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1Re9¢nt work on language acquisition has revealed that Certain partie, what e)-d;
anjcles' Qf early speech are not independent or isolated manair‘r datawﬂ |
of individual grammars. Apparently unrelated phenomena br;ve:: Wi‘hlmq
follqw analogous developmental patterns, suggesting not only thas h; and that
are links among them, but also that such phenomena might constitute .di‘:‘v. compal!
ferent manifestations of t.he.s.ame underlying process and could thus that, €O
be amenable to a more primitive property of the grammar in question. Kaiser
In th-1s respect, a topllclv'vhlch has received considerable attention n assume
the literature on acquisition is the relationship between the distribu- Aoreer
tion of null subjects and matrix infinitive clauses in the grammar of ;ﬁnost
two-year-olds. ‘
As 1s well known, part of the spoken production of children learn- e ‘
ing non-null subject languages such as English or French consists of finite
sentences in which the subject has been dropped. These null subjects (Kayr
are attested very early (usually around 20—22 months) and gradually * The ¢
disappear before the child reaches three years of age. Jeits
; , Telat
(1) a. want more Naomi 1;10;17 (Pierce 1989: 75) Subjy
b. est pour Marc Nathalie 2;3;2 (Lightbown 1977) o
is for Marc relaf
. . . g oY N e f - 1 .I‘

Another distinctive property of early speech is the use Ot:nq‘[},\gl:i‘:- a fj
verbs in contexts disallowed by the target grammar, 1.c. lllzlfllx,tl{cl.;llly Non
These structures are attested in several languages and ‘cmn%ubiecf& Sul
referred to as ‘optional’ or ‘root’ infinitives.' Like carly nuth;iay. tog
they tend to disappear sometime after the child’s second bir Inf
(2) fermer yeux Daniel 1;11;1 (Lightbown 1977) ?:‘
L\

close-inf eyes
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The general picture which emerges from the literature on these topics
is that null subjects tend to cluster with root non-finite forms in early
grammars. This has led some researchers (Sano and Hyams 199y4;
Bromberg and Wexler 1995, among others) to regard null subjects
of optional infinitives as the central aspect of subject omission in
child speech and to argue in favor of a direct cause—effect relationship
between both phenomena. Other studies (Rizzi 1992, 1994a, 1994b;
Haegeman 19952, 1995b, 1995c¢, for example) adopt a wider perspect-
ive and derive both the null subject and the root infinitive phenomena
from a more primitive property of the child’s grammar, the possibility
of truncating the structure at different levels of representation.

The aim of this chapter is to examine French data in the light of the
proposals above, Using as a basis a detailed analysis of the distribution
patterns of nyl] subjects and root infinitives in the grammar of six
children from a development perspective, I discuss the following points:

assume French to be a nyj] subject language in which clitics are
Agreement markers which replace inflectional suffixes which have
almost disappeared in modern spoken French. Instead, I adopt the
more standard analysis according to which elitic forms preceding
finite verbs are subjects in [Spec,AgrSP] in the Syntactic component
(Kayne 1984).

The concomitant disappearance of matrix infinitives and nuj] sub-
jects in general (that is, of finite and non-finite clauses) is generally
related to the fact that the majority of root infinitives have nujl
subjects: when root infinitives become rare, null subjects will auto-
matically vanish. But is there any special developmental pattern
relating null subjects of finite clauses to root infinitives? Based on
a file-by-file analysis of the data, T will argue that the two phe-
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« Null subjects of root infinitives are generally treated on a par
with the adult null subject of embedded clauses, PRO. However,
pre-verbal lexical subjects are apparently licensed in the same envir-
onment, which is unexpected given the inability of non-finite verbs
to assign Case. It will be shown that lexical DPs in pre-verbal
position are relatively rare in the corpus, and that they may be
compatible with the formal licensing mechanisms for PRO in root
infinitives.
The discussion is organized as follows: section I provides an overview
of the figures reported in the literature. Section 2 discusses some of the
proposals which claim the existence of a direct structural relationship
between subject drop and the availability of root infinitives. Section 3
concentrates on the clausal truncation approach. Section 4 introduces
the data and section 5 comments on the results. The main conclusions
are summarized in section 6.

1 Overview of the figures

It is a well-known fact that children around the age of two produce
a large number of matrix infinitive structures which very often lack an
overt subject. The examples in (3) are from French, German, Dutch and

Flemish.

(3) a. jouer au football Augustin 2;9;30 (Hamann et al. 1995)

play-inf football

b. hubsauber putzn Andreas 2;1 (Krémer 1993: 203)
helicopter clean-inf

¢. eerst kleine boekje lezen Hein 2;6 (Haegeman 1995a: 33)
first little book read-inf

d. e tore make ((een) toren maken) Maarten I;11;4
(a) tower make-inf (Krimer 1993: 204)

Significant correlation rates have been established for several languages
between null subjects and optional infinitives. The general conclusion
that may be drawn from the various studies conducted on these topics
is that, although null subjects do occur in finite clauses, they tend to
cluster with non-finite matrix structures in early grammars. Table 9.1
reproduces some of the figures reported in the literature.

In most of the languages for which data are available, there isa
discrepancy between the proportion of null subjects attested with inflected
verbs and the proportion of null subjects attested with non-inflected
verbs.2 The figures in Table 9.1 have naturally led to the assumption
that null subjects and root infinitives are somehow connected, an assump-
tion reinforced by the apparent similarity between root infinitives and
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TABLE 9.1  Null subjects in finite and non-finite sentences

NS finite % NS non-finite % Total

French (Pierce 1989)

1]\312?}13' 150/273 54.9 166/205 81.0 478
N ie 90/304  20.6  131/295 4.4 599
ippe 182/782 23.3 153/194 78.9 976
german (Behrens 1993; Krdmer 1993)
imone
781/3699  2I.1  2199/2477 88.8 6176
Andreas 34/263 12.9 69/101 68.3 324
1]?1111tch (Kriimer 1993; Haegeman 1995a)
omas 165/596 27.7 246/26
: . 7 92.1 86
Heinz 1199/3768  31.8 615/721 85.3 4483
Flemish (Krimer 1993)
Maarten 23/92 25.0 89/100 89.0 192
Hebreyv (Rhee & Wexler 1995)
(26 children, -N cases®)  252/779 323 85/88 96.6 867
Faroese (Jonas 1995)
0. 8/52 15.4 67/161 41.6 213
Danish (Hamann & Plunkett 1998)
ﬁge 366/3379 10.8 394/667 59.1 4046
742/3173 234 539/937 575 4110
English (Phillips 1995)
gg:m 34/113  30.1 47/242 19.4 355
8/86 9.3 17/155 11.0 241

adult (embeddgd) infinitives with respect to the licensing of null subjects
The next section deals with some of the proposals which argue for ei
dlregt rela'tlonship between null subjects and root infinitives, whereas
section 3 is concerned with an alternative approach which c’laims the
existence of an indirect link between these phenomena.

2 The optional infinitive stage: PRO

In recent _Work on the topic, the connection between null subjects and
root .1nﬁn1‘tlves 1s expressed in terms of a direct cause—effect structural
relationship. For the most part based on important work by Wexler
(1992, 1994), some proposals which have been recently put forward in
the literature draw a parallel between the subjectless infinitives of child
discourse and the adult infinitive structures in which the subject is
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generally analyzed as PRO. In this framework, null subjects of finite
clauses are excluded from any association with root infinitives and
must be accounted for independently.

2.1 The optional infinitive stage

Seminal research on child grammars of French (Weissenborn 1988;
Pierce 1989, 1992; Déprez and Pierce 1993) shows that finite and non-
finite forms are not in free variation in early speech. Finite forms have
presumably moved to their correct position, that is, raised to the Agree-
ment Projection, whereas non-finite forms have remained in their base
VP position.* On the grounds of these observations, Wexler (1992,
1994) explains the use of matrix infinitives by suggesting that the child
goes through an early ‘optional infinitive’ (Ol) stage in which, although
s/he is aware that movement is obligatory in finite contexts and that
infinitival verbs do not raise, s’he does not know that non-finite verbs
are ruled out as main verbs. Data from German, Dutch, Swedish, Dan-
ish and Norwegian concerning the placement of negation in finite and
non-finite structures by children indicate that these languages conform
to the pattern observed in French. In English, the ‘optional drop’ of the
third singular present tense marker -s is taken as evidence for the exist-
ence of an optional infinitive stage: when children optionally drop the
present tense morpheme, they are in fact producing a non-finite form
consisting of a verbal stem plus a zero infinitival marker, rather than
a bare stem only.® In Wexler’s framework, the optionality of finiteness
is related to the possibility of omitting Tense from the clause. It is an
open question whether the Tense node, the entire projection, or simply
Tense features are missing from the structure. Wexler (1995), for ex-
ample, suggests that the whole TP is absent from optional infinitives.
I do not discuss the issue here.

2.2 PRO as the subject of optional infinitives

Based on the analysis outlined above, Sano and Hyams (1994, hence-
forth S&H) relate subject omission to the availability of root infinitives:
if uninflected verbs are in reality infinitival forms, the verb presumably
remains in the VP and does not raise to IP (at LF) to incorporate
Agreement and Tense markers. According to these authors, such a struc-
ture can license PRO in subject position under a version of the PRO
theorem by which this category cannot be governed by a lexically
specified head or, following Chomsky and Lasnik (1993), under the
assumption that PRO requires null Case which must be checked by a
‘minimal Infl’, where minimal Infl is understood as being devoid of
lexical content.’ In sentences where morphological affixes are overtly
realized, the verb has presumably raised at LF, thus disrupting the
environment that might license PRO and requiring the subject to be
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TABLE 9.2 Proportion of null subjects with verbs inflect i
(adapted from Sano and Hyams 1994) iected with - and -ed

Child File Age -s -ed
Eve 0120 1;6 to 2;3 10.0% (
; ; . 5/50) 22.5% (9/40
Iﬁfiam 01—20 2;3 to 3;0 25.8% (16/62) 56.50/2 2?3‘}2;)
ina 1321 2;2 to 2;4 no figures available 18.8% (3/16)

overt. The reasons for raising (or lack of it) lie in the specificatio
non-specification) of the fe 1 i i
hon-spect projeczions. atures in Infl, but not in the absence of
S&H’s hypothesis relies on data suggesting a tendency amongst
twg-year—o%ds not to omit the subject in contexts which are intrinsicall
ﬁmte, that is, in sentences containing the verb be and in those contain}-]
ing modals. In the standard approach to verb movement (Pollock 19809;
Chomgky 1991), the overt Agreement features of inflected be indicaté
that this verb has raised to Infl, disrupting the environment that would
license PRO and therefore requiring a lexically realized subject. In fact
S&H find very few examples of null subjects with inflected forms o%
be. In sentences with the third person singular is, they counted 13/114
nqll subjects for Adam, 2/50 for Nina and o/ 109 for Eve; in sentences
with ﬁrsF person singular am (5 tokens) or plural are (126 tokens) no
null' subjects were attested for any of the three children.” Data from
Valian (1991 ) confirms the prediction that null subjects should not
occur with modals, which are inherently finite in English and presum-
ably generated under Infl. In a cross-sectional study of 21 children, she
finds that the rates of non-overt subjects in sentences containing mojdals
vary from 1% to 6%, whereas the rates of null subjects overall for the
same children in the same period are considerably higher.
. lific‘cHlnote]; l];owevgr,. that ftlhelre are null subjects in contexts in which
al verb bears finite inflection (-s or - i
adapted from their Tables 4 and 6. o or -ed morphemes). Table 9.2 i
In order to maintain their hypothesis despite the relati i
of subject omission in tensed clauses, S&I—? suggest thatvtillgsglrgn};rrlii:
can be regardqd as participial affixes which associate to the verb in an
Aspectqal PrOJect1on (AspP) below IP, allowing the [Spec IP] position
to remain -avallable for PRO. I come back to this proposal ,in section
ngre I k()hscuss its implications for French. >
romberg and Wexler (1995, henceforth B&W) also i
account on Wexler (1992, 1994), and argue in favor o)f a deepbsati‘lalc311:21111r
relat1on§h1p between the optional infinitive stage and the null subject
stage. Given that non-finite verbs generally license null subjects in adult
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orammars, it is expected that matrix mfinitive verbg hould 1.

cempty subjects. [hus they suggest that the cxistence of roof nfir Nse
c\pl;lms the presence of null subjects carly chile l;)“f”l;gg,(, (‘”l'\/Q
icallv during the optional infinttive stage. They de e ‘;l'/(‘lill (r)’if,|f‘
com‘-m'nm;,z the appropriate “‘""‘.‘“””7 mechanism, nor de, i ;’[;'I}l‘.,](m
a spectfic grammatical (*h;n;u"l(‘,l|/,T'|||(>n of the null Subject (Jfllhfg;];(), for
but they assume that a representation without Tense is ope n th' 'e8,
subject can be null. h the
Although they have not performed a precise count of rull sutvis
given finite and non-finite verbs®, B&W note that not every nu]l"su]'r)jfg

is a result of the availability of tenseless clauses, and they asgyme that
proposals in terms of topic or diary drop (Rizzi 1992, 19944, 199'4;
Haegeman 1995b, 1995¢) can account for null subjects of finite Se‘n:
tences. Thus they conclude that there are two kinds of nul] subjects: one
which is licensed by uninflected verbs, and the other which is licensed
by inflected (and possibly uninflected) verbs.” If both can appear i
uninflected contexts, it is natural that null subjects are attested at higher
rates with root infinitives. Note that it is not clear why the second type
of null subject should be licensed by both inflected and uninflected
verbs. If null subjects of root infinitives are not always PRO-like, there
are fewer reasons to believe in a strict cause—effect relationship be-
tween null subjects and root infinitives in the sense of B&W. Observe
also that one would still have to define which non-finite environments
are available for PRO, and which are available for a topic/diary drop
type of subject omission. Finally, it remains to be seen if the null sub-
ject of a root infinitive can really be PRO, or PRO-like. Whereas formal
licensing of PRO in such contexts is admissible, its interpretative prop-
erties are less straightforward.'’ Besides, the fact that lexical subjects
may occur in the same environment as early null subjects, in finite clauses
but perhaps also in root infinitives, also casts doubts on an analysis in
terms of PRO, given that PRO and lexical subjects are usually in com-
plementary distribution. These issues will be discussed in section 5.3 in
connection with French. ;
According to B&W, then, the occurrence of null subjects with

uninflected verbs is the result of the availability of root infinitives, but
what is the source of null subjects of finite sentences, i.c. why does the
child assume that such structures are a legitimate option in hls/hcl‘
grammar? B&W suggest that Dutch and German children drop tOPI‘CS.
becapse the adult languages also have a topic drop process.“ As for
English, although it does not exhibit a topic drop strategy, there are
constructions such as (4) and (5) which suggest that the child could b":
dropping topics in finite sentences in a way allowed by the adult ll?nn
guage, but in a larger number of contexts.> Both examples are 3¢
from B&W (1995:243).
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subject in the specifier of the root will bg exempt from 'Fhe 1dent1ﬁcati1;)2
requirement. In such an environment 1t 18 thqrefqre licit. I{Aowsger,.nce
CP is projected, the null subject cannot survive in [Spec,Agr ]i:l ce
[Spec,CP] will be a potential aqtecedent position, but n;)Vth a su tble
one. Thus the absence of null subjgcts in [Spec,AgrSP] of Wh-ques

auses is expected. o
an?fetr:ulzlii%ie;céan accountpfor the ava.ilability of root infinitives and
for the licensing of null subjects in finite sentences, ‘potb phenomg;la
should follow similar developmental patterns: the principle riqlu(;n ﬁ
that CP be the root being inoperative in the early stages, the chi (]:;3
truncate the structure at either level, below TP or at .A‘grSP., pgsiil tg
within the same given stage of his/her Qevelqpmept, giving rlseT ho .
matrix infinitive clauses and to null subjects in ﬁmte contex'lcz. . us i
relationship between root infinitives and null subjects shou deHm:?n .
fested not only in non-finite clauses, as proposed by Sgno ari ' fﬁﬁc-
(1994) or Bromberg and Wegler (1995), but also, an rposD Stlgh fie
antly, in finite clauses. A detailed study of these patterns 1n and
Danish has been carried out by Haegeman (1995¢) e}nd Hamann and
Plunkett (1998) respectively, who show that 'ghere is an_mtgretlcblc?[h
between root infinitives and null subjects of finite clauges in that bo "
decrease simultaneously. Based on these ﬁndl_ngs, I provide an eXt?nS}]‘; °
analysis of a corpus of French language which suggests that a simit
connection is afttested in this language.

4 The data

.I The corpus ‘ . . ‘ .
gpontaneous productions of six children are examined in this chapter:

Augustin, Marie, Daniel, Nathalie, Philippe and Jea.m. The. r'ecordlr;%‘i
and transcripts of Augustin’s production ,(frorn 2;0;2 to .2,9,3;). v,;/ces
carried out by two students of the .Facz.dte de Psycholl7ogze eft’ cie X
de I’Education (FAPSE) of the University of Geneva. Marie’s carpus
consists of twelve files ranging from 1;8.;2’6 to 2;3;3. The .re;or 1ngn
were done on a fortnightly basis by Marie’s parents 1n thqlr (l)ome 1}[

Geneva.'® Both children are studied in the framework of the inter g;:u 3;
project Language et Communication conducted at .the Ur}ljlverm y ((1)6
Geneva. Daniel’s and Nathalie’s corpora have kindly Feana.el
available by Patsy Lightbown." They consist Qf five ﬁl.es' or '31.1;)
(from 1;8;1 to I;11;1) and seven files for Nathalie (from 1;9;3 tzg i,lgl, Ve.
The Philippe corpus is available on the CHILDES database; a X
selected the first twelve files, from 2;1;19 to 2;6;20. Jean s gogplljl

consists of four files of 45 minutes eac;h, recorded and transcrﬁ e h'%
myself. The small size of this corpus 18 -due to the fact. that tﬁe ;:t1 d
was already leaving the null subject/root infinitive stage in the first tw
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recording sessions, at ages 1;7;16 and 1;8;24. Additional sessions were
therefore considered superfluous in the framework of the present study.

The reader may refer to Tables 9.5-9.10 in the appendix to this chapter
for details concerning ages and recording intervals for all children.

4.2 Methodology

The same criteria were used in the analysis of the six corpora. Only
spontaneous utterances were taken into account, and partial or full
repetitions of adult speech were ignored except when modified by the
child. Immediate repetitions of the same utterance by the child were
also eliminated.

Null subject utterances are those in which no subject is lexically
realized, not even in post-verbal position.?' Utterances in which any
missing portion could be interpreted as the subject were discarded.
Overt subjects include pronominals, so that null subject rates overall
are calculated against all types of overt subjects. Constructions with
bare participles were counted separately. Homophonous infinitival and
participial forms have been distinguished according to discourse con-
text: non-finite forms referring to an action or state ‘non-completed’ are
regarded as infinitival, whereas forms referring to a completed action
are taken as participial. Both infinitival and participial forms are very
often preceded by a ‘proto-syntactic device’ (PSD),”* a monosyllabic
place-holder, usually a vowel, that presumably fills the position of an
auxiliary or modal verb, of the subject, or perhaps both. Thus a sen-
tence such as [e] demand[e] d la dame (Augustin 2;9;2) could mean
either (7)ai demandé (‘1 have asked’) or (je) veux/vais demander (‘1
want to/will ask’). Although the context might provide some indication
of the interpretation intended by the child, I have chosen to eliminate
these utterances from my counts. .

Large portions of Nathalie’s production consist of utterances con-
taining the expression nya-nya, used to signify ‘eat’ or “food’ indis-
tinctly. Pierce (1989, chapter 3, fn. 5) follows Lightbown (19777), who
based her interpretation on the context and on translations offered by
Nathalie’s mother. I have discarded all the utterances containing this
word so as to avoid ambiguity, even if this exclusion has entailed a
considerable reduction of the corpus.”> No similar phenomenon has
been attested in the production of the five remaining children.

Some of the results presented in this chapter seem to differ rather
heavily from those obtained by Pierce (1989) for Daniel, Nathalie and
Philippe. Although part of Nathalie’s production is discarded here and
the figures for Philippe come from different files from those selected by
Pierce (i.e. Phil 01—04, 07, 09 and 11), the discrepancies are not imme-
diately accounted for. A detailed comparison of these figures is outside
the scope of this chapter, but notice that, in her classification of types of
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subjects, Pierce (1989) appears to include barcilpgr’iici%les tilgr’g;: I}lloerr:
i ’ 2 Patsy, ‘ate all Patsy’) w (
finite category (e.g. fout mangé | 1 e
infiniti to account. Besides, the totals reg ¢
only root infinitives are taken in L W
i for the same files, and also fo P
utterances considered for Daniel  sat : ippe
i i de. These observations sho
the files are identical, do not coinci e obs
:1“/11;?:[61’16 criteria used for the analysis of the data in Pierce (1989) are
probably distinct from the one adopted in the present chapter.

b5 Results

1l subjects in finite clauses . . . , '
%‘ﬁe 1;Iel;ultsu og)tained from the analysis of the 51;)(1 children s p(ftoflilrlglt)lciﬁ
i ted in Table 9.1: subje
conform to the general picture presen Ject o
infinitives is hi i tences. As shown in Table 9.3,
root infinitives is higher than in finite sen . L >
i bjects whereas finite ver|
7% of all uninflected verbs have null su
ﬁie;lsoe null subjects in 26.4% of the cases. A breakdown among age
is presented in the appendix. . ‘ '
rariie:[:iiepof the discrepancy between finite and iIilon—ﬁmte v?(ri‘t;s Cvi/ég;
i i f null subjects, these figures prov
e that 1lcenSII}g . 1 sible, but attested in approx-
evidence that null subjects are not only pos X h E
i ite clauses. Work by Pollock (19 9
imately a quarter of all finite ¢ ' 0 ) has
i f French, all finite verbs rai
shown that, in the adult grammar of F , e (ohcl inestions
ent and Tense heads in order to incorporate ‘ ]
g%re%r(r)llogy. Child production seems to confom to this .pat;ern, as 1f
hasrgeen observed that children are able to distinguish ﬁmte rom rtl)or;n
finite structures at a very early ageZ;Dy hcorrkelctly lplilrciigtgll rtehfg ;;f:errauy
i i .** The phrasal structu /
relation to the negative marker pas . e generally
i iterature is the one proposed by '
adopted for French in ‘ghe litera e o e ton] ol
for Italian, in which the ordey of t e relevant )
'Eilc?ngsogs (I)XgrP/NegP/TP/AspP. This implies that an 1nﬂe(;ted verbhfole
lowed by pas is necessarily in Agr’, and therefore unlikely to hav

TABLE 9.3 Null subjects in finite and non-finite declarative sentences
(bare participles excluded)

Finite % Non-finite % Total
null subjects null subjects utterances
656
Augustin 157/585 26.8 66/71 93.3 634
Marie 154/560 27.5 130/134 27. oo
Daniel 191/408 46.8 189/227 3.2 o
Nathalie 92/303 30.4 52§696 ;;;'5 o
Philippe 322/1397 23.0 225/;4 IOO.O o4
Jean 22/303 7.3 8 .
Total 938/3556 26.4 670/755 88.7 4311
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raised from the VP to an Aspectual Projection as suggested by Sano
and Hyams (1994) for English. An AspP would have to be lower than
TP, therefore also lower than NegP, and sentences in which th
tion marker is preceded by a tensed verb (mange pas, ‘eats not’) would
remain unaccounted for. Given that al] inflected verbs in French raise to
the highest inflectional projection, and since the rate of nu]l subjects in
such contexts is important, it is hardly the case that subject omission
can only take place in non-finite structures in this language. Besides,
assuming the projection of an AspP implies postulating a construction
which would be specific to the early grammars of English at a certain
stage, and which is not necessarily found either in the target language
or in early grammars of other languages.

These empty subjects cannot of course be PRO because they occur in
the same environment in which overt DPs are found, that is, finite con-
texts. Given that PRO and lexical DPs are usually in complementary
distribution, we are led to conclude that subject omission in finite clauses
cannot be assimilated to subject drop in non-finite contexts,

In addition, the results presented in Table 9.3 are not compatible with
Bromberg and Wexler’s (1995) suggestion of an exaggerated use by
children of a topic drop process which is available in the adult language
because French exhibits no such construction.”® T have examined adult
speech in six of the files which constitute the corpus® and it turned out
that, of 2150 declarative sentences, only 14 had null subjects, 3 of
which were repetitions of the child’s utterance by the adult. Among the
IT cases left, 7 were instances of null subjects with the verb Jalloir (‘be

necessary’), a verb which has the idiosyncratic property of licensing
expletive null subjects in colloquial French as well.?” This leaves us
with the insignificant rate of 4 null subjects for 2150 utterances.

€ nega-

5.2 Finite null subjects and root infinitives .

Is there any particular developmental pattern connecting null subjects
of finite clauses to root infinitives in French? The synchronous drop-off
of null subjects and matrix infinitive structures is apparent from the
various studies which have dealt with these and other related topics, but
to what extent is this parallel decrease attested in the French corpus
under analysis?

In trying to answer these questions, the distinction made between
finite and non-finite clauses is essential. Given that most root infinitives

show subject omission, the concomitant disappearance of null subjects

and root infinitives could be an effect of the discrepancy between finite

and non-finite structures with regard to the licensing of null subjects. If
PRO (or whatever the grammatical characterization of the empty sub-

Ject of infinitives is) does indeed result from the availability of root

infinitives, the parallel decrease is not interesting in itself. Rather, it is

expected as an immediate consequence of the fact that infinitive verbs
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FIGURE 9.1 Null subjects and root infinitives in Augustin’s production
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FIGURE 9.2 Null subjects and root infinitives in Marie’s production

automatically license null subjects: when root infinitives become infre-
quent, null subjects will tend to disappear in parallel fashion. On the
other hand, a similar correspondence observed in finite sentences con-
sidered separately will suggest the existence of a more complex pattert,
since there is no apparent direct link between subject omission in tensed
clauses and the availability of root infinitives.

Figures 9.1-9.6 show the development patterns of (a) null subjects
overall, (b) null subjects in finite sentences and (c) root infinitives overall.
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—®— NSoverall —®— NS finite —&— RIovera11-| ‘

Age

| FIGURE 9.3 Null subjects and root infinitives in Daniel’s production

)
!—0— NS overall —®— NS finite —&— RIoverall|

Age

FIGURE 9.4 Null subjects and root infinitives in Nathalie’s production

Raw figures and percenta; i

! ges for each child i
N ept g vl ild at each point of development

Although the relativel
' y small corpora hardly allow providing th

;har.tfs\1 aboye w1th.a quanti'tative dimension, the property SVhich isgtruI;
T}%m cant is the 51mu1t§ne1ty in the stable drop-out of the phenomena.’®
= ;1 gepgral picture which emerges from the graphs appears thus to Be

patible with the truncation hypothesis as discussed in section 3.
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FIGURE 9.5 Null subjects and root infinitives in Philippe’s production
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FIGURE 9.6 Null subjects and root infinitives in Jean’s production

i ¢ variation, subject drop in finite clauses and the use of matrix
Kﬁﬁtslgﬁ structures tentho disappear iq parallel from the prpductlon of
the six children under study. These findings also confirm ev1denc]e) ptlroh
vided by Haegeman (1995¢) and Hamann and Plunkgtt (1998) fo:i 1t1 cn
and Danish respectively. Haegeman (1995c) examines the produc H)el
of three Dutch children at the relevant stage, and finds a sharp para
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TABLE 9.4 Root infinitives and finite null subjects in final stages
Child Age (last file) Root infinitives Finite null subjects
(%) (%)
Augustin 2;9;30 6.3 10.7
Marie 2;3;3 23.1 33.3
Daniel L;I1;1 13.2 37.2
Nathalie 2;3;2 4.5 21.9
Philippe 2;6;20 2.1 9.9
Jean 2;0;28 -

37
\

between the development of initial non-overt subjects and of root
infinitives. Similar results are obtained by Hamann and Plunkett (1998)
in their analysis of the use of null subjects by two Danish children. In
fact, on the basis of large corpora, these authors establish that the pro-
file of subject omission in finite utterances almost exactly matches that
of root infinitives.

If null subjects of finite sentences and root infinitives derive from
the non-operativeness of the principle requiring CP to be the root of a

hence subject drop in finite clauses is available as well. When root
infinitives drop off, so do null subjects.

Note however that there is a one-way implication, since the availabil-
ity of null subjects does not necessarily entail the availability of root
infinitives. Indeed, null subjects of finite clauses appear to last a little
longer than root infinitives.?° In this respect, the six children display the
same behavior: Jean, for example, who is practically out of the root

creases as low as 2.1% for Philippe in the last file, whereas subjects at
the same stage are dropped up to 9.9%. Table 9.4 provides an overview
of root infinitive and null subject rates in final stages. These figures
suggest that, while truncation at TP level is practically no longer an

the situation in diaries, where nul] subjects, but not root infinitives, are

>

attested. For a while, then, the child grammar appears to correspond to
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the adult one in that null subjects, but not root infinitives, are allowed.
Some remarks concerning this apparent match between early and adult
grammars are in order though. First, subject omission occurs in differ-
ent contexts. Second, early null subjects, contrary to diary empty sub-
jects, do not remain as a productive option and it is not clear why both
grammars should converge only for a short period of time.

How could we explain, under a truncation approach and without any
additional stipulations, that CP truncation lasts longer than TP truncation?
Rizzi (this volume) suggests that our system of linguistic computation
is constrained by an interplay between principles of structural economy
and categorial uniformity. While a principle of structural economy limits
the amount of structure to be used in a syntactic computation, a prin-
ciple of categorial uniformity requires that a given semantic type be
realized by a unique canonical structure. In eatly grammars, contrary to
adult systems, structural economy prevails over categorial uniformity,
whence the occurrence of truncated structures (assuming, as before,
that the canonical realization of the proposition is CP). Once the child
masters embedded declarative clauses, which are necessarily realized as
CP, the issue of uniformity arises, leading to the adoption of CP as the
root. Under these assumptions, there is no reason why matrix infinitives
should disappear before root AgrSP clauses. It is not implausible, how-
ever, that the tension between the two principles mentioned above is
resolved in successive steps. It could thus be the case that the principle
of categorial uniformity is enforced in a progressive manner in early sys-
tems, gradually countering structural economy. The more ‘economical’
structures would be the first to disappear from the child’s grammar,
followed by the AgrSP root clauses, which are ‘less economical’ and
closer to CP. The remaining null subjects of root AgrSP structures
would then be accounted for.

5.3 Some notes on the subject of root infinitives
The data above reveal that subject drop in early French is attested in
finite clauses, and that it is implausible that the null subject in such
contexts could be assimilated to PRO. However, subjects are omitted
in the majority of non-finite utterances in the corpus, namely 88.7%, a
fact which may be compatible with an analysis of the empty subject of
root infinitives in terms of PRO. Given that non-finite verbs license
PRO subjects in adult French, and under the assumption that adult and
child grammars differ minimally, a unified analysis should be welcome.
However, a close investigation of the properties of PRO raises some
points which warrant discussion.

Like any empty category, PRO needs to comply with specific re-
quirements regarding its distribution and identification. For reasons of
space, I will only deal here with some observations regarding its formal
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licensing, a detailed analysis of its interpretative properties being intended
for future work. In the standard analysis (Chomsky 1981:124-131)%
PRO must be ungoverned for theory-internal reasons and can only fill
the sgb] ect position of an infinitival clause. More recently, Chomsky and
Lasnik (1993) have proposed that PRO can bear null Case assigned or
checked by a minimal Inflection, that is, an inflectional l,lead lacking
Tense and Agreement features. In both cases, the position in which
one or .the qthc_er requirement may be satisfied is Spec of IP or AgrSP

Assuming similar structures for root infinitives and adult infinitives ei
sentence such as (6a) would be represented as in (6b). ’

(6) a. aider maman (Augustin 2;4;22)
help-inf mummy
b. [xgse PRO [1p [yp aider maman 1]

The status of TP is unclear: it might be empty, underspecified or absent
altogether. .The issue will not be discussed here, but notice that under
the truncation hypothesis, the licensing of PRO in [Spec,AgrSP] can-
not take place. If the structure is indeed truncated bel(;w TP, PRO
woul_d have to sit under a lower Spec, presumably [Spec,VP]. A’priori
nothmg prevents this possibility, especially if we take into account thé
VP-mterna@ subject hypothesis according to which subjects arc base-
generated n [Spec,VP] and then moved to [Spec,AgrSP] for Case
reasons. Given that the child does not project the upper layers of the
structure, PRO cannot raise and must remain in its base position. Since
a verb which stays within the VP is necessarily uninflected, it might
Well be able to check the null Case required by PRO, althoug’h accord-
ing to Chlomsky and Lasnik’s (1993) proposal it is a minimal Infl and
not an uninflected verb which checks or licenses null Case. Now. if the
[Spec,AgrSP] or, under the truncation approach, the [Spec,VP] p’osition
1s one in which no Case or null Case is assigned, then sentences such as
(7) need to be accounted for.

(7) a. maman manger (Daniel 1;8;1)
mummy eat-inf
b. on 6ter’ (Augustin 2;3:10)
we-Nom remove-inf

Given the Case Filter and the Visibility Condition,”> maman in (72) is
presumably Case-marked, but since Case is almost never visible in
French (except in the pronominal system), we can only suppose that
maman, as a subject, is marked Nominative. On the other hand, Case is
visible in (7b), as subject clitics are overtly assigned Nomin;tive In
both examples, given the inability of non-finite verbs to assign or chéck
a Case other than null Case, it must be concluded that the infinitival verb
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is not the Case assigner and that Case in (7) is present independently of
assignment by Inflection.” Alternatively, Case-assignment mechanisms
may be partially or fully non-operative at this stage. These possibilities
have already been raised in the literature; they are briefly summarized
here, but the reader is referred to the work cited below for more detailed
accounts.

It might be possible that overt subjects of matrix infinitives are not
assigned Case in the syntax and that, instead, they are spelled out as the
least-specified member of their paradigm. The existence of default or
inherent Case mechanisms in child language has been suggested, among
others, by Bromberg and Wexler (1995), Haegeman (1995a), Radford
(1995), Rizzi (1994b) and Wexler (1995).** Tt has also been argued
(Friedemann 1993/1994, Radford 1990) that the Case Filter is not fully
operative in the early stages, and that overt subjects occur in Caseless
positions. Assuming that the Case Filter applies to DPs and not directly
to NPs, and supposing that children do not necessarily project the func-
tional category DP, then bare NPs can do without Case. Alternatively,
it could be that at least some of these subjects are dislocated or topicalized
elements filling an A’-position (Friedemann 1993/1994) and bearing
inherent Case.

Aside from the issues regarding the Case properties of overt subjects
in infinitives, the utterances in (7) may seem incompatible with the
truncation hypothesis (under the assumption that the subject should sit
under [Spec,AgrSP], considering that under this approach no structure
should be projected above the non-finite verb if the clause is trunc-
ated below TP level). On the other hand, if we assume the VP-internal
subject hypothesis and some mechanism that does not require the
standard specifier—head agreement relation for the assignment of Case,
these subjects could remain in [Spec,VP], or in the specifier position
of another projection relatively low in the structure (InfP or AspP), and
the sentence would still be truncated at higher levels. At any rate, and
as we shall see, quantitative considerations become crucial in this
respect, and the problematic examples are rather rare. Therefore, before
trying to account for pre-verbal subjects of root infinitives, let us-exam-
ine their distribution more closely.

Sentences such as (7b) are seldom attested in French: in the entire
corpus under analysis here, only 10 examples of the sort were found
(5 for Augustin, 3 for Daniel and 2 for Philippe),” which corresponds
to 1.3% of all root infinitives. Note that subject clitics are nevertheless
used productively with inflected verbs: approximately one third of all
finite sentences have subject clitics (see Table 9.12 in the appendix).
Sentences such as (7a), in which a lexical DP surfaces pre-verbally, are
less rare, but still unusual. I have counted 30 instances in the entire
corpus, representing 4% of all root infinitives.
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In addition to Nomingtive clitics and lexical DPs, we also find occur-
rences of non-Nominative pronouns such as (8).

(8) moi aller & 1a maison (Daniel 1;10;2)
me go-inf home

Non—Nominative subjects are attested in only 1.7%
1ves. Jt should be noted however that of the 13 tokens containing a non-
Non.nn’atlve pronoun such as moi (‘me’) or toi (‘you’), 11 come from
?rf;l:;lt; cogl)us. };FE: child hresorts to a special strateg}; not attested in
€ other children with simi
o b chi Corpus.t similar frequency. The other two examples
Ip sum, of 755 root infinitives, 30 (4%) have pre-ver i
which are supposedly Nominative, 10 (I.)?,%) heﬁ/e Norl;l?ilzft)il\)/: lcl:l;ljt?gzs
gnd 13 (1.7%) have non-Nominative pronouns. The majority of sub:
Jects are of course non-overt, as seen before (670 or 88.7%), and the
remaining 32 are post-verbal (4.2%). The breakdown among cﬁildren is
provided in Table 9.11 in the appendix. The low percentages of pre-
verbal subjects with root infinitives and their distribution in the cop us
suggest that these strategies cannot be considered as true gramma:i%al
options for every.child, especially if we take into account the followin,
facts: (a) the majority of pre-verbal DP subjects come from Daniel’§
and Nathghe’s files, 13 and 10 tokens respectively; besides, 9 out
of Nathahe’s 10 pre-verbal lexical subjects come fr;m a sin,gle file
(Nathalie-6), and (b) half (or maybe all) of the Nominative clitics ma
be reanalyzed as proto-syntactic devices. On the whole. then thesz
sentences appear to be isolated cases and suggest the ,existe;lce of
special strategies specific to one child or another at a certain stage
of development. Their scarcity also makes plausible the hypothesis %)f
performance errors or even transcript mistakes. Interpreted as such
they cannot be viewed as a serious challenge for an analysis in termg
of PRO for the empty subject of root infinitives. On the other hand, if
these utteranf:es are indeed made available by the child’s grammar e:nd
}cllp 1r110t 1cons‘utu.te performance errors, we can still admit truncation at
all)% V(—: evels with the subject remaining internal to the VP as discussed
‘ quJects are not the only kind of pre-verbal material present in earl
1nﬁn1t1ve§. We also find several examples of what have been callezll
by Bottari et al. (1992) ‘proto-syntactic devices’ (PSD). These entitics
have been .deﬁned as monosyllabic place-holders which perform the
role of rudimentary functional categories when appearing in front on
nouns, past participles, adjectives or infinitives, A PSD preceding an
infinitive is illustrated in (9a). They can also stand for true arguments
angi be treated on a par with projections of true lexical categories when
filling the place of a clitic pronoun,’ for example in (gb).

of all root infinit-
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(9) a. [a] chercher cabane (= vais? je vais?) (Marie 1;11,5)
(will? T will?) get-inf hut
b. [e] veux nounours (=je?) (Marie 2;0;9)
(17) want-inf teddy-bear

We do not exactly know what a PSD placed before an infinitive verb
stands for. It might be that it fills the position of a modal verb which is
normally required in this type of construction,”” but it might also stand
for the subject, or perhaps for both the modal and the subject.”®
Although the presence of a PSD necessarily implies the projection of
additional structure, it is hard to tell at this stage how much structure is
being projected and what the status of a null subject is in such an
environment. At any rate, a PSD does not necessarily exclude PRO, espe-
cially if we assume that additional positions are available in the structure.

In sum, the structural environment of root infinitives appears to allow
the occurrence of PRO. If the structure is truncated below TP level,
PRO can remain under [Spec,VP] and have its null Case checked by the
non-finite verb. Lexical subjects which eventually surface pre-verbally
fill Caseless positions or are Case-marked independently and, as such,
do not interfere with an environment which is suitable for PRO. Besides,
they are extremely rare. Thus it might well be the case that children’s
infinitives are similar to adult’s with respect to the syntactic licensing
of a PRO subject, except for the fact that, under the truncation hypo-
thesis, PRO does not raise to [Spec,AgrSP] for lack of a target position
for movement. On the other hand, the fact that lexical subjects may
appear in such environments (although very infrequently) might argue
against such an analysis, given that PRO and lexical subjects are usually
in complementary distribution. A careful analysis of the interpretative
properties of null subjects in root infinitives as well as in finite clauses
is expected to provide further arguments for or against the view that
null subjects of root infinitives are indeed PRO.

6 Conclusion

This chapter has dealt with questions related to subject drop and the use
of root infinitives by two-year-olds. A detailed analysis of the produc-
tion of six French-speaking children has illustrated the following points.
First, early subject drop is attested in approximately a quarter of all
finite sentences comprised in the French corpus examined here, indicat-
ing that the phenomenon should by no means be considered a marginal
one, nor be regarded as an overgeneralization of an adult option, given
that adult French does not allow the phenomenon in any spoken regis-
ter. Second, the distribution pattern of null subjects in finite sentences is
analogous to that of root infinitives. The development of these phenom-
ena across time is similar in that both tend to drop off simultaneously.
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This tendency is attested in the production of the six children examined
here and strongly suggests the existence of a specific link between the
two phenomena which can reasonably be accounted for by a version of
the clausal‘truncation hypothesis put forward by Rizzi (1992, 1994a
1994_b). Thlrd, it seems to be the case that the structural enviror;ment ot’”
root 1.n_ﬁmtlves actually allows PRO subjects. However, while licensin
coqdltlpns for PRO might be fulfilled in root inﬁnitiv:es a careful exg-
amination of the interpretative properties of these null SI’ijects should
provide additional arguments for or against this hypothesis.

Appendix

Distribution of subjects and root infinitives

T'ABLE 95 I‘]ull Sub'ects aIld root Hllillltlves mn All ustin S ()ke]l
4 s 1Y

File Age NS % NS % NS % RI %
overall finite RI overall

Augustin-1  2;0;2 23/50  46.0 14/41 .1 7/7 100

August!n-z 2,023 15/26 577 5/16 3?3 ;/; 100 ggg ;:g
August;n-3 2115 12/19 632 41 364 7/7 100 7/19 36.8
Augusqn-4 2;2;13  15/41  36.6 10/35 28.6 5/5 100 5/41 12.2
Augusqn-s 2;3;10 12/34 353 g9/28 321 1/4 25 4/34 1 1.8
August;n-6 241 34/62 548 26/53 49.1 6/7 857 7/62 11 .3
August%n-7 24,22 31/57  54.4 22/48 458 6/6 100 6/57 IO.
Aug,mstm-S 2;6;16  40/106 377 27/91 29.7 8/8 100  8/106 7.5
August;n-g 2;9:2 42/147 286 26/131 198 9/9 100 9/147 6?
Augustin-10  2;9;30 23/142 162 14/131 10.7 8/9 88.9 9/142 6.3

TABLE 9.6  Null subjects and root infinitives in Marie’s spoken production

File Age NS % NS % NS % RI . %
overall finite RI overall

Marie-1  1;8;26 3772 51.4 10/38 263 16/1 1
Maqe-z 1;9;3 24/75 32,0 5/46 Io,g I6/Ig ggg ;ggg 23(6)
Mar;e-3 Lg;10  27/58 466 13/41 317 T10/11 90.9 11/58 19.0
Mar}e-4 L916  21/34 618  o/22 40.9 10/I0 100 10/34 29'4
Mar;e-5 LIOI  10/36 27.8  5/31 16.1 4/4 100 4/36 II‘I
Mar!e-é 1,10;22  19/50  38.0 13/44 29.5 6/6 100 6/50 12'0
hbj{[aqe-7 LIS 23/65 354 17/58 293 4/4 100 4/65 6:2
Mar;e-g 2§o;9 31/68 456 19/55 34.5 9/9 100 9/68 13.2
Maqe-lo 2;1;4 42/82 512 23/62 37.1 15/15 100 15/82 18.3
arie-1r - 2;1;7 23/52 442 13/40 325 8/8  1oo 852 154
Mar;e-lz ;1,28 39/122 32.0 16/90 17.8 20/20 100 20/122  16.4
E/Iirle-l?, 2;3;3 27/52 519 11/33 33.3 12/12 100 12/52 23:1
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TABLE 9.7 Null subjects and root infinitives in Daniel’s spoken production
File Age NS % NS % NS % RI %
overall finite RI overall
Daniel-1  1;8;1 88/110 80.0 131/47 66.0 40/44 90.9 44/110 40.0 f
Daniel-2  1;8;3 04/138 68.1 33/61  54.1 40/44 90.9 44/138 31.9
Daniel-3  1;9;3 78/115 67.8 24/41 585 45/51 882 S5I1/115 44.3
Daniel-4 1;10;2 100/186 53.8 49/114 43.0 48/63 76.2 63/186 33.9
Daniel-5 1;11;1  79/190 41.6 54/145 37.2 16/25 64.0 25/190 13.2

TABLE 9.8 Null subjects and root infinitives in Nathalie’s spoken production

File Age NS % NS % NS % RI %
overall finite RI overall

Nathalie-1  1;9;3 16/22 72.7 3/9 33.3 4/4 100 4/22 18.2 \
Nathalie-2  1;10;2 11/32 34.4 3/23 13.0 5/6 833  6/32 18.8
Nathalie-3 1;11;2 8/21 38.1 7/20 35.0 1/1 100 1/21 4.8
Nathalie-4  2;0;1 40/55 727  15/26 5777 19/22 86.4 22/55 40.0
Nathalie-5  2;1;1 7/17 41.2 1/6 16,7  13/5 60.0  5/17 20.4
Nathalie-6  2;2;2 50/108  46.3 31/73 42.5 13/24 54.2  24/108 22.2

Nathalie-7

2;3;2 40/155

25.8

32/146

21.9

77

100

7/155

45

TABLE 9.9 Null subjects and root infinitives in Philippe’s spoken production

File

Age

NS
overall

%

NS %
finite

NS
RI

%

RI
overall

%

Philippe-1
Philippe-2
Philippe-3
Philippe-4
Philippe-5
Philippe-6
Philippe-7
Philippe-8
Philippe-9
Philippe-10
Philippe-11
Philippe-12

2;T;19
2;1;26
2;2;3

2;2;10
2;2;17
2;2;26
25350

2;3;7

2;3;14
2;3;21
2;6;13
2;6;20

58/123
68/158
57/184
81/168
53/96

53/168
70/151
28/76

55/161
44/150
31/277
21/193

47.2
43.0
31.0
48.2
552
3L5
46.4
36.8
34.2
29.3

11.2

99

25/78
34/111
36/143
30/90
22/58
25/113
38/98
13/54
28/108
34/126
20/247
17/171

32.1
30.6
25.2
333
379
22.1
38.8
24.1
25.9
27.0

8.1

99

19/22
27/31
19/23
46/51
26/27
18/19
25/25
8/8
18/18
9/9
7/9
3/4

86.4
87.1
82.6
90.2
96.3
94.7
100
100
100
100
778
750

22/123
31/158
23/184
51/168
27/96
19/168
25/151
8/76
18/161
9/150
9/277
4/193

TABLE 9.10 Null subjects and root infinitives in Jean’s spoken production

File

Age

NS
overall

%

NS %
finite

NS
RI

%

RIl
overal

%

Jean-1
Jean-2
Jean-3

Jean-4

1,7;16
1,;8;24
1,10;16
2;0;28

20/78
9/64
6/70
5/110

25.6

8.6
45

8/65
8/63
2/66

4/109

12.3
127 -
3.0 -
37 -

8/8

100

8/78
0/64
o/70
o/110

10.3

Distribution of subjects in root infinitives

Distribution of subjects in root infinitives

TABLE Q.11

Post-verbal

Dp

Null subjects

Non-Nominative Nominative
pronouns

Pre-verbal DP

Total root

clitics

infinitives

NULL SUBJECTS AND ROOT INFINITIVES

66
130
189

52
225

o nNo N o

134
227
69
246
8

Augustin
Marie
Nathalie
Philippe
Jean

Daniel

32

670

I0

259

4.2

88.7

1.3
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Distribution of subjects clitics in finite clauses

TABLE 9.12 Distribution of subject clitics in finite clauses

Child Clitics Finite clauses
8

Augustin 227 263—)

Marie 169 e

Daniel 46% .

Nathalie o8 e

Philippe 5 o o7

Jean 7 :

Total 1230 355

% of finite clauses 34.6
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Notes

1 Terminology proposed by Wexler (I9%2, 1994) and Rizzi (1994b) respect-
i th terms indistinctively here. .

2 X:(I:}(;};hli;et(? (;’hillips (1995), the generalizatioq does not e?itend to Eng:tlshi
Notice also that in Faroese and Danish the discrepancy is less importan

i her languages. . . .

3 gllglralrcl:r\:vti};epgitially pfo-d%op, i.e. the personal pronoun is obligatorily drotppfd
only in 1st and 2nd persons, non-present tense. In all the other co:;1 exI :E
the subject must be phonetically realized. Rhee and ngler refeif to the !
and 2nd person morphology as bearing +N .features which can 1cens§1mio
subjects, and to the remaining ones as being -N and therefore unal ethat
license an empty subject. The ﬁgurecslr in Table 9.1 refer to the -N cases,
is, illegitimate instances of subject drop. ‘ )

4 ﬁ;&;ﬁggll‘?ﬂbs precede the negative marker pas (mangf pas, ee}t(s? n(s)tg
whereas non-inflected verbs follow pas (pas manger, not eat-inf"). )e
Weissenborn (1988), Pierce (1989, 1992) anq Déprez and. Pierce (199/{3 t.he

5 I do not discuss the evidence for the assumption that English re};lr.esen ? o
Ol stage (see also Harris and Wexler }996; Rice et al., 1995). Thls :na yted
of uninflected sentences in English raises some problems, though. As no
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by L. Rizzi (class lectures 1996), English ‘root infinitives’ seem to differ
from root infinitives of other languages in many respects:

* they are compatible with preposed Wh-elements (see Bromberg and
Wexler 1995; Roeper and Rohrbacher 1995)

* they license overt subjects in a proportion comparable to inflected clauses
(see data from Phillips 1995 in Table g.1)

* they are still attested when subjects are no longer omitted

* when the subject is overt, it may bear both default or non-default case
(see Schiitze and Wexler 1996a,b)

)

Note that in Chomsky and Tasnik (1993), a minimal Infl checks null Case
when it lacks Tense and Agreement features. The idea that a minimal Infl
might be viewed as lacking lexical content is suggested by S&H.

Adam and Eve, see Brown (1973); Nina, see Suppes (1973).

But see Phillips (1995).

This distinction is also proposed by Krimer (1993), although in different terms:

true pro-drop (finite sentences) vs. apparent pro-drop (non-finite sentences).

10 Cf. L. Rizzi, class lectures 1996.

11 But Haegeman (1995¢) shows that in Dutch the empty subject of early
speech is structurally different from the adult one.

12 As a matter of fact, the distribution of the null subject in diaries, exem-
plified in (4), suggests that this element should be assimilated to the early
null subject phenomenon rather than to a topic drop strategy: like early null
subjects, null subjects in diaries are limited to root contexts and, contrary to
null topics, they can be expletives and quasi-arguments. Moreover, there
are no null objects (which could be analyzed as instances of topic drop) in
diary registers. In addition, the null subject allowed in informal speech in
English (5) also appears to be similar to the null subject in diaries. There-
fore, if both (4) and (5) can be assimilated to the early null subject phenom-
enon, the child will not be ‘dropping topics’. The reader is referred to
Haegeman (1995b, 1995c, this volume) for a detailed discussion of null
subjects in written and spoken registers.

13 See Rizzi (1994b, this volume) and Haegeman (1995b, 1995¢) for discussion.

14 Observe that Rizzi’s (1994b) truncated approach to root infinitives con-
verges with Wexler’s (1994) proposal in admitting tenseless clausal rep-
resentations in early grammars. For Wexler, though, the properties of the
optional infinitive stage are derived from the primitive assumption that the
child can omit Tense from the representation. For Rizzi, these tenseless
representations are not a primitive property of these grammars, but arise
from the non-operativeness of the principle requiring the CP to be the root.

15 See Rizzi (1990) for the relevant version of the ECP.

16 Rizzi (1992, 1994a, 1994b), Crisma (1992) and Levow (1995) for French.
Roeper and Rohrbacher (1995) and Bromberg and Wexler (1995) obtain
different results for English Wh-questions, but not if the finite/non-finite
distinction is taken into account. In finite structures the results are clearly
the same (see Rizzi this volume for a brief discussion).

17 Christelle Girod and Isabelle Schindeholz. They were subsequently checked
by three students of the Faculié des Lettres, Nathalie Martinez, Daniela
Renggli and myself. See Hamann e al. (1995) for details.

O oo~
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18 Transcripts were also carried out by five students of the FAPSE, Nathalie
Bemoud, Angela Cicoira, Joélle Cretton, Emanuelle Lehr and Sylvie
Mayoraz, and subsequently checked by myself.

19 Lightbown (1977).

20 Suppes et al. (1973).

21 Post-verbal subject structures in French can be analyzed as instances of
right-dislocation (Labelle and Valois 1996), or as a construction in which
the verb has raised to an Inflectional Projection (in finite clauses) or to a
Inf{(initive) Projection (in root infinitives), leaving the subject behind in a
left- or right-branching [Spec,VP] (Pierce 1989, 1992). Post-verbal subjects
can also be accounted for as filling a right-branching [Spec,VP] in a struc-
ture where the verb raises to IP if inflected, or remains in the VP if uninflected
(Friedemann (1993/1994). All these analyses require an empty element in
the specifier position of AgrSP in compliance with the Extended Projection
Principle (EPP). While the empty (pre-verbal) subject of an utterance con-
taining a post-verbal subject may well be a null constant, its identification is
perhaps different from the null constant of a null subject utterance. In the
first case, the subject can be identified clause-internally, perhaps through a
chain, whereas in the second the subject is discourse-identified. This is the
reason why the two types of structure are treated separately. It should be
noted however, that clause-internal identification is not guaranteed, since
the post-verbal subject presumably does not c-command the empty subject
(see Friedemann, this volume).

22 Cf. Bottari et al. (1992).

23 If we consider nya-nya as a verb in all the cases in which the context allows
it, we have the following percentage of nya-nya utterances in each file:
67.6% (N1), 46.0% (N2), 52.9% (N3), 8.8% (Ng), 26.1% (Ns), 13.4%
(N6) and 9.7% (N7) of all verbal utterances selected for analysis.

24 See note 4.

25 French does have constructions like the English examples (4) and (5) in
special written registers such as diaries, notices on commercial products
and informal notes (examples from Haegeman 1995b):

(i) Me donne son nom, son adresse et les (Paul Léautaud, Journal
heures de train pour venir chez elle particulier, p. 44: 6.2.1933)
me gives her name, her address and the hours of the train to come 1o her

(i) Se boit trés frais (Coca-Cola tin)
se-reflexive drinks very fresh

(iii) Préparons les copies (e-mail message, 1993)
prepare (1pl) the copies

The observations mentioned in note 12 carry over to French.

26 Daniel-1, Daniel-5, Nathalie-1, Nathalie-7, Augustin-2, Augustin-g.

27 It is possible that expletive il in general may be non-overt in colloquial
speech (M.-A. Friedemann, p.c.). Note however that, according to the
native-speakers consulted on the matter, null subjects with the verb falloir
are preferred to the examples in (i) and (ii), which are more marked.

(i) 7?Parait qu’il est parti
seems that he has left
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(1i) ?M’est arrivé une chose bizarre

me arrived a thing strange

Something strange happened to me

28 a/IErie. at age 2;3;3 is an exception, althouy
clavior corresponds to that of the other children, The s

1 . ubse -

sgllrlpts (as Well as ﬁl‘e pumber 8atage 1;1 1;18) were unfortunate(ll;?r:ailr:ﬁ-

:m ;eliita the tlntle ?f;i prmtmg.hNote also that Nathalie-05 contained an extremely

mount of data and has not b i i

ol ey, ot been included in the chart (see Table 9.8

29 Some types of root infinitives such as ans

also expected to last; however, the use

texts is adult-like and js therefore not
discussion,

30 (011;8};111(139 s:gle)llscla( B(t)uchardg(1984:165—210), Bresnan (1982), Chomsky

T19— , Koster (1 ini
Wt ooy (1984), Manzini (1983), Mohanan (1985) and

31 It will be seen that utterances such as (7b), in which a weak subject pronoun

occurs with an infinitive, are rare] attested. Th i
of compra y - Lhey are cited here for the sake

gh in the preceding files her

Wers to questions and jussives are
of a matrix infinitive in such con-
taken into account in the present

theta marking if it contaj
for a brief explanation).

33 It is a well-known fact that i
jects in some languages. Eur
Raposo 1987):

ns a Case position (see Chomsky and Lasnik 1993

nfinitives can have lexical (Nominative) sub-
opean Portuguese is the classic example (from

(1) Eles aprovarem g proposta sera dificil
:l"hey.-Nom to-approve-dgr the proposal will be difficult
1t will be difficult for them to approve the proposal’

Note t_hat the non-finite verb is

34 On default Case, see for example Halle and Marant
35 As n.oFe.d by Hamann er g/ (1995) in their detailed
acquisition qf the French pronominal system, all the cases involve the im-
personal subject clitic on (‘people’, ‘we’). They suggest that some or even
all the cases could be reanalyzed as being instances of the proto-syntactic

device [o], found elsewhere in th
) € corpus, rather than i
of the subject clitic. "’ " senuine occurtence

(i)  on dter (three times) (2;3;10)

 ‘we’ take-inf out

(i) on jouer aux (pe)tites autos (2:4;1)
‘we’ play-inf with small cars
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| (ii)  on mettre sur §a (2;9;30)
|

265 |
BROMBERG, H. g, and K. Wexy pg (1995) Null Subjects in Wh-questiong, Mir |‘
on 1 ] bi Working Papers in Linguistics 26 221—48. |
We' put-inf on this BROWN, R. (1973) 4 Firy Language. Cambridge, MA- Harvard University |
Philippe’s utterances also involve the pronoun on: Press.
. ) CHOMSKY, N, (19871) Lectures o, Government and Binding. Dordrecht: Foris,
(iv) on en mettre 13 (2}6%1 3) CHOMSKY, N, (1 986) Knowledge of Language, jzs Nature, Origin, ana Use. New
‘we’ of-this put-inf there York: Praeger.
(v)  des animaux on ru’er _(2;.6520) CHOMSKY, N, ( 1991) ‘Some Notes on the Economy of Derivation In R. Freidin
some animals ‘we kill-inf (ed.), Principles qng Paramerers jy, Comparative Grammay. Cambridge, MA:
. sonal pronoun elle (she’) and je (‘I MIT Press: 4175,
Daniel, on the other hand, uses the per o b alyzed as an instance CHOMSKY
One of the examples is unclear, although it has been an y.
of je (‘") '
i

Principles and Parameterg Theory’, In
I Jacobs, A Von Stechow W. Sternefeld and T. annemann (eds), Synzay-
An Internationg] Handbook of Contempomiy Research, Berlin: de Gruyter,
(vi) moi [jo] prendre o petit joujou (1;10;2) CRICgMA, P. (1%92) ‘On the Acquisition of Wh-questiong in French. Genevg
take-inf small . . . enerative apers 0.1—2- I15-22,
| (vii) :ﬁi Itenir Cel{]j_lé (1;11;1) DEPREZ,‘ V. and A. P.IERCIj: (1993) ‘A Cross-linguistic Study of Negation and
she hold-inf that one there Functionaj Projections in Early Grammay’ Linguistic Inguiry 24: 25-67.
(viii) moi je mettre (1;11;1) FRIEDEMANN, w.-4. (1993/1994) ‘The Underlying Position of Externa] Argu
 mel put-inf ments in French: A Study in Adyjt and Child Grammar’, anguage Acquisi-
i 36 Bottari ez al. note that these elements could alsp be considered ag funcno?hal tion 2 (3); 20933,
! | categories, although they do not discuss the issue any further. This is the

GRUBER, j, §. (196

iti guage 3: 3765,
case, for instance, of subject clitic : reer
(‘must”) falloir (‘be necessary ), pouvoir

GUASTI, M.-T, (1994) ‘Verb S
ich can nevertheless function as modals, finite Verbg

7) Topicalization in child language Foundations of Lan-

yntax in Italian Chil
- Language Acquisition 3()r
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w
~
'S
EEF
~
. —~_
0Q
[}
~—
&
S
~

d Grammar: Finite and Non-

HAEGEMAN, L,
References

®, and Truncated Structures in
Dutch’, Language Acquisition 4 (3): 205-55.
C Bl it HASGﬁMAN, L.f(éggsb) “Null Subjects in the Non Pro-drop Languages’. Ms.,,
- (1989) “The Acquisition of INFL’. TULC, oomington. mversity of Geneva,
ALLIEIE?GJE’(I}J%((I,? %)olloquial %rench Argument-markers: Inqependent Words, HAEGEMAN, 1., (1995¢) ‘Root Infinitives and Initial Root Null Subjects in Early
I * Clitics or Prefixes?’ Ms., University of Pennsylvania at Philadelphia. Duteh’. In €. Koster and F. Wijnep (eds), Proceedings of the Groningen
| HRENS, H. (1993) ‘Temporal Reference in German Child Language. Ph.D. Assembly on Language Acquisition, Groningen University: 23950,
BE disse rt;tinn University of Amsterdam, ) HAEGEMAN, L, (1996) “Root Infinitives Clitics and Truncated Structures’. Iy
158 ; ; b M nt. Turin: Rosenberg & Sellier. H. Clahsen (ed.) Generative Peys ectives on Langy, e Acquisition Amster-
BELLETTIL, A. (1990) Generalized Ve}:’ Motzeni'e ‘ fSyntax’ In T. Roeper and Py Bena aprena 5P guage Acq .
BORER, H. and K. WEXLER (1987) “T ¢ Maturation o . . . : jamins: 308,
E. Williams (eds), Parameter Setting. Dordrecht: Reidel.
{ BOSER, K., E. LUST

HALLE, M. and 4.
» L. SANTELMANN and 1. WHITMAN (1992) ‘The Syntax of CP

MARANTZ (1993) ‘Distributed Morphology ang the Pieces of
e ; Inflection’, Iy K. L. Hale ang S. T Keyser (eds), The View from Building 20
and V-2 in Early Child German (ECG): The Strong Connnulty Hypotliessx. Essays in Linguisties i, Honoy of S )
In K. Broderick (ced.), Papers From the T. enth Annual Meeting, NELS, G ,
University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

MIT Press: 11 1-67.

. . HAMANN, ¢. and K. PLUNKETT (1998) ‘Subjectless Sentences in Child Danish’.
BOTTARI, P., P. CIPRIANI and A M. CHILOSI (19?2) ‘Proto-syntacn.c D;Vlc:: Cognition 69: 35-75.
in the Acquisition of Italian Free Morphology’. Geneva Generative ape.
0.1-2: 83-101

HAMANN, C., L. R1zz1 and U. FRAU
) Pronomina] System in French’,
BOUCHARD, D. (1984) On the Content of Empty Categories. DOfdreCht F onsy HARRIS, A. and K. wrxgpg (1996)
BRESNAN, J. (1982) “Control and Complementation’. Linguistic Inquiry 13 (3):
343-434.

“The Optional Infinitjve Stage in Child Eng- r
lish: Evidence from Negation’. In H. Clahsen (ed), Generative Perspectives
on Language Acquisition. Amsterdam: John Benjamins: I—42.
|
|

ENFELDER ( 1995) ‘On the Acquisition of the
Recherches Linguistiques 24: 83-101.




266 THE ACQUISITION OF SYNTAX

HULK, A. (1991) ‘Les pronoms clitiques sujets et la théo.rie linguistique’. Actgs
du jXVIHe‘ congreés international de linguistique et phzlf)lque romanes. Unz-
versité de Tréves (Trier) 1986. Tome 2: Linguistique théorique et linguistique

hronique. Tubingen: Niemeyer: 504—13.
HYSi’;l[g N. q(1986) Language Acquisition and the Theory of Parameters.
ht: Reidel. . ‘ .

HY’ilc\:[rsdr;(.: and XK. WEXLER (1993) ‘On the Grammatical Basis of Null Subjects
in Child Language’. Linguistic Inquiry 24: 241-59. .

JA};,GGLI o. and%(u. SAFIR (1989) The Null Subject Parame.ter. Dgrdrecht. KluwerT.

JONAS 1’). (1995) On the Acquisition of Verb Syntax in Child Faroese. MI.
Working Papers in Linguistics 26: 265—80. o o

KAISIZR G{g (1592) Die klitischen Personalpronomina im anzoszsche‘n‘ und
Port’ugiesischen. Eine synchronische und diachroniscﬁe Analyse (Editionen
der Ibero-americana, Reihe 111, 44). Frankfurt am Main: Vervuert.. - .

KAISER, G. (1994) More about INFL-ection and agreement: The acquisition o
clitié pronouns in French. In J. Meisel (ed.), Bilingual First Language Ath;
quisition: French and German Grammatical Development. Amsterdam: Jo
Benjamins: 131—59. ‘ _ . . ,

KAISEIS G. and 7. MEISEL (19971) ‘Subjekte und Null-Subjekte im Franzos1schenk.
In S., Olsen and G. Fanselow (eds), DET, COMP und INFL. Zur Syntax fu.n -
tionaler Kategorien und grammatischer Funktionen (Linguistische Arbeiten
263). Tiibingen: Niemeyer. . . .

KAYI?F? R. (1984) Connectedness and Binary Branching. Dordrech’t. FF)I‘IS.. .

KAYNE, R. (1991) ‘Romance Clitics, Verb Movement and PRO’. Linguistic
Inquiry 22: 647-86. S ' .

KosnT?sLIt{?. (1984). ‘On Binding and Control’. Linguistic Inqqzry 15 (3): 41’7—59.

KRAMEI;, 1. (1993) ‘The Licensing of Subjects in Early Child Language’. MIT
Working Papers 19: 197—212. . .

LABEOLFLEniI. arfd D. VALOIS (1996) ‘The Status of Post-verbal Subjects in French

hild Language’. Probus 8: 53—80. o . .

LASNIIK H. aI%d Tg. STOWELL (1991) ‘Weakest Crossover’. Linguistic Inquiry 22:

8 R 20‘ ER} . .

LE\6/'0Z>V 7G.-A. (1995) ‘Tense and Subject Position in Interrogatives and I,\Iegat-
ives ’in Child French: Evidence for and against Truncated Structures’. MIT
Working Papers in Linguistics 26: 281A3.04., ' o ,

LIGHOT;ova, P{)(I977) ‘Consistency and Variation in the Acquisition of French’.
Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, NY. .

MACWHINNEY, B. and c. sNow (1985) ‘The Child Language Data Exchange
System’. Journal of Child Language 12. o . .

MAI\?IZINI R. (1983) ‘On Control and Control Theory’. Linguistic Inquiry 14 (3):

21—46. . L

MCtULfOUGH, F. (1982) The Journals of Sylvia Plath. New York: ’D1a_1 Prgss..

MOHANAN, K. P. (1985) ‘Remarks on Control and Control Theory’. Linguistic
Inquiry 16: 637—48. S ) )

PHIZZI;?) c. (1995) ‘Syntax at Age Two: Cross-linguistic Differences’. MIT
Working Papers in Linguistics 26: 325—82. S ,

PIER((Z)E A%’ (1912)39) ‘On the Emergence of Syntax: A Cross-linguistic Study’.
Ph.D. dissertation, MIT.

NULL SUBJECTS AND ROOT INFINITIVES 267

PIERCE, A. (1992) Language Acquisition and Syntactic Theory: A Comparative
Analysis of French and English Child Grammars. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

POEPPEL, D. and K. WEXLER (1993) ‘The Full Competence Hypothesis of Clause
Structure in Early German’. Language 69: 1-33.

POLLOCK, J.-Y. (1989) ‘Verb Movement, Universal Grammar and the Structure
of IP’. Linguistic Inquiry 20: 365-424.

RADFORD, A. (1990) Syntactic Theory and the Acquisition of English Syntax.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

RADFORD, A. (1995) ‘Children — architects or brickies?’ In D, MacLaughlin and
S. McEwen (eds), Proceedings of the roth Annual Boston University Confer-
ence on Language Development. Somerville: Cascadilla Press: 1-19.

RAPOSO, E. (1987) ‘Case Theory and Infl-to-Comp: The Inflected Infinitive in
European Portuguese’. Linguistic Inguiry 18, 85-109.

RHEE, J. and K. WEXLER (1995) ‘Optional Infinitives in Hebrew. MIT Working
Papers in Linguistics 26: 383—402.

RICE, M., k. WEXLER and P. CLEAVE (1995) “Specific Language Impairment as a
Period of Extended Optional I

nfinitive’. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research 38: 85063,

RIZZI, L. (1986) ‘Null Objects in Italian and the Theory of pro’. Linguistic
Inquiry 17: 501-59.

RIZZI, L. (1990) ‘Relativized Minimality’. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

RIZZI, L. (1992) ‘Barly Null Subjects and Root Null Subjects’. Geneva Generat-
ive Papers 0.1-2: 102-14.

RIZZL, L. (1994a) ‘Early Null Subjects and Root Null Subjects’. In T. Hoekstra
and B. Schwartz (eds), Language Acquisition Studies in Generative Gram-
mar. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

RIZZI, L. (1994b) ‘Some Notes on Linguistic Theory and Language Develop-
ment: The Case of Root Infinitives’. Language Acquisition 3 (4): 371-93.
RIZZI, L. (1995) ‘The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery’. Ms., University of

Geneva.

ROBERGE, Y. (1986) ‘Subject Doubling, Free Inversion, and Null Argument
Languages’. Canadian Journal of Linguistics 31: 55-79.

ROBERGE, Y. (1990) The Syntactic Recoverability of Null Arguments. Montréal:
McGill-Queen’s University Press.

ROEPER, T. and B. ROHRBACHER (1995) ‘Null Subjects in Early Child English
and the Theory of Economy of Projections’. Ms., University of Massachusetts
at Amherst and University of Pennsylvania.

SANO, T. and N. HYAMS (1994) Agreement, finiteness and the development of
null arguments. Proceedings of NELS 24: 543—58.

SCHUTZE, C. and K. WEXLER (1996a) ‘Subject Case Licensing and English
Root Infinitives’. In A. Stringfellow, D. Cahana-Amitay, E. Hughes and
A. Zukowski (eds), Proceedings of the 20th Annual Boston University Confer-
ence on Language Development. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press: 670-81.

SCHUTZE, C. and K. WEXLER (1996b) ‘What Case Acquisition Data Have to Say
about the Components of Infl’. Paper presented at WCHTSALT, OTS, Utrecht
University, June 1996,

SUPPES, P. (1973) ‘The Semantics of Children’s Language’. American Psycho-
logist 88: 103-14.




e e . —

ey}

268 THE ACQUISITION OF SYNTAX

SUPPES, P., R. SMITH and M. LEVEILLE (1973) ‘The F6rench Syntax of a Child’s
Noun Phrase’. Archives de Psycholog?e 42: 207-69. ,

VALIAN, V. (1991) ‘Syntactic Subjects in the Early Speech of American and
talian Children’. Cognition 40: 21-81. } .

VEiuiIi)asn M. and 7. WEISSENBORN (1992) ‘Routes to Verb Placement in E’arly
Genr;an and French: The Independence of Finiteness and Agreefnent . Ir%
J. M. Meisel (ed.), The Acquisition of Verb Placement. Dordrecht: Kluwer:

83-331. - .

WEzISSSEI?HEORN, 1. (1988) ‘The Acquisition of Clitic Qb]ect Pronouns and 1Wodrd
Order in French: Syntax or Morphology?” Ms., Nijmegen, The Netherlands,
Max-Planck-Institut. . . o

WEISSENBORN, J. (1992) ‘Null Subjects in Early Grammars: Implications for
Parameter Setting Theory’. In J. Weissenborn, H. qudluck and. T. Roeper
(eds), Theoretical Issues in Language Acquisition. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence

Tbaum. . o .
Wlf:\fER?:Il;l M. (1990) “The Subject in Relation to Inflection in Child Language.

MA thesis, University of Utrecht.

WEXLER, K. (1992) ‘Optional Infinitives, Head Movement and the Economy S(f
Deriv;tion in Child Grammar’. Occasional paper no. 45, Center for Cognit-
ive Science, MIT, Cambridge, MA.

WEI,:](LER K. (1994) ‘Optional Infinitives, Head Movement and the Econorgy of
Derivéltions’. In D. Lightfoot and N. Hornstein (eds), Verb Movement. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press. o . ]

WEXLEgR K. (1995) ‘Feature Interpretability and thnnghty in Early Child Gram:
mar’. Paper presented at the workshop on optionality, Utrecht. odinal

WIINEN, F. (1994) ‘Incremental Acquisition of Phrase Struc,ture: A Lopgltq naf
Anal}’lsis of Verb Placement in Dutch Child Language’. Ms., University 0
Groningen. _ S _ . 8

Ms, E. (1980) ‘Predication’. Linguistic Inquiry TT (.1). 203-38.

VZVlifl;II-?-IERTZ (A.9(19)94) ‘La syntaxe des clitiques nominatifs en frangais stan;l—
ard et en ’frangais avancé’. G. Kleiber and G. R(.)ques. (eds), Travaux de
linguistique et de philologie. Strasbourg-Nancy: Klincksiek: 131-47.

Chapter 10

Remarks on early null subjects
Luigi Rizzi

1 Introduction

In recent years, an increasing number of theoretical linguists has started
to pay serious attention to language development. Why is this? Decades
of pioneering work by theoretically oriented psycholinguists have con-
clusively shown that language development presents a highly structured
mix of elements of continuity and discontinuity with respect to adult
systems. This mix is extremely attractive for the theoretical linguist.
Continuity, which clearly is the prevailing factor, makes sure that devel-
opmental evidence will bear on the object of inquiry that the linguist
cares about, the study of systems constrained and made possible by
the human language faculty. Discontinuity is what makes development
interesting for us: we can reasonably hope that development will allow
us to see properties that are not immediately accessible to observation
in adult systems, thus allowing us to identify and explore neglected
areas of the grammatical space defined by Universal Grammar.

It is not surprising that this growth of interest coincided with the
consolidation of the principles and parameters models of UG in the
mid eighties. Parametric models introduced a theoretical language well
adapted for the comparisons of systems fundamentally cast in the same
mold, but diverging on some structurally well-defined points. On top of
making available certain technical tools for comparing languages, they
renewed an interest in and a taste for comparison by showing that not
only language invariance but also language variation was amenable to
rigorous, theory-guided study. It was only natural to try these models
out on development, another domain showing limited variation within
fundamental boundaries of uniformity. The same methodology used for
the comparison of adult languages was successfully extended to devel-
oping systems. It proved useful to extend the ordinary tools of adult




