, 1377, zZ0 1%

ora i
1-57

Dato, D.(Ed),, "Developmental Fsycholinguistics: theorv and
applications ™. Zeth Arnrmuz! Georgetown University
Foundtabie, =l

Ul

Dawe, H«CT.; "An amalysis of two hundred guarreils of preschoot
chitdren”, Crild Development., 1934, 4 139-57,

Delagura, G., "Speech: its function and deveiopmernt”, New
=g

Haven: Tale University Press., 1327,

Deutschy W., & Pechmann, T.y "lhr, dir or mir? On the
acguisition of prornouns in German children®, Cognition.,
1878, B 1535~68,

Domaldsor, My & Balfour, G., "Less is more: a study of
language comprehensiorn in chiildren”, Eritish Journal of

1

Psychology, 1968. 53 461-F1,

Donaldson, M.y, & Wales, R.J.y "Or the acquisition of some
relational terms”, In Hayes, J/.R,{Ed)., "Cognition and
the deveiopment of language”. New York Wiley. 1970,

Edwards, D.,, "Senseorimotor intelligence and semantic relations

~

in early child grammar”, Cognition. 1873, 2, 4,

Elrlich, ., "Comprehension and arnaphora”, Unpubl ished
D.Phit, thesis, University of Sussex, 1878,

Eilers, FE,E,, Oller, D/K,y, & Etiington, Jsy "The acguisition
of word meaning for dimensional adjectives: the long and
short of it", Journal of Child Language. 1974, 1

":'.040

Eisenberg-Bergy Ny {Ed}y, "The development of prosocial
behaviour"., Academic Fress, 1982,



Eisenberg-Eerg, N, Haake, R.,, & Bartiets, K., "The effects of
possession and ownership on the sharing and proprietar
hehaviours of preschool chiidren™, Marriit-Palmer
Guarter v, 1981, =7 i Fl-88,

Eizerherg-EBerg, N., Haake, F., Hand, M., & ::La%aa. E., "The
effects :+ instructions concerning ownership of = toy on
preschoolers’ sharing and defensive behav;:ur;“.
Developmenta!l Psychoiogy., 1878, 15 460-1.,

Elliot, ®., & Vasta, B+ "The modeling of sharing: effects
associated with vicsrious rE;hforcemenL, symbolisation,
age and generallisation”, Journal of Experimental Child
Fsychology. 1870, 10 E&-10.

ElJwoody Cyvy "Cultural svoiution: a study of sacial origins
and development”. New York: Centurv. 1827,

Emmerich, W,y "Toung chiidren’'s discrimination of parent child

otes". Critd Deveilopment. 1959, 230 40=3-19,

Eriichy B+ & Tuilving, E.{Eds),., "Bulletin de Psycholngis
(Speciz! issue on Semantic Memory3 1878,

'

Ervin-Tripp, 3. "Walt for me, Roller :kace'. In Ervin-Tripp;
S.y B Mitchell-FKernan, C.{Eds).y "Child Discourse”.
Academic Press., LaFy,

& "pp, :q- ¥ & Mitchell '}:::E?"Y':E.T-H C:.(Eds)., " "Child

Ervin- | +
scourse”, Academic Press, L9977

! 3

Faigin, H.y "Social behaviour of young children in the
Kihbutz", Journal of Abrormal and Social Psychology.
1958, 5 11i7-129,

Farioliy F.y "Liidentitfication de la ar#%erpngb pronominale
chez les entarts de S et 11 ans", L‘Année Fsychologique.
1973, 79 87F-104,

Ferguson, C.y & Silobin, D.(Eds)., "Btudies of chiid iangusge
development”, New Tork: Holt, Finehart % Winston, 1973,

Ferreiro, E.y Othenin-Girard, C:+y Chipman, H¢y, & Sinciair, H.,
"How do children handie relative clauzsegs?", Arckhives de
Fsychologie, 1976 172 22967

Fillmore, C.Jvy "Deictic categories in the semantics aof
‘come”’". Foundations of Langusge. 1866, 2 218-Z7.

Fillmore, C.d.. "The case for case’ In EBach, E,, & Harms,

Rede (Edz) ey "Unidiversails in anguisitic Theory". New York:
Holty, Fimehart and Winston, 1968a.,

Filimore, C.Jd. "Santa Cruz Lectures on Deixis 1971", Indianza
University Linguistics Cilub, = P B

Filores D'Arcais, LBy, & Levelt, W,J /M {(Eds),, "Advances in
PFzycholinguistics” Amsterdam N, Holland. 1970,



of tanguage:

e Y s
zng lewaad

Fremch, L+8:, & Brown, 4,L.,, "Comprenension of ‘hetorz’ and
‘mfter’ in fogica!l and arbitrary sentences’, ournal of
Child Lanmguage, 1377, 4 Z47-5E.

Furby, L.y, Harter, 2., & Johr, F., The mature arnd deveiopment
af possession and Qwhnership: a cogrnitive attirudinsld
study of T to 21 year oids". Oregorn Research. Imstituts
Fesearch Mornographs. 1 978 15, 4,

Furby, L., "The sccialisaticon of possession and ocwnership
amomg children in three cultural groups: Izrasli
Eibbutz, Isrseli Tisy, and American”. Ir Modaii, By
Modgil, C.{Eds!., "Fizsgetian Fesearch: Compiliation and
Comentary’ Volume &, N.F.E.8, Pubiishing, Windsor,

England,

Furby, L., "The scguisition of perscona! DOSEESSIONS among
children and adults”, Faper presented at American
Association for Advancement of Science, Colorado. 1877,

Furby, L., "Feossessions: Towa ﬂa a theory of their meaning
and furnction throughout the ife cveie"s In Ealtes,

P Ey(Ed)y "Life-Span Deveiapmanr and EBehaviour", Volume
I. Academic Press, New York. 1878=,

Furby, Lsy "Sharing: Decisions and moral judgements about
letting others use cone’ s possessions". Psychological
Reports, L978¢c,

Furby, L.y "Possession in humans: a&an exploratory study of its

meaning and motivation". Socizal Eehaviour and
Persornatity, 18978d, & | 49-£5,

Furby, L., "Inegurlities in persona! possessions: explanations
tor and judgements about unegual distribution”, Human
Development. 1979, 22 180-20Z.

Furby, Ly "The origins and eariy development of possessive

behaviour":. Political Psychology., 1880, 2 1 30-42,
Furby, L.y "Collective possession and cwnership: a study of
its judged feasibility and desirability”. Socianl
Beraviour and Fersanality, 1980bs B8 2 165-84,

GCarrod, 8., & EBandford, A., "lInterpreting anaphoric¢c relations:
the ihte:racicn ofr semantic information while reaﬂan
Journal ¢£ Verbal Learning and Verba! Eehaviour, 187
4B wFF =8

Garvey; Cvy Caramazza, A,y & Yates, J., "Factors influencing
the assigrment of proroun antecedents”. Cognitior.
1974, 4 =,



™ "

Germtrner, D+, Evidence for the psveochoiogical reaiit o ¥
semantic components: the verbs of possession’. In
Mormarn DA,y Fumelhart, D, Z,, and the L.NFE, Fesearch

roup, "Explorastions in Cogrition”. Ean Frarncisco
- ) _1-7;:
Fresmen, 1975,

N e - o " a; L

Gigiioii, F.{Ed)., Language and Social fomtext”, Fernguin,
4 e~
1972

odenough, F.,» "The use of pronouns by young children: 3
riocte of the development of self-zawareness", Journsl of
Cemetic Psychology., {1938, 32 332-4&,

Creer, F.P.; & Schneider, F.W,;, "Bge differences in the
behaviour of bovs on three huasiﬁes of altruism”, Child
Devetopment., 1874, 45 Z48-51,

Greemberg, J.H,, "Language Universals”, The Hague Moutorn,

1966,
GCreenfield, P+Mivy Smith, J.Hs & Laufer, E., "The structure of
comnunicatiﬂn in eariy language development”. New York:

-

Arademic Press., LS76.
Grieve, R., Hoogenraad, K., & Murray, D., "“On the young
child’'s use of the lexisz and syntax in understanding
lpcative instructions”. Cognition. 1977, § 235-250:
Grobery, E+H.y EBeardsiey, W,y b Caramazza, A.,, "Parallel
furction strategy in pronoun assigrnment”. Cognition.
197.“ 5 Z 11?"33'

Gruber, J,E.y "Topicalisation in child tanguage”, Foundations
of Language. L1967 8 BF=BS.
Halii

yy MeAJE., & Hasarn, FE., "Cohesion in English", Longmah.
I

i
=

— T3
lLl L]

Hallowell, A1,y "The nature and function of property a5 a
social institurion”., Journai of Lega! and Politica)
Sociology. 1943, 1 115-138,

Handlery Ee.dey, & CGross, P., "The developmert of sharing
behaviour", Jaournal of Abnormal and Social Psychotogy.
1958, 59 425-8.

Harner, L., "Childrer’ s understarding of linguistic referencs
to past and future". Journal of Psycholinguistic
Fesearch, 1976, 9 E5-34,

Hatch, E., /Prorourn case preference in voung childreny Four
exper#ﬁentai studies in syntax of young children", Los
Angeies: E.W. Regionsl Laboratory for Educationsl
Fesearch and Deveilopment. 1969, 144

Hayves, J.E.{(Ed)., "Coagrizion and the Development of Language"”.
New Tork: Wiley. 1870,



Heider, E.(&., "’F colour aress and the development of
. 1 ™ v oo Y fo s s - Y e 15 4 " -
colour names", Deveicpmenta! Psyvcholiocgy, L9 L -
SaT-45T,

Meider, E.®,, "Universals of colows naming and memary”,

Journa! of Experimental Fsycholoay. 1972, 9% 10-20.
Herskovits, M,Jdsy "The ecoromic 1ife of primitive pesopiss™,
New York: Ernopf. 1540,
Mili, J.2.{Ed}+y "Minnesota symposia on child psychology”.,
Voilume I1. Uriiversity of Minnescts FPress 18968,

Mirst, W, & Beill, G, "Comtexztual aspects of pronoun
assignment”. Jourmnal of Verbal Learning and Verbal
Bghaviour, LSEQ, 18 168-175,

Holiarnd, V«M., & Falermo, D.S.y, "On tearning "iess": IBRQUERGE
and zognitive development", Chiild Development., 1373, 48
437 -43,

Horgarm, D., "How to answer guestions when you ve got nothing
to say", Journal of Chiid Lanmguage. 19 8, 3 159-65,

Hutternlocher, J,, "The origins of language comprehension”, In
Solsoy, R.L:.(Ed)yy "Theories of Cognitive Psychology”. New

York: WIEE‘/» 1974,

HMuxtey, F.; "The deveiopment of the correct use of subject
personal pronouns in two children”, In Flores D'Arcails,
CﬁE’or and LEVEIt' ’\&‘vJQMo(Ed.‘S}oy "Advances in
Psycholinguistics™, N.yHollard, 1970,

Ingram, D., "Towards =a theory o? person deixis", Papers in
Linguistics, 1371, 4 3ZF-g

I_LI

Ingram, D., "Eariy patterns of grammatical development”. In
Starke, ®R.E.(Ed)y, "Language EBehaviour in Infancy and
Early Childhood"”: Eisevier., N.Holiand., 1581,

Jacobs, B., & Rosenbaum, P., "English Transformational".
Wailtham Mass EBlaisdell Publishing Co. 1988,

Jacohsson, B+, "English prornouns and feature analysis
Moderna Sprak. 1370, €4 Z46-59,

James, S.L., "Effect of listerner age and situation on the
politeness of children’'s directives”, 1978, . 4 504317,

Jamesy, W, "Frinciples of psychology", New York: MacMillan,
1890,

Johnsor, " Hyy "The meaning of “"hefore” and “"after” for
preschoo! children”™. Jourrnal of Experimental Chiid
Psychoiogy, 1973, 19 &8-83,

Kail, M., "Strategies de comprehenszon des pronems personnels
chiez e jeurne enfant” nfanca, 1976, 3-4, 447 -85,



Vo= 351 £ 1%, -£ i T e -.:,}-,-:.,,-:',-.,— -t g : el al -k -3 k- ,Aec
J OO T O Y Ple ¢ oo Levellig, VEe ¢ -~ Mprenenslon 4de a Corererence dek
pronoms personnel s criies | Tenrant gt | acdiuvte”, LiAnrnes
- M + g - o . -y oot
Fsychologique. 1977, bl B-494,

Fanner, L., "Irrelevant and mesaphorical language n early
iﬁfanfi;e autism”, American Jeournsi of Fsychiatry., 18935,
103 2.5
- e - -'— -l b

Karmiloff-Smith, Ay "The pilurifunctionality ot determiners in
chitd ianguzge”: Dpctoral thesis, University of Geneve,
Switzaerland, 1876,

Earmiioff-Smith, A+.y "The interplay between svynhtax; semantics

and phonology in {anguage acgulisition processes”, In
Campbelly RN+, & :mlth. F T.{Eds}., “"Fecent Advarnces in
the FPsychology of Language New Tork: Plenum Fress,
1878,

Earmiloaftf-Bmith, A,y "Micro- and macrodeveiopmental changes in

i i
fangusge acquisition snd other representational systems”.
{ itive =Science, 1979, 2 91-118.

‘armiloff-Bmithy Ay "The Gra
structure in the Heve i op
Deutsch, W:., "The Chiid
AGrademic Press, ’4_&.

vt

matical markKing of themartic
ent of language production”, Ir

"

‘s Lonstruction of Language”.

m
P

St

‘&tZy Jedey & Fodor, J.R., "The structure of semantic theorv”.
In Fodor, J Ay, & Katzy, JyJsy{Edsi)yy, "The Structure of
Language”". Englewpod Cliffs, New Jersey: Frentice Hail.

Kernar, E,T+.y "The acquzsntlﬂn of languzae by Samoan
chitdren”, PhD diss. iversity of California,

Berkelevy. 1889,

Vernar, ¥,T., "Semantic relations and the child s acquisition
cf language”:. Anthropological Linguistics, 1870, 24

Leopaoldy, W.F., "Speech development of a bilingual chil
linguist’'s record, Volume III, Grammar and gerneral
problems in the first twp years”, Evanston [ILI2
Northwestern University Fress. 1849,

LeTourreauw, C,y "Property : its origin and development”,
London:y Wailter Scott. 1&92

Leveille, M.y & Suppes, F., "Comprehension de la possessive
chez Lenfant”, Enfarce. 1976, i

Lewig, M., & Rosenblum, L.A.(Eds}),, "Friendship and peer
relations”, New York:. Wiley. 137C,
Lomle. R. "Primitive Seciety”, New York: Boni & Liveright,
20

Lyons, Jy "A rote on the possessive, existential anmd locative
senternces". Foundations of Langusge. 1967,



Lyons, J», "Inmtroduction to thegresica inguistics”,
Cambridges. 1868,

Lyong, Jy {Ed).y "New Horizons inm Linguistics”, Ferguin 13

MacNamara, J., "Cognitive bzsis of jangusge lEarning in
infants”, Fsychoiogical Feview, 1972, F3 1=t3,

MacWhinrney, E.y "The acguisitior of morphophonoiogy™,
Monographs of Society for Fesesarch in Chiild Developmant,
1977, 42

Maratsos, MyFy, "The effecrs of stress on the understanding o
pronominal co-reterence inm chitdren” Journai of
Fzychollnguistics Fesgarch. 137 %a, L 1-3,

Maratsos, M.F., "Decrezse in the urderstanding of the word
"hig" in preschool chiildren”., Chitd Deveiopment, 1372,
44 747-5Z,

MecNeilly, Dy, "The psychology of "your™ and "I": a Case
history of 8 small !zangusge system’ . aper presented to
AFA Symposium in Child Language: Structural Aspects,

1963,

"

Mermyui, F.. ntences chiidren use"”, Cambridge Mass,

»:.'
g i
MIT. 198

lj‘v

Mervis, C.B+y Catlin, J., & Rosch, E+, "Development of the
structure of coclour categories”. Develcocpmertal
Fsychoiogy, 1373, {1 S4-80,

MidiarskKy, E+; & Ervan, Hid.y "Training charity in chiidrern™.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychoiogy. 19674 B
408~15,

Miliery, G/A., "A psychologicai method to itnvestigate v
concepts”, Jdournal of Mathematic Psychology. 19
1B5-314,

Milter, G.A,, & Johnson-Laird, F,E., "Language and
Ferceptiam”» Cambridge Mass. Harvard University Fress.
1976,

Mitchnick, L., Ceolinkoff, B:M,, & Markessinni, J.» " "Mommy
gock """t  the child’'s understanding of possession as
gxpressed in two-noun phrases”, Jaurnal of Child
Larnguage. 1980 . F . -118=135.

Modgil, S, & Mogit, C,(Edsi,, "Fiagetian research:

compitation and commentary’. Voilume &+ N.F.E.F,
Publishing, Windsor, Engiand, 1376,

Moore, T+.EJ{Ed}., "Cognizive development and the acguisiticn
of ianguage”, New TYTork: Academic Press, 1973

Nelson, E., "Structure and strategy in ilearning to talk",
Moncgraphs of Scciety for Fesearch in Chiid Develaopment.
1973, T8 149,



MNelson, ®

¢ b b Concept, word armd sentence: lnterrslations in
gcouisition and development”. Fzychoingical RKeview,
Bofiec) iy s
1304, a1 Pl = A
g 3 15 Ll o b PRI - - { ] - - T L - - P » -
Nelsor, K., "The huﬂlﬂ;. shitt irn semantic-syntactic
PO L L PR,
development”, Cognitive Psvchoiogy., 1375, 7 461-73,

Nelson, K., "Some attributes of adiectives ussd by voung
chitdren”, Cogrition, 1376, 4 13-34,
Nelsons K.y "The role of larnguagse in i .EIQDNQMT In
Bornstein, MiH., g, Wy lEZds ychologi %
15

o ¥
Deve lopment from Infz e uersewt

Er-ibaum, 1579,

Neigom, .y "Individual differences in language deveiopment”,
In Starke, RB.E.(Ed] "Language Eehavicour irn Infancy
and Early Chiildho cm Tigevier, Ne Hollanmd, 1881,

Normarn, D.&.; Eumelhart, D:E.; & L.N+FE., Research Croup,
"Expiorations in cegnition”, 3San Francisco Freeman,
1975,

Dlejnik, &4.B,, "The effects of reward-deservedness on
children’'s sharing”. Child Development. 1978, 47

a0~

-

l

sqoody, C.Evy Suci, G,y & Tamnermbaum, P., "The mzasurement
meaning . Urbana, I.L.: University of Illilirnois Fress.
1957,

Oxford Engiish Dictionary., Oxford University Press, L1372,

Falermo, D.Z:+y "Still more about tess - & study of language
comprehension”, Jowrnal of Verbal Learning and VYerbal
Eehaviour, 187%, 12 211-221;,

"

Patermo, I,3,, "Ztill more about the comprehension of jess",
Developmenta)l Fsvchoiogy. 1874, 10 B27-29. ‘

Falermo, D.S5,, "Sémantigue et afquz:: ion du language:
guelques considerations thforetigues"”. Bullétin de
Psyckhologie Numero Special Annual, L137Ba. 231-58,

Fzlermo, DSy "Psychology of langusge". Scott, Foresman &
™ s ol
Co, 1878,

Paviovitch, My, "Le langage enfantint acguisition du serbe
gt du Framfais par un enfant serbe”, Paris: Champion.
1920,

Fiaget, J,, “Judgement ard reasoning in the child", Routiedge
 Eegan Faul. 1951,

Piaget, J. "The origin of intelligence in the child”,
Foutiedas & Kegan FPaul. 195%,



Popova, MyI., "Srammastical sligments of spesshk N peeschoal
chiidren™, In Fergusorny Coy & Etobim, D.(Eds)., "Studies
i Child Largusge Deveicpment’. New York: Hait, Finmghart
& Winstorn. 1972,

Postal, F.y "On so-calied ‘pronours’ in Eﬁgiisﬁ“. 189¢h
Mornoaraph on Langusge snd Linguistics, Washington DOy
Ceorgetown University Fress, 1358,

guirk, R., & Greenbaum Z.,"A Uriversity Grammar of English"”,
Longman, 1973,

Rheingold, H«Ley Hay, D.F., & West, M,J.y, "Eharing in the
second year of iife", Chiid Deveiopment. 1976, 47
1149'4[540

Richards, MMy ""Come” and “"go” reconsidered: children’s use
of deictic verbs in contrived situations”. Journal of
Verbal Learning and Verbal Benrviour, 13748, 15 ®&95-89,

Fichards, M.M., "Sorting out what’'s 1rn a word from what's rot:

gvalusating Clark s Semantic Features Acguisition Theory",
Journai! of Experimental!l Child Fsychology. lgr7g, 27
1‘470

Fipsy, L+J+, Shoben, E.Jvy & Emith, E,E., ””emanti: distance
argd the verificatrion of semantic rel ions". Jdourmnal of
Verhal Learning and Yerbal EEHBVIDUP. 18973, 12 1-20,

Fivers, W.H:F.; "Instinct and the urnconscious". London:
Cambridge University Fress, 1520,

Fodgon, M., "Single word usage; cogrnitive development and the
heginnings of combimational! speech”, Cambridge
University Fress., 197

Ulo

+

Fodgor, My, & Hashmarm, &,, "Expression of owner-gunsad
relationships amorng holophrastic 14-32 month oid

4
*

chitdren", Child Development, 1378, 47,

Fosch, E., "0On the interna! structure of perceptual and
semantic categories’”, In Moore, T.E.{(Ed}.,, “Cognitive
Development and the Acgquisiticn of Language". New York.
Academic Press, 1373,

Fosch, E.y "Cognitive representation of semantic categories”.
Jourmnal of Experimentail Psychology: Gemeral, 1975y 104
1932

.2::‘

¥

Fosch, E,, "Classification of real-worid objectsy Origins and
representations 1n cogrnition®. In Erlich, Sy & Tuiving,
E.(Edsi., "Bulietin de Psychologie". {Special issue oan
Semantic Memoryl., 187&,

Rosch, E.y "Frincipies of categorisation”, In Rosch, E,, &
Lloyd, E.{(Eds),, "Ceognition and Categorisation”.
Hillsdale, New Jersey: Erlbaum, 1378,

Foschy, E.y & Lioyd, E.(Eds})., "Cognition and categorisation”.
Hillsdale, New Jersey: Eribaum, 1978,



Fosechy Eoy & Mervis, C.EB., "Fzmily udies ur
the intsrnal structure of cated V@
Feychoiogy. 1975, 7 SFI-605.

Hosch, Evy Merviszy, C.E., Grayy, W, Johnson, DL, & Boyes-Braem,
F¢;y "EBasic objects inm nztural categories”. Cogritive
Fzychiology. 137& & ZE2-43,

Foss, H«S., @ Hayy, D.F+, "Conflict and conflict resoclution
between Z1 month oid pesrs", Paper presented at biemnial
meeting of Society for Resezsrch in Child Development.

New Crileans, -

Fydir, I., & Swediskh child in the beginnirg of syntactic

develooment armd some cross-linguistic comparisons”,

Unput lished paper. 1971,

Sachsg, J.,, & Devin, J., "Toung chiidren's use of
age-appropriate speech styles irn social interaction and
role ﬂ:avan". Jourrmal of Child Language., 1376, 3
Cx] o g o
-t ..vu_-

Schiefelbusch, Lo

y b Lloyd, L.L.{Eds}!., "Language
Ferspectives: acoui
K

uigition, retardation and intervention".
University Park Press., 187 4a,

Scholes, F.J.y "Developmental comprehension of third person
personal pronouns in Emgiish”, Lanmguage and Speech.
1881, 24 1 91-98.

an Francisco: Freesmarn,

Lt

MeEsFoy "HEiDlESEﬂESS".

Sharpiess, EvA., "Children’s acguisition of person pronouns”,
Urnpublished FPhD dissertation, Columbhis University. 1974,

Sheldor, A., "The role of parallel fumction in the acguisition
of relative clauses in English™, Journzl of Verbsal
Learning and Verbai EBehaviour, 1374, (3 27Z-81.,

Shipley, E«F.y & Shipley, T.E., "Quaker chiidren’s use of
thee: a relational analysis”, Journal of Verbal Learning
and Verbszl FEehaviour . 1569, & 11z2-7.

Siabin, Dy, "Fognicive prereguisites  for the development of
grgmmar In Fergusorn, C., @& Slobin, D.{Eds)., "Studies
of hl:d Lariguage Development”, New Tork: Holrt,
Finehart & Winstor. 1972,

Smith, E,E., Shoben, E:d+ & Rips, L:J+y "Structure and
process in semantic memory: a featursed mode! for
gemantic decisions”, Psychological Feview. 1974, 31
Zil4-41.

Smith, F.H.y & Green, M., "Aggressive behaviour in English
rnurseries and piay groups: sex differences and response
of adults”, Child Development, 13735, 46 211-14,



Snare, Z.2, "The concept of property’ . American Fhilosophics]
Buarteriy, L8723 Z00-208.

Solsoy, B.L.{Ed)., "Theories of cognitive psychoiogy”, New
Tork: Wiley, 1974,

Starke, F.E.(Ed)., "Langusa ﬂe behaviour in infancy and early
childhood”"y Elsevier; Ny Holland. 18981,

Ztaub, E., & Noererberg, H., "Froperty rights, deservingness,
reciprocity, friendship; the transactiomat character of
children s sharing hahnv1gur‘. Interpersonal Reiations
armd Group Processes, 1581,

Steinberg, D.Dv, & Jakobovits, L.A.{(Edz)., "Eemantics: an
interdlsczplimaﬁy reader in phitosophys | 1=t
psychology’™. Cambridge University Press. 1871,

Sully, Jvy "Studies in childhpod”y 2Znd ed., London. 1803,
Tanz, C.;, "Cognitive principles underiying children =
erraors in phomominal case-markinmg", Journal of Child
Language. 1874, 1 Z2F1-76&.

Tanz, Cvy "Cognitive principies underlying children’s errors
in pronominal case-markKing"., Jdourna!l of Child Larngusge.
19:’4o 1 ;1"1\-0

&l b o " .~ : . : : " : ¥ - -
Thurnwald, H.o L egcormomie primitive”, Paris: Pagot, 1922,

Tolbert, K., "Fépé jovz: tearning to taik in Mexico™,
Urnpublished Paper, 1371,

Townsend, D.J., "Do children interpret "marked" comparative
adjectives as their opposites?”, Journal of Child
Language., 18976, 2 285-%6.

Underwood, B,y Froming, W.:J., & Moore, B.S,, "Mood, attention
ard ajtruism: =& search for mediating variables”.
Developmental Psychology, L8977, 13 S541-2,

Underwood, W., & Moore, E.&5,; "The generality of altruism in
children®, In Eisenberg-EBerg, N, {(Ed}.,, "The Development
of Prosocial Eehaviour”". Academic Press. 1982,

Ugure!l -Semin, R,, "Moral behaviour and moral judgemant of
children®, Journal of Abnormal and Social Fsycholoay.
1952, 47 4E63-73,

Wales, R.J.y & Campbeil, E.y, "On the development OoFf comparison
and the comparison of development”, In Fiores D Arcals,
C.B,, & Levelt, W.:J.M,{Eds})., "Advances in
Fsycholinguistics”, Amsterdam. N, Hoiland, 1970,

Warner, E., & Gleitman, L.R.,(Eds)., “"Language Acquisition: the
State of the Art", Cambridge University Press, 1882,

Waryas; C«L., "Fsychoiinguistic research in language
intervention programming: the pronoun system”, Journal,

of Psycholinguisitic Research, 1973, 2 2 Z221-37,



[

Websgtver, B,0,, & Ingram, I,, "The comprehension and production
of the anaphonic pronouns “he, she, hiny Bl
and finguistically deviant chilidren: W]
report”. Fapers and Feports on Chiid Lang
Jeveiopment, Stanford University, 1972,

Weils, G¢, "FPersonal! commuriicatiorn”. 1875, Wernery, H.y &
Kapltarn, E.L., "Symbol formation: an organismic-

( devesonner*al apprcach to languace and the expressicon of

thought”, New Tork: John Wiley, 1963,

Wilcowxsy S¢y & Fzaiermo, D.Z+y ""In": "0On" zand "Under”
revisited", Cogniticr, 1375, 2 Z45-54,

Wrightsman, 1.
psyvchoiog
Cole. 197

ey ASsumptions about human nature: & Tocimi-
ical aporoach”, Mormterey, Caltifornia: Brooks
4,

‘.l e 1N

Wykes, T,, "Inference and children’'s comprehension of
prornouns”, Journz! of Experimental Child Fsychcoliogy.
1381, 32 264-78,

Youngy, By, "Development as indicated by a study af pronouns™,
Journai of Genetic Fsychology. 1842Zb, &1 1Z5-1324,

Zale, E/MI{Ed) .y "Procedings of the conference on language and
languege behaviour™. New Tork: Appleton Century-Trofts.
1368,



	etheses coversheet 2017.pdf
	716855.pdf

