The semantic and aspectual properties of child L2 root infinitives”

Philippe Prévost

Introduction

One of the objectives of investigating child second language acquisition (SLA) isto find out to
what extent it issimilar to first language (L 1) acquisition. Assuming that L1 acquisition is guided
by principles of Universal Grammar (UG), it is often thought that second language (L 2)
acquisition by children is of the same nature, as it seems so easy for young learnersto acquire a
foreign language (Johnson and Newport, 1989; Bley-Vroman, 1990). However, the question of
whether UG is accessible to L2 learnersis debated mostly in the case of adults, who seem to
strugglein the learning process. There exists little research on the exact nature of interlanguage
grammars developed by children (see Hilles, 1991, Lakshmanan, 1991; Schwartz, 1992). It isthis
gap in the literature that the present paper wishes to address. The focusis on the nature of root
infinitives (RIs) produced by children learning an L2, namely root declarative clauses whose main
verb is either apast participle or an infinitive, whereas afinite form is required in the target
language (such as papa partir 'daddy leave-INF' instead of papa part ‘daddy isleaving'). Previous
research suggests that there exists a period, starting in the early phases of acquisition, during
which RIs are produced by child learners (Prévost, 2003; Prévost, 1997; Prévost & White, 1999).
Evidence comes mainly from early L2 French and L2 German data. Research has crystallised over
the issues of finiteness and the underlying structure of RIs. Are such clauses finite or nonfinite?
Do they involve the projection of functiona categories, and if so, what are the properties of these
categories?

Two main hypotheses have been put forward to account for the Rl phenomenon in child L2
acquisition: the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis (M SIH) and the Truncation Hypothesis

(TH). According to the former, RIs, while superficialy nonfinite, arein fact finite (Haznedar and
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Schwartz, 1997). The infinitival ending is used as a substitute for finite markers, presumably due
to mapping problems between syntax and morphology (Lardiere, 1998; 2000). Under this
approach, apparently nonfinite forms appear in finite positions (such as Infl). Onthe TH, RIsare
nonfinite. Functional categories, which are held to be part of initial grammars, are assumed not to
be systematically projected (Prévost 1997; Prévost and White 1999). When only VP is projected,
the resulting utteranceisan RI; if at least Infl is projected, afinite clause will be produced.
Evidence in favor of the TH has been found in early L2 French acquisition by Prévost (1997) and
Prévost and White (1999): when main verbs bear an infinitival marker, they seem to possess
nonfinite properties, contrary to what the MSIH predicts. Note that Belletti and Hamann (2000,
this volume) did not find evidence for RIsin longitudinal spontaneous L2 French data from two
children whose L 1s were Italian and German respectively. It might be the case that these children
are past the RI period.

In this paper, | present further argumentsin favor of the TH related to the types of
predicates (eventive vs noneventive) found in RIs and the modal interpretation of RIs. | argue that
if RIsdo not involve any functional category, they should only exhibit eventive predicates (which
can be interpreted contextually) and their temporal interpretation should be free (in contrast to finite
declaratives). | investigate these predictions in longitudinal data from two anglophone learners of
French.

It iswell known that RIs also occur in the early phases of L1 acquisition of several
languages, including Dutch, French, and German (Friedeman 1993/1994; Poeppel and Wexler,
1993; Pierce 1992; Wexler, 1994; Wijnen, 1998). The question therefore arises as to whether RIs
produced by L1 and child L2 learners are similar in nature. At first glance, it seemsthat RIsin
child L1 and L2 French have severa propertiesin common. First, when RIs occur, they are found
along with finite clauses. In other words, it is not the case that in either child L1 or L2 French,
children start by producing only nonfinite verb forms. In both learning contexts, finite and
nonfinite forms are observed, with the incidence of RIs decreasing over time. Second, nonfinite

verb forms seem to be truly nonfinite, in that they are found in nonfinite positions. For example,
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infinitival verbs never precede negation; they alwaysfollow it. They are aso never used with
subject clitics; and if they are found with a subject pronoun, the pronoun is a so-called strong
pronoun, such as moi 'me' or toi 'you', which presumably bears (non-nominative) default case.1
In short, the occurrence of nonfinite formsin early child L1 and L2 French seemsto be
structurally determined.

Despite these similarities, further investigation is required in order to establish whether RIs
are of the same nature in the two learning contexts. In particular, researchin early L1 acquisition
of languages which possess overt infinitival morphology reports a double correlation between
finiteness and verb type, and between finiteness and modality. It seems that verbs expressing an
event, such as marcher (‘walk’), arelikely to be found in the nonfinite form, in contrast to state
verbs such as éire (‘be’) or rester (‘stay’) which are always finite. Thisis observed, for instance,
in L1 French (Ferdinand, 1996) and L1 Dutch (Wijnen, 1998); for an overview, see Hoekstra and
Hyams (1998). These studies a so report that the vast majority of RIs produced by children bear a
modal interpretation, e.g. deontic or boulemaic, in contrast to finite declaratives which tend to
receive apresent or past temporal reading. Hence, an RI such as papa partir islikely to convey a
boulemaic meaning (i.e. 'daddy wants to leave'), while papa part would be an observation that
‘daddy isleaving'. Curioudly, the existence of such correlations has not been examined in child
SLA, except in L2 English where no relation between finiteness and verb-type is reported
(Gavruseva, 2000). Note that no such relation is observed in L1 English either, which, according
to Hoekstra and Hyams (1998), is due to the fact that English lacks overt infinitival morphology.
Indeed, uninflected forms such as | walk are ambiguoudly finite or nonfinitein English. Itis
therefore necessary to investigate the relation between finiteness and modality/verb typein L2
acquisition of alanguage which possesses a phonetically distinct infinitival marker, such as

French.

1. Semantic and aspectual properties of RIsin L1 acquisition
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In L1 acquisition, it iswidely reported that RIs produced by children involve event-denoting
predicates and bear amodal interpretation. According to Vendler (1967), event-dencting predicates
have interna time structure: they can either refer to a homogenous process going on for some time
(even indefinitely) with no overt or inherent culmination point, such as cry, or denote an event
with a culmination point after which the event no longer takes place. In the latter case, the process
leading up to that point can either go on for some time, such as burn out, or it can be
instantaneous, such asfind. The three types of event-denoting predicates described above are
usualy referred to as activity, accomplishment and achievement verbs respectively. By contrast,
non-eventive (or stative) verbs are not associated with any temporal structure. It isdifficult to
imagine a beginning or an end point to what it isthey denote. In John loves Mary, the speaker
does not focus on the time frame surrounding the feeling John has for Mary; rather, something is
said about a property of John.2 Non-eventive verbs include be and have, verbs describing an
internal state, such aswant, know and love, verbs expressing a capacity or a necessity, such as
can and must and auxiliary verbs (e.g. auxiliary have and be).

Investigating longitudinal production data from four children learning L1 French,
Ferdinand (1996) found a significant contingency between finiteness and predicate typein the
initial stages of acquisition, with nonfinite verbs being overwhelmingly eventive.3 Indeed, verbs
such as couper (‘cut’), faire ('do"), ouvrir (‘open’), and donner (‘give’) only appear as nonfinite
verbsin the earliest files (in two of the children's corpora). In contrast, verbs such as ére ('be’)
and avoir (‘have’) only appear in the finite form, as can be seen in (1).4 In addition, the verb aller
(‘'go") isfound exclusively in the nonfinite form when used as a main (event-denoting) verb (2a),
and in the finite form when used as an inchoative auxiliary (2b). At the next stage, finite verbs are
split between event-denoting and non-eventive predicates, but nonfinite verbs continue to be
exclusively eventive.

1 a est froidle camion (Philippe: 2;2;0)

is cold thetruck

412



b. a bobo fesse Nathaie (Nathalie: 2;0.1)
have-3S booboo bottom N.
2 a moi aller  dehors (Danid: 1;10;2)
me go-INF outside
b. manger on va manger (Danid: 1:10;2)
est-INF we go:3S:INCHO eat-INF
Wijnen (1998) observed a similar correlation between finiteness and verb-type in early L1 Dutch.
Out of 1883 RIsfound in the production corpora of four children, 1790 (95%) were eventive.®
They all involved lexical verbs. In contrast, the 699 finite verbs found in the same corpus were
evenly split between eventive and non-eventive. Importantly, these were all lexical finite verbs, as
modals and the copula were | eft out of the statistics, which allows direct comparisons with the
resultsin non-finite root declaratives. Also working on L1 Dutch, Jordens (1990) noticed that
stative verbs only occurred in the finite form. Finally, it has been observed in bilingual
French/German acquisition (Meisel 1985), aswell asin L1 Dutch (DeHann, 1986), that in the
early stagesthe only finite verbs are modals, auxiliaries and the copulas, namely non-eventive
verbs.

The other correlation widely reported in L1 acquisition isthat RIs tend to have a modal
interpretation, in contrast to finite declaratives. Ferdinand (1996) argues that most of the RIs she
observed in L1 French had amodal interpretation, although she does not give precise figures and
explicit examples. Wijnen (1998) reports that 86% (1625/1883) of the RIs he found in L1 Dutch
had a future/modal interpretation (as shown in (3)), compared to only 21/699 finite verbs (3%).
The vast mgjority of finite lexical verbswere found to bear a present temporal interpretation
(657/699).

B a Eerst kaartje kopen!

first ticket buy-INF
'We must first buy aticket'

b. Niekje buiten spelen
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Niek outside play-INF

‘Niek wants to play outside’
Modal reference of RIs has aso been observed in L1 Swedish (Plunkett and Strémavist, 1990)
and L1 German (Ingram and Thompson, 1996).

In order to handle the distribution of verb-typesin finite and nonfinite declaratives, Wijnen
(1998) proposes that the temporal reference of nonfinite eventive verbs can be inferred deictically,
in contrast to non-eventive predicates. As mentioned earlier, eventive verbs inherently refer to the
time axis, since they denote the onset of an event, its duration, or its end point. Following Kratzer
(1989) and Zwarts (1992), Wijnen proposes that eventive verbs select an event argument, which
takes the form of an event variable ranging over possible events in the semantic representation.
Thisvariableisrelated to Tense, or in Higginbotham's (1985) terms, theta-bound by Tense. When
Tenseis part of the representation, the event argument isinterpreted via binding to Tense.
However, when T is absent from the representation, the event argument can be interpreted
contextually, which in turn means that the relation between the event time and the utterance timeis
free (Wijnen, 1998: 388). In contrast, non-eventive predicates do not select an event argument.
Therefore, the temporal reference of these verbs cannot be interpreted deictically. In other words,
non-eventive verbs need Tensein order to be referentially bound. If the representation of RIs lacks
Tensg, it follows that these verbs cannot appear in such sentences. In addition to providing an
account of the contingency between finiteness and verb-typein child L1 acquisition, this approach
can aso explain why adults RIs always exhibit eventive predicates, never noneventive ones, as
illustrated by the following examples of French jussives.
4 a Ne pasfumer!
NEG not smoke-INF
'no smoking'
b. *Ne pasamer!
NEG not love-INF

'no loving'
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Asfor the fact that alarge proportion of RIsreceive afuture/modal interpretation, severa
scholars point to the [irrealis] property of overt infinitival markers (Hyams, 2001; Wijnen, 1998).
Another proposal isthat RIsinvolve anull modal with aspectual properties (Boser et al, 1992,
Ferdinand, 1996). The null element, which appears under Infl, would select a nonfinite predicate.

Note that under this approach, all RIs are considered to be finite.

2. Rlsin early child SLA

Asin L1 acquisition, children learning a second language have been found to produce main
declarative clauses with the main verb bearing an infinitival marker or no inflection at al. Studies
on early L2 French and L2 German suggest that the nonfinite verbs of RIs have nonfinite
properties. Longitudinal production data were examined from three English-speaking children,
two of them learners of L2 French (Prévost, 1997; Prévost and White, 1999) and one |learner of
L2 German (Prévost, 2003). In each case, RIs were found to occur during a specific period
starting in the earliest recording sessions and to decline sharply thereafter. There is evidence that
the verb in RIsiswithin VP, which suggests that it is nonfinite. For instance, when used in
negative contexts, infinitival verbs systematically appear after negation. This contrasts with
inflected verbs, which are systematically positioned prior to negation. Moreover, infinitival verbs
are amost never used with aclitic subject, in contrast to what is observed with inflected verbs.
Such results support the Truncation Hypothesi s according to which the occurrence of nonfinite
formsis structurally determined. Under this approach, Rizzi’ s (1994) Root Principle, whereby
root clauses are CPs, does not operate in initial child interlanguage grammars. This means that the
root of main declarative clauses may vary: it can be CP, but aso IPor VP. When only VPis
projected, the resulting utteranceisan RI; if at least Infl is projected, afinite clause will be
produced. The resultsfail to confirm the aternative Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis

according to which morphological errors are due to mapping problems between syntax and
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morphology, and not to the kind of structure being projected. Hence, under MSIH, infinitival
main verbs should be found in finite positions, i.e. in CPs, above negation or accompanied by a
clitic subjects, contrary to facts. Additional results reported by Prévost (2001) confirm that
infinitival verbs and past participles are indeed nonfinite in child L2 French grammars: they are
restricted to nonfinite positions such as following another verb (e.g. an auxiliary or amodal) or a
preposition.

Although the findings seem to be straightforward, there remains one particular question
which remain unexplored in L2 acquisition of French and German, i.e. the relationship between
finiteness and verb-type/modality. If previous analyses of child L2 French data are correct, further

support in favor of the TH should be obtained.

3. Predictions

The following predictions are based on the incidence of lexical verbsin finite and nonfinite
declaratives. Non-lexical verbs (such as modals and the copul@) will only be briefly discussed in
the results section. Previous research reports that such verbs occur solely in the finite formin child
L2 and French German (Prévost, 2003; Prévost, 1997; Prévost and White, 1999). However, there
appears to be a potential confound introduced by non-lexical formsin the investigation of modality
and verb-typesin finite and nonfinite declaratives, given the fact that they are extremely frequent in
the input and that they overwhelmingly occur in the finite form. Therefore, the most reliable data
for isolating the purely semantic effect of eventiveness would be found in the comparison of
eventive vs. non-eventive lexical main verbs. Such an approach is also adopted by Wijnen (1998)
for child L1 Dutch. Note that the distinction between lexical and non-lexical verbsis not discussed
by Ferdinand (1996) in child L1 French, as al the examples of non-eventive predicates she quotes
in her study are non-lexical.

Under the TH, the underlying representation of RIslacks functional categories, including
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Tense. Thereforeit is expected that only eventive predicates, and not noneventive ones, will
appear in nonfinite declaratives. In contrast, non-eventive verbs should be restricted to finite
declaratives. Note that according to this prediction al non-lexical verbs, which are non-eventive,
should apear in the finite form. A further prediction isthat the interpretation of RIs should be free:
they should refer to present, past or future events. Moreover, there should be a contingency
between finiteness and modality on the TH. Since RIs are considered to be nonfinite, we should
observe a high incidence of future/modal interpretation in such a context, dueto the [irrealis]
property of the infinitival morphology.®

Under the MSIH, Tenseis part of the representation of RIs. Hence, al verb types should
be observed in such declaratives, including eventive and non-eventive predicates. Furthermore,
there should be no contingency between modality and finiteness, since al verbs are considered to
be equally finite. Hence, finite and nonfinite predicates should receive similar interpretations.
Should predicates be found to bear amodal reading, the incidence of this interpretation should be
similar in both finite and nonfinite declaratives.

Under the null auxiliary hypothesis (NAH), finite declaratives and RIs are equally finite
and their structures involve functional categories. Following Boser et a (1992), | assume that null
modal/auxiliaries need to be identified by the subject occupying the specifier of the root of the
clause. It can take the form of a DP or a subject-wh word (such as qui ‘'whao'). Hence, if
(nominative) subject DPs and subject-questions are used, they should be found together with finite
and nonfinite verbs (e.g. qui partir? ‘who leave-INF’). In contrast, strong pronoun subjects, such
asmoi ‘me’ (which presumably bear non-nominative default case), should not occur in either
context. Finally, the subject of RIsis expected to be systematically overt, asit needs to identify the
null auxiliary. Thus, null subjects are not expected to be found in RIs. Asfor modality, the NAH
clearly predicts that there should be a contingency between finiteness and modality, since RIs, but

not finite declaratives, are held to involve anull modal.
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4. The study

Spontaneous production data from two English-speaking children learning French, Greg and
Kenny, were analysed (Lightbown 1977). First exposure to French occurred at age 4,9 for Kenny
and age 4;5 for Greg. They werefirst interviewed when they were attending an immersion
program at a kindergarten in Montreal (they had previously been enrolled in abilingual nursery
program). They then attended a regular French kindergarten. At the time of the first recording,
Kenny was 5;4 and Greg was 5;8. Neither child spoke much during the first interview (which is
not considered in the present study). They were then recorded, either separately or together, once a
month on average for about 28 months. In al, Kenny was interviewed 20 times, and Greg 13
times. During each recording session, the interviewer and the child played games designed to elicit
interaction. Each session followed the same format.

In previous research, Prévost (1997) and Prévost and White (1999) reported that both
children produced RIs for roughly the first 18 months covered by the interviews. In addition, main
infinitival verbs were argued to be aways nonfinite (see section 2 above).

The present study isrestricted to the first 18 months of acquisition. Only non-interrogative
main clauses were considered. In order to decide about the modal and temporal reading of aroot
declarative, | looked at the discourse and situational context in which the sentence was produced.
In so doing, | took into consideration the previous two or three interventions of the child and the
interviewer, aswell astheir next two or three utterances. Situational comments, which
occasionally appear in the transcriptions, were also taken into account. In some cases, the context
was not helpful enough for me to reach afirm conclusion about modality or temporality. In the
following tables, | report such casesin a column labeled Doubt. As for predicate-types, |
considered the semantics of the verb, aswell asits arguments and the tense of the clause. It is
well-known that the same predicate can have different aspectual interpretations depending on its
arguments. For instance, lire'to read' refersto an activity injelisais’l was reading’, but to an

achievementinj'ai lulelivre’l read the book'. In the present tense il construit une maison 'he's
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building a house' refersto an activity, while its past counterpart il a construit une maison 'he built
ahouse' can be considered an achievement. Note that in all cases, the resulting interpretation falls

within the genera class of eventive predicates.

5. Results

5.1. Finiteness and verb-type

According to the TH, there should be a contingency between finiteness and eventivity, such that
non-eventive predicates should not appear in RIs. Thisis not expected under the MSIH which
predicts that infinitival non-eventive forms should be found. Tables 1 and 2 report the occurrence
of eventive and non-eventive predicates in the children's finite and nonfinite root declaratives.
Both eventive and non-eventive verbs were used by the two children throughout the first 18
months of acquisition. As can be seenin Table 1, al of Kenny's RIs exhibit event-denoting
predicates. Moreover, it is not the case that only afew verbs are used in RIs; rather, avariety of
verbs are observed, such as monter 'climb’ at month 2, serrer ‘tighten’, manger 'eat’, visiter
'visit' and sauter 'jump’ at month 3, and jouer 'play’, ouvrir ‘open’, aler 'go’ and défaire 'undo’
at month 5. Examples of RIsare givenin (5).
B a une fille monter (Kenny, month 2)
a girl climb-INF
b. mafermevigter  toi (Kenny, month 3)
my farm visit-INF you
C. moi prendre uneca (Kenny, month 8)
metake-INFa that
d. moi jouer  avecle train auss (Kenny, month 11)

me play-INF with the train too
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Table 1 also reports the findings on finite lexical verbs. Only ssimple forms are considered,
so asto allow for direct comparisons with RIs, since only ssmple lexical verbs are used in such
sentences. What is striking with respect to finite smple predicates is that some of them are non-
eventive (34%), in contrast to what is observed in RIs. In fact, Kenny's non-eventive predicates
are restricted to finite declaratives, whereas his eventive verbs are evenly split between finite and
non-finite contexts. Out of the 143 eventive predicates found in root declaratives, 70 (49%) appear
in finite utterances and 73 (51%) are in RIs. It isimportant to point out that a variety of non-
eventive predicates were used, such as savoir 'know' (month 2), rester 'stay’ (month 5), avoir
‘have’ (month 7), and connaitre 'know' (month 14). Examples of eventive and non-eventive finite
verbsare givenin (6) and (7). Thisfirst set of results confirms the predictions of the TH,

according to which Tense is absent from the representation of RIs.

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

6 a mon papa vient mai son (Kenny, month 1)
my dad come-1/2/3S home
b. aide papa apres (Kenny, month 1)
(1) help-1/2/3S dad later
(7 a moi sais[: heu] inanglaisbut pasde francais (Kenny, month 2)
me know-1/2/3Sin English but not any French
b. elea sx et ca (Kenny, month 9)
she have-1/2/3S six and this
It should be noted that finite lexical non-eventive predicates are observed quite early in
Kenny's corpus. Although they are relatively few until month 4, their number increases thereafter,
their ratio with respect to the total of Iexical verbs fluctuating between 39% and 75% until month
18. It istherefore impossible to isolate a period during which finite declaratives only involve

eventive predicates.
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Similar tendencies are found in Greg's data. There too a significant contingency between
finiteness and predicate-type obtains (X2 = 51.713, p<.0001). Almost all of Greg's Rls contain
event-denoting predicates (Table 2), with alarge variety of verbs being observed, such asjouer
‘play’ and mettre 'put’ at months 5 and 9.5, aller 'go’ at month 9.5, and colorer ‘colour’, écrire
'write' and manger 'eat’ at month 10. Aswith Kenny, only lexical verbs were found in Greg's

RIs (see the examplesin (8)). The only instance of anon-eventive predicate used inaRl is

presented in (9).
B a moi jouer  avec le train (Greg, month 5)
me play-INF with thetrain
b. justele mettre comme ¢a (Greg, month 5)
just it:ACC put-INF like  this
C. moi colorer ca (Greg, month 10)
me colour-INF this
d. moi couper |a (Greg, month 14)
me cut-INF there
(99 (je/on) laisser commeca ou comme ¢a (Greg, month 9.5)

(I/one) let-INFlike thisor like this

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

When considering smple lexical finite predicates, we observe that they are almost evenly
split between eventive and non-eventive verbs. Thisisillustrated in (10) and (11). In all, 78/134
(58.2%) eventive verbs produced by Greg occur in finite roots, in comparison to 99/100 (99%)
non-eventive predicates. As with Kenny, the fact that non-eventive predicates amost never appear
in RIs, even in the earliest stages, confirms the predictions of the TH. Note again that a variety of
non-eventive predicates were produced, such aslaisser 'leave’ and savoir 'know' (month 5),

aimer 'love' and avoir 'have’ (month 9.5), manquer ‘'miss’ (month 10), rester 'stay' (month 14),
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connaitre 'know' (month 15), and penser 'think' and croire 'believe’ (month 18). Finally, thereis

no period during which either eventive or non-eventive lexical verbs are found exclusively in

Greg'sfinite clauses.
(10) a onle laisse comme ¢a
weit:ACC leave-1/2/3Slike  this
b. il manque uneroueici
itmiss-1/2/3Sa tire here
C. moi j'al deux fermes
me | have-1/2/3Stwo farms
1) a le bébéyva la
the baby it go-1/2/3S there
b. moi je joue avec une...
me | play-1/2/3Swith a
C. moi prends auss

me take-1/2/3S too

(Greg, month 5)

(Greg, month 10)

(Greg, month 11)

(Greg, month 5)

(Greg, month 5)

(Greg, month 15)

To summarise, it was found that amost all RIsin the data display event-denoting

predicates, in contrast to finite declaratives which contain non-eventive verbs. Indeed, such verbs

are restricted to finite declaratives. This conforms to the predictions of the TH. Since non-eventive

predicates need Tensein order to receive temporal reference, it was expected that they should not

appear in RIsif functional categories are not projected. The observed contingency between

finiteness and predicate-type is not predicted by the MSIH, according to which RIs are finite and

involve Tense. The contingency isaso similar to what is observed in child L1 French and Dutch,

whereby event-denoting predicates are largely found in RIs, and non-eventive predicates appear in

finite clauses.

5.2. Finiteness and modality
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Recall that under the TH, the reference of RIs should be free, since T is absent from their
representation. Moreover, since RIs are considered nonfinite, alarge percentage should have a
modal interpretation due to the [irrealis] property of theinfinitival marker. Thisis not predicted by
the MSIH, since finite declaratives and RIs are both considered to be finite. Table 3 reportsthe
findings on the modal interpretation of Kenny's nonfinite and finite declaratives, while results on
Greg's utterances are reported in Table 4. In Kenny's data, a strongly significant contingency is
observed between finiteness and modality (X2 = 89.484, p<0.0001). As can be seenin Table 3,
most of his RIs have afuture/modal interpretation (which is often boulemaic), which is not the
case for verbs appearing in finite declaratives. Thisis compatible with the TH, but not with the
MSIH. Examples of RIswith amodal reading are given in (12).
12 a inchoative interpretation
Interviewer: onva mettre |la maman auss dans!' étable?
we go:1/2/3S:INCHO put-INF the mommy also in the stable
Kenny: oui serrer# le farme (Kenny, month 3)
yestight-INF the farm
b. deontic interpretation
Kenny: non paspasdéfaire ca (Kenny, month 8)
no not not undo-INF this
Interviewer: tu veux pasque jel’ défasse?
you want-1/2/3S not that | it: ACC undo-1/2/3S:SUBJ
C. boulemaic interpretation
Interviewer: ca saute hein ca des kangourous?

this jump-1/2/3S hmm this some kangoroos

Kenny: nonjouer  ca (Kenny, month 8)
no play-INF this
Interviewer: tu veux pasjouer a ca?

you want-1/2/3S not play-INF at this

423



d. capacity interpretation

Interviewer: veux quejel’ attache?
want-1/2/3Sthat | it: ACC tietup-1/2/3S:SUBJ

Kenny: pour moi pasfaire. (Kenny, month 11)
for me not do-INF

Interviewer: nontu peux pas hein?

no you can-1/2/3S not hmm

INSERT TABLE 3ABOUT HERE

Thissaid, it is not the case that all the RIs produced by Kenny have amodal interpretation:
as many as 35% have a present or past reading, which essentially suggests that the interpretation
of RIsisfree. Thisisillustrated in (13). Importantly, no developmental trend can be observed in
the interpretation of Kenny's RIs: both modal and non-modal readings are found from the outset.

13) a present

I Interviewer: maisc'est quoi ca Kenny?
but itis what thisK.
Kenny: une fille monter. (Kenny, month 1)
a girl climb-INF
Interviewer: c'est quelqu'unqui monte ici  oui.
itis someone who climb-3S here yes
ii. Interviewer: ca C'estle garage.
thatitis the garage
Kenny: moi jouer le train. (Kenny, month 10)
me play-INF thetrain
Interviewer: toi tu joues avecle train?

you you play-2S with the train

424



Kenny: oui.

YES

I Interviewer: oui y avait pasmangéce matin?
yes he had not eaten  thismorning
Kenny: non | didn't.
Kenny: moi pas manger aujourd’hui. (Kenny, month 7)
me not eat-INF today
ii. Kenny: tous les bébés gagner. (Kenny, month 8)
al thebabieswin-INF
Interviewer: touslesbébés ont gagné?
al thebabieshavewon
Kenny: oui.
yes
The results on modality in finite root declaratives are opposed to thosein RIs. Closeto
90% (86/96) simple lexical verbs have a present or past interpretation (see examplesin (14)). Such
adistribution isfound in amost all the files examined. Only 10/96 (10.4%) finite verbs have a
modal/future reading (15).
14 a y tombe (Kenny, month 4)
it fall-1/2/3S (=isfalling)
b. non, il pleut (Kenny, month 8)
no itrain-1/2/3S (=israning)
(15) inchoative interpretation
Kenny: aide papa apres (Kenny, month 1)
() help-1/2/3Sdad  later
Kenny: Daddy I'm gonna help after ok.

The findings on Greg are once again similar to what is observed in Kenny's data (Table 4).
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Firgt, thereisasignificant contingency between finiteness and modality (X2 = 143.261,
p<0.0001). The mgjority of Greg's RIs have amodal interpretation (37/48 = 77%), compared to
only 6% (11/177) of hisfinite declaratives.

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Again, the results go in the direction of atruncation account. Examples of modal interpretation of
Greg's RIs are given below.
(16) a boulemaic interpretation
I Greg: Moi je pas jouer avec ca. (Greg, month 5)
me | not play-INF with this
Interviewer: tu veux  pasjouer  avec ¢a?

you want-2S not play-INF with this

Greg: non pas maintenant.
no not now
ii. Greg: moi écrire  aussl. (Greg, month 10)

me write-INF too

Interviewer: toi aussitu veux  écrire?
youtoo youwant-2Swrite-INF

Greg: oui.
yes

b. deontic interpretation
I Interviewer: veux- tu quej' essaie?

want-2S you that | try-1S:SUBJ

Greg: oh justele mettre commeca. (G, mb)
oh just it:ACC put-INF like  this

ii. Greg: toi prendre. (Greg, month 14)
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you take-INF
Interviewer: tu peux prendre la dent.
you can-2S take-INF the tooth
C. inchoative interpretation
Greg: moi chercher nautre cheval.  (Greg, month 11)
me look+for-INF another horse
Interviewer: oui Situ  veux.
yesif you want-2S
Note that 23% (11/48) Greg's RIs have a (past or present) temporal reading (over 30% in half the
files considered). Examples are given in (17). Aswith Kenny, a clear-cut developmental patternis
difficult to establish: athough all 6 RIs produced by Greg at month 5 have a clear modal reading,
the dominance of the modal interpretation is short-lived.
a7 a present
Interviewer: quest-cequetu fais la Greg?
what you do-2S here G.
Greg: enlever les dents. (Greg, month 14)
remove-INF the teeth
Interviewer: tu lui enleves  lesdents?

you him remove-2S the teeth

I Interviewer: oh ysaute le singe.

oh it jump-3S the monkey

Greg: lancer. (Greg, month 15)
throw-INF
Interviewer: tu I as lancé?

you it:ACC have-2S thrown
ii. Greg: trouver le auto. (Greg, month 18)
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find-INF the car
Interviewer: t' as trouvé des autos?
you have-2S found some cars
Next, over 90% (166/177) simple lexical forms produced by Greg have a present or past
interpretation, which is akin to Kenny's corpus. This overwhelming trend is observed in all files.
Examplesarein (18). In (19), | give an example of afinite declarative with amodal interpretation.
(18) a le monsieur va la (Greg, month 5)
themister  go-1/2/3Sthere
b. le lionmange lesgirafes (Greg, month 11)
thelion eat-1/2/3S the girafes
(19) Greg: moi jejoue avec unel' autre (Greg, month 10)
me | play-1/2/3Swith a the other
Interviewer:  une auto?
a car
Comment:  Greg takes out farm animals from a box
To summarise, most RIs have amodal reading, compared to just around 10% in the case of
finite verbs predicates. The latter almost always receive atemporal interpretation. This conformsto
the predictions of the TH which holds that RIs contain truly nonfinite verbs displaying the
[irrealis] infinitival morpholoy. The results are not compatible with the MSIH according to which a
difference between finite and nonfinite declaratives in terms of future/modal and present/past
interpretation is not expected. These results are similar to what isreported in L1 Dutch (Wijnen,

1998).

5.3. DP and strong pronoun subjectsin root declaratives

If RIsinvolve null modals, as suggested by Ferdinand (1996) for child L1 French, then similar

subjects should occur in finite declaratives and in RIs (given that both clause types are considered
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to involve functional categories). In particular, if DP subjects are used, they should be found in
both clauses. In contrast, strong pronouns, which bear non-nominative case, should be excluded
from both contexts. Finally, null subjects should be excluded from RIs since the null auxiliary
needsto be identified by an overt subject. The distribution of subjectsin finite and nonfinite
declaratives produced by the two children is discussed in Prévost (1997) and Prévost and White
(1999). The overall results are summarized in Table 5. As can be seen, they contradict the
predictions of the NAH. First, there isasignificant contingency between the incidence of DP
subjects and clause type, such that DP subjects are severely restricted to finite declaratives (Kenny:
X2=12.736, p=.0004)7. Second, strong pronoun subjects are observed, contrary to what is
expected, and their incidence is significantly greater in RIsthan in finite root declaratives (Kenny:
X2=73.311, p<.0001; Greg: X2 =32.874, p<.0001). They account for 59.2% of the subjects
found in Kenny's RIs, and for 25.9% in Greg's. Note that in Kenny's data, as much as 15% of
finite declaratives (65/428) include a strong pronoun subject. However, amost half (31/65) of
these cases involve only two forms, namely moi est (‘'meis’) and moi fais ('me do'), which
suggests that the incidence of such subject pronounsis not productive in finite contexts (White,
1996). Finally, the incidence of subjectless RIsis quite high in both corpora. They account for
close to one third (39%) of Kenny's RIs, and over half (53.4%) of Greg's. Examples of DP
subjects in finite declaratives and strong pronoun subjectsin RIsare given in (20) and (21). Some

subjectless RIsare given in (22).

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

(20) a mon papa vient maison (Kenny, month 1)
my father come-1/2/3S home
b. le bébéva la (Greg, month 5)
the baby go-1/2/3S there
21) a toi aler a Greg's (Kenny, month 5)
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you go-INF to Greg's
b. moi jouer  avecle tran (Greg, month 9.5)
me play-INF with thetrain
(22) a jouer  dehockey (Kenny, month 9.5)
play-INF of hockey
b. manger lesoreilles (Greg, month 10)
eat-INF the ears
With respect to development, DP subjects appear in the earliest interviews and are
consistently used in finite declaratives by both children thereafter. Strong pronouns and null
subjects are used as subjects of RIsamost as soon as root infinitives are produced and they occur
in amost al interviews where Rls are found. These findings suggest that RIs do not involve null
auxiliaries are that their underlying representation does not include functional categories, contrary

to the NAH.

5.5. Verb-formsin subject questions

Another prediction of the null auxiliary analysis of RIsisthat both finite and infinitival main verbs
should be found in interrogatives questioning the subject. Thisis because the subject wh-word
(qui in French) can act as an identifier of the null modal/auxiliary in such clauses. Only 25 qui-
guestions were identified in Kenny's and Greg's data, as shown in Table 6. Kenny produced 15
gui-questions (mostly in month 14 and after), while 10 were found in Greg's data (mostly at
months 5 and 9.5). Asillustrated in Table 14, almost none of these questions exhibit a nonfinite
verb; examples are given in (23) and (24). The only instances of nonfinite qui-questions occurring
in the dataare given in (25). This further disconfirms the null modal approach for RIsin child
SLA.

(24) a qui estla? (Kenny, month 7)

who is there
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b. qui a fait ca? (Kenny, month 10)
who have-1/2/3S done this
(25 a qui va ici? (Greg, month 11)
who go-1/2/3S here
b. qui met ca la? (Greg, month 12)
who put-1/2/3S this there

(26) a qui faire? (Kenny, month 14)
who do-INF
b. qui gagner ¢a? (Kenny, month 18)

who win-INF this

6. Discussion and conclusion

In this paper, | looked at the types of verbsthat occur in RIs produced by children learning L2
French, as well as the temporal and modal interpretation of such utterances. Two strong
contingencies were observed: first, non-eventive predicates are restricted to finite declaratives,
whereas eventive predicates can occur in either finite declaratives or in RIs. Second, the mgjority
of RIs have afuture/modal interpretation, against about 10% for finite declaratives. Instead, the
overhelming majority of finite declaratives receive a present or past reading. These results are
compatible with the Truncation view which holds that RIs are VPs underlyingly, i.e. they do not
involve functional categories. In particular, the absence of T in the structure of RIs prevents the
occurrence of non-eventive predicates in such clauses since these verbsneed T in order to receive a
referential interpretation. Such is not the case of eventive predicates which do not need T in order
to be interpreted. Rather, their interpretation can take place viadiscourse. In addition, the fact that
infinitival verbsin RIs are truly nonfinite means that the infinitival marker is associated with the

[+irrealis] feature, which explains why most RIs have a future/modal reading. The two
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contingencies identified above are not compatible with the MSIH. First, if T was present in the
underlying structure of RIs, as contended by this approach, then non-eventive predicates should
also appear in such clauses, contrary to facts. Second, the MSHI holds that the infinitival marker
in RIsis used as a substitute for finite markers. Hence, it is not associated with the [+irrealis]
property. Thisin turn predicts that there should not be any difference between finite predicates and
infinitival predicates (in RIs) asfar as future/modal interpretation is concerned. Thispredictionis
not met.

| aso tested the null auxiliary approach to RIs according to which RIsinvolve anull
auxiliary or modal in afunctional projection. All the predictions based on this hypothesis were
disconfirmed. In particular, there is a significant contingency between subject types and finiteness,
such that DP-subjects and qui-subjects are restricted to finite contexts. Thisis not expected if finite
and (apparently) nonfinite clauses involve functional categories. Moreover strong pronouns were
found to appear to alarge extent in RIs, which is unexpected given that these elements are
associated with default (non-nominative) case. Finally, alarge number of subjectless RIswere
observed, which is unexpected under the NAH, since the null auxiliary must be identified by an
overt subject.

All these results point to the same direction: the structure of RIsin early child French do
not seem include functional categories. Instead, they have truly nonfinite properties, which grants
support for the Truncation Hypothesis.

The properties of RIsin child L2 mirror the properties of RIs produced by children
learning an L1 with overt infinitival morphology. In particular, it fitsin well with data reported by
Wijnen (1998) on L1 Dutch. In both cases, then, it can be argued that RIs lack functional
categories. It should be reminded that the two children investigated in the present paper were
beyond the RI period in their L1. Thus, it cannot be argued that we are dealing here with a context
of bilingual acquisition; instead, the learning situation is a clear case of L2 acquisition. In her
investigation of the early acquisition of L1 French, Ferdinand (1996) reports no initial overlap

between finite and nonfinite verb types: finite verbs are all non-eventive, and main infinitival verbs
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are al event-denoting. At the next stage (stage I1), while finite verbs may be either eventive or
non-eventive, al nonfinite verbs are still eventive. Thisis not what is observed in the L2 data that |
investigated. (Note that her results also differ from what is reported by Wijnen (1998) for L1
Dutch.) In particular, eventive predicates were found to occur in finite root declaratives produced
by Greg and Kenny, aswell asin RIs. This pattern repeats itself in practicaly all thefiles
examined. It could be argued that Greg and Kenny were already at alater stage of development
when data collection began, one at which nonfinite predicates are solely eventive while finite main
forms may either be eventive or non-eventive (which would correspond to Ferdinand's stage 1 in
child L1 French). This could indeed be the case for Greg, whose first interview considered here
took place 5 months after he started kindergarten. However, this does not seem to apply to Kenny,
who was recorded |ess than a month after starting kindergarten. In contrast to Greg, whose data
contain utterances exhibiting verbs at the onset, Kenny almost used no verbs during his very first
recording sessions. In his case, then, the data collected seem to truly reflect the earliest stages of
acquisition. The difference between what isreported in L1 and L2 child French might come from
the L1 data themselves and the methodology used by Ferdinand. There does not seem to be any
non-eventive lexical predicatesin the data she looked at, contrary to what was observed here. This
probably forced her to mix lexical (eventive) verbs and non-lexical verbsin her research, a strategy
that | carefully avoided. In any case, her analysis partly rests on the assumption that RIsinvolve
null auxiliaries or modals, which cannot be maintained in child L2 French, as we have seen. She
also claimsthat the fact that non-eventive verbs do not appear in Rls stems from the incapacity, on
the part of children, to relate (null) modals with state verbs. A similar ideais presented by
Hoekstra and Hyams (1998) who argue that young children below 3 years of age do not have yet
knowledge of epistemic modality. Since Rls are held to express modality, only event-denoting
verbs can be found in such clauses. It seems reasonable to assume that children learning an L2
have knowledge of stative verbs and episdemic modality, and that they are able to use non-
eventive verbs as complements of auxiliaries and modals. Kenny and Greg did not produce many

modal verbs followed by another verb in root declaratives. Only 16 such sequences are found in
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Kenny's corpus, while 29 occur in Greg's speech. In most cases, the verb following the modal is
an eventive predicate, such asjouer 'play’, faire 'do’ and donner 'give’. Thisisillustrated in (27)
and (28). Only 3 non-eventive verbs were found to follow a modal (29).

(27) moi peux pas jouer aca (Kenny, month 7)

me can-1/2/3Snot play-INF at this

(28) a moi vais mettre le hibou hmm brun (Greg, month 10)
me go-1/2/3S put-INF the owl brown
b. peut fare ca outourner la (Greg, month 16)

(it) can-1/2/3S do-INF this or turn-INF there
(29) a dimanchetu vas étre ici (Kenny, month 7)
Sunday you go-1/2/3S be-INF here
b. va laisser commeca (Kenny, month 10)
go-1/2/3Sleave-INF like  this
C. je peux voir (Greg, month 16)
| can-1/2/3S see-INF
Although the results seem to mirror Ferdinand's approach, it must be emphasised that meaning
itself might play arolein the rare occurrence of non-eventive verbs asinfinitives following
modals, as pointed out by one anonymous reviewer. Indeed, how often, and in what
circumstances, would anyone, especially a child, say pouvoir étre ‘can be' and pouvoir penser
‘can think' in the context of an informal conversation? In the case at hand, the two children were
recorded as they were playing various games, and the vast mgjority of their utterances consisted in
describing ongoing actions. Note that this comment also applies to data obtained from children
learning their L1.
Another difference between the child L2 results obtained here and Ferdinand's (1996)
study has to do with the future/modal interpretation of RIs. Ferdinand reports no overlap between
the interpretaiton of Rls and finite declaratives: al RIs have amodal interpretation (including

boulemaic, deontic and future readings), whereas finite root declaratives all bear a present/past
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tense interpretation. The results of the present study differ to what is reported in L1 French since
some RIs (from 23% to 35%) have a present and past interpretation. Indeed, the results suggest
that the interpretation of child L2 RIsisfree.

Onefinal remark concerning Ferdinand (1996). She argues that RIs arise because specific
tense values (e.g. [£present]) areinitially underspecified in developing L1 grammars (although
tense itself is assumed to be represented abstractly). In other words, the Tense category and its [+
tense] features are held to beinitialy available, but specific tense values are not. Non-eventive
predicates, which lack an internal temporal structure, ‘can be [+tense] without being linked to a
specific part of thetime axis (Ferdinand, 1996: 88), which explains why they appear in the finite
form. In contrast, eventive predicates, which denote changes taking place in time, must be related
to a specific moment in time. Since [+present] features are otherwise held to beinitialy unavailable
in child grammars, it follows that eventive predicates cannot be [+tense]. Hence, these predicates
will remain nonfinite and appear in RIs. Further detail of how this analysis may play itself out
need not interest us at this point. The question one might want to ask is whether [+present]
features areinitially unavailable in child SLA aswéll. If this was indeed the case, then one should
expect random use of tense marking in the early phases of SLA. Since, according to thisview,
finite inflectional markers are not related to any particular tense value, feature checking cannot take
place. Hence, present markers may refer to past events and vice-versa. Alternatively, a default
tensed form may be used for all tense forms. | leave thisissue for further research.

The results obtained in this study makes interesting predictions asfar asadult SLA is
concerned. Previous research suggests that the RIs produced by adults are different in nature from
those used by children (Prévost, 1997; Prévost and White, 1999). In particular, adult RIs were
shown to involve functional categories and were best handled by the MSIH. If thisanalysisis
correct, then the predictions made by this hypothesis on the relations between finiteness and
modality on the one hand and between finiteness and predicate-type on the other hand should hold
in the context of adult SLA (see section 4). In particular, since Tense is considered part of the

representation of RIs both eventive and non-eventive predicates should be observed in such
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declaratives. Moreover, there should be no contingency between modality and finiteness, since all
verbs are considered to be equally finite. Hence, the incidence of present, past and future/modal

readings should be similar with finite and nonfinite predicates.
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1 See DeCat (this volume) for a different account of strong pronoun (apparent) subjectsin child L1
French.

2 Event-denoti ng predicates are often referred to as dynamic verbs, in contrast to stative verbs.

3 The children were Nathalie (age 1:9:3 - 2:3;2), Danidl (age 1;8;1 - 1;11;1), Grégoire (age 1;9;14)
and Philippe (age 2;1;19 - 2;6;27). The datafrom Nathalie and Daniel were collected by Lightbown
(1977). Grégoire's and Philippe's data are part of the CHILDES database (MacWhinney and
Snow, 1985).

4 Examples from Pierce (1992).

3 The children whose production data were analysed were Josse (age 2;0;7-2;6;22), Matthijs (age
1;11;10-2;8;5), Niek (age 2,7 - 3;2;13) and Peter (age 1,9;6 - 2;1;26). These data are from the
CHILDES database (MacWhinney and Snow, 1985).

6 It should be clear that this does not mean that RIs cannot refer to present or past events. As Rizzi
points out in hisorigina proposal, the interpretation of Rls should be free since the structure lacks
T. All | am saying hereisthat one should observe a high incidence of future/modal interpretation in
RIs, dueto the[irrealis] property of the infinitival morphology.

/A chi-square analysis could not be run on Greg's data because one of the cellsis equal to zero

(Greg did not produced any DP subjects in nonfinite clauses).
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Table 1: Eventive and non-eventive lexical verbsin Kenny's finite and nonfinite declaratives

Month Nonfinite declaratives Finite declaratives
+Ev. -Ev doubt Tota® %+Ev %-Ev | +Ev -Ev  doubt Totad® %+Ev %-Ev
0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 100 0
2 1 0 0 1 100 0 0 2 1 2 0 100
3 4 0 0 4 100 0 1 0 0 1 100 0
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 100 0
5 5 0 0 5 100 0 3 3 2 6 50 50
7 6 0 0 6 100 0 2 2 4 4 50 50
8 7 0 0 7 100 0 7 0 2 7 100 0
9 5 0 0 5 100 0 1 1 0 2 50 50
9.5 8 0 0 8 100 0 1 2 1 3 33.3 66.6
10 5 0 0 5 100 0 3 1 2 4 25 75
11 5 0 1 5 100 0 9 0 3 9 100 0
14 9 0 1 9 100 0 4 6 8 10 40 60
15 12 0 1 12 100 0 11 7 7 18 61.1 38.9
18 6 0 0 6 100 0 17 12 4 29 58.6 41.4
Total | 73 0 3 73 100 0 69 36 34 106 66 34

8pased on non-doubtful instances




Table 2: Eventive and non-eventive lexical verbsin Greg's finite and nonfinite declaratives

Month Nonfinite declaratives Finite declaratives
+Ev. -Ev doubt Totd® %+Ev %-Ev | +Ev -Ev  doubt Totad? %+Ev %-Ev
5 7 0 0 7 100 0 7 2 1 9 77.8 22.2
9.5 2 1 0 3 66.6 33.3 5 5 0 10 50 50
10 13 0 0 13 100 0 2 4 0 6 333 66.6
11 2 0 0 2 100 0 2 8 2 10 20 80
14 12 0 1 12 100 0 26 24 9 50 52 48
15 13 0 0 13 100 0 16 27 14 43 37.2 62.8
18 7 0 0 7 100 0 20 29 10 49 40.8 59.2
Total | 56 1 1 57 98.3 17 78 99 36 177 43.5 56.5

8pased on non-doubtful instances




Table 3: Interpretation of Kenny's ssimple lexical verbs

Month Nonfinite declaratives Finite declaratives
Past/ Future Doubt Tota@ %P/P  %F/M | Past/ Future Doubt Tota@ %P/P  %F/M
Present /Mod Present /Mod
05 |O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 4 75 25
2 1 0 0 1 100 0 2 0 1 2 100 0
3 1 2 1 3 333 66.7 0 1 0 1 0 100
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 100 0
5 1 3 1 4 25 75 6 0 2 6 100 0
7 4 2 0 6 66.7 333 3 1 4 4 75 25
8 3 3 1 6 50 50 7 0 2 7 100 0
9 0 5 0 5 0 100 1 1 0 2 50 50
95 |1 4 3 5 20 80 3 0 1 3 100 0
10 3 1 1 4 75 25 1 2 3 3 33.3 66.7
11 1 4 1 5 20 80 7 2 3 9 77.8 22.2
14 1 5 4 6 16.7 833 11 0 7 11 100 0
15 3 6 4 9 333 66.7 15 0 10 15 100 0
18 1 2 3 3 333 66.7 22 2 9 24 91.7 8.3
Total | 20 37 19 57 35.1 64.9 86 10 43 96 89.6 10.4

8pased on non-doubtful instances
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Table 4: Interpretation of Greg's finite root declaratives

Month Nonfinite declaratives Finite declaratives
Past/ Future Doubt Tota@ %P/P  %F/M | Past/ Future Doubt Tota@ %P/P  %F/M
Present  /Mod Present  /Mod
5 0 6 1 6 0 100 8 0 2 8 100 0
95 |1 2 0 3 333 66.7 | 10 0 0 10 100 0
10 2 10 1 12 16.7 833 | 5 1 0 6 83.3 16.7
11 1 1 0 2 50 50 9 1 2 10 90 10
14 1 9 3 10 10 90 49 4 6 53 92.5 7.5
15 3 7 3 10 30 70 35 2 20 37 94.6 54
18 3 2 2 5 60 40 50 3 6 53 94.3 5.7
Total | 11 37 10 43 22.9 77.1 166 11 36 177 93.8 6.2
@pased on non-doubtful instances
Table 5: Subject typesin finite and nonfinite root declaratives'
Learner Finiteness Tota DPs Strong Null
declaratives pronouns
Kenny +finite 428 115 (26.9%) 65 (15.4%) 87 (20.3%)
finite 76 6 (7.9%) 45 (59.2%) 23 (30.3%)
Greg +finite 501 99 (16.7%) 32 (5.4%) 59 (10%)
-finite 58 0 (0%) 15 (25.9%) 31 (53.4%)

* Most subjects of Rls are null subjects; almost no clitic subjects were found in such utterances. For further

discussion on RI subjects, see Prévost (1997) and Prévost and White (1999).
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Table 6: Finiteness in subject qui-guestions

Learners Finiteness Total qui-questions
Kenny +finite 13

-finite 2
Greg +finite 10

-finite 0
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