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1.  Introduction


	One approach to the study of language acquisition focusses on identifying and understanding those properties of language which seem to be universal, i.e. present in all human languages, and which are therefore presumed to be in some sense innate to the human organism.  A broader approach seeks understanding of the process of development, focussing on how the less universal aspects of language are acquired.  (See discussion in �(Braine, 1994)�.)  While conceding that human children must be endowed with abilities that make possible certain kinds of linguistic knowledge not demonstrable in other species, the focus is less on innate abilities and more on the process of acquisition of the whole of a language.  The child is viewed as an organism initially endowed with a range of abilities (including motor, sensory, affective, and social) which develop over time, and driven by functional and social needs to learn ever more about language structure and use.


	My own interests in the dynamics and complexity of language acquisition put me in this second camp, where I can consider the simultaneous interaction and cross-fertilization of different kinds of development: anatomical, neurological, social, affective, cognitive, cultural, and linguistic factors (see discussion in �Barber & Peters, 1992�).  Viewing language acquisition as but a part of a much more complex developmental process has led me away from the assumption that language acquisition and analysis are all-or-none states (either you know it or you don't); rather I find much evidence that partial analysis and partial acquisition are pervasive -- even for native-speaking adults.  (See, e.g. �Peters & Menn (1993)� for discussion.)  Finally, my approach to the description of language development is linguistically conservative, relying upon as few assumptions as possible about innate presence of linguistic categories and knowledge of linguistic structure.


	From such a starting point, one approach to understanding early syntactic development is to see how much of it can be adequately described by means of a series of phrase structure grammars, each successive one of which has a larger number of linguistic categories, and a larger number of positional slots to be filled or expanded.  The child is assumed to gradually discover that he needs not only to include more open-class lexical items (especially nouns and adjectives together with each verb), but that there are more and more closed class positions in the vicinity of each that he must fill.  To what extent is such a scenario supported by evidence?  I will demonstrate this approach in the following description of the development of auxiliaries, modals, and catenative verbs in my data from an English-speaking child.


English modals and auxiliaries


	Stromswold �(1995)� argues that the complexities of English modals and auxiliaries are so great that children must be equipped with a good deal of innate knowledge in order to acquire them at all.  She identifies two major potential problems (p. 858), the first of which is: How can a child distinguish auxiliaries such as be, have, do from their lexical homonyms?  Examples are given in (6a).  The problem is also relevant for some modals (6b) and catenatives (6c) 


(6a)	He is sleeping.	He is sleepy,


	He has eaten cookies.	He has cookies.


	He does not wash windows	He does windows.


(6b)	She can eat peaches.	She cans peaches.


(6c)	Do you wanna get down?	Do you want a cookie?


	Do you need to go?	Do you need some food?


	I'd like to eat it.	I like cookies.





	Stromswold believes that children must be predisposed to distinguish between two kinds of linguistic categories: lexical categories (nouns, verbs, adjectives) and functional categories (auxiliaries, modals, articles, etc.).  Some such ability seems quite plausible, if only because lexical categories carry so much more semantic information than functional ones that they are more likely to attract a young child's attention.  My detailed study of a longitudinal corpus (e.g. �Peters & Menn, 1993�), coupled with my review of the acquisition of grammatical morphemes (aka functional categories) in languages with differing morphological and phonological structures �(Peters, 1997)� suggests that many children initially become aware of functional categories through their phonological presence and distributional predictability (as unstressed syllables that have no immediately obvious function in an utterance).


	Stromswold computes that there are only some 100 unique sequences of auxiliaries that are acceptable in English, out of a potential population of 1018 (p. 857).  The second problem which she poses is therefore: How can a child learn all the co-occurrence privileges and restrictions on modal and auxiliary verbs in English?  How do children sift through the billions of possibilities, if that is what they do?


English catenative constructions


	Furthermore, English seems to be unique among Germanic languages in its possession of a class of verbs that has modal-like functions but a distinct set of syntactic properties.  This class, which includes want to, have to, and like to, is variously labelled catenatives (i.e. "chaining" verbs, e.g. �(Brown, 1973)�, p.54; �(Limber, 1973)�, p.176) or matrix verbs (e.g. �(Bloom, 1991)�, p.57).  Here I will use catenative to refer to the subset of English complement-taking verbs that use the infinitive-marker to to introduce the next verb.  Although they are modal-like in that they are used to express notions such as desire, need, or intention, catenatives are technically main verbs, since any verb they introduce belongs to an embedded clause.  Examples are:


(1)	I want to read that book.


	I'm going to read that book.


	I have to read that book.


	Despite the descriptive grammarian's view that the second verb (along with its infinitive-marker to) is subordinate to the catenative (2a), there is evidence that, at least in American English, the processing unit is actually catenative+to (2b), suggesting that to may have been (at least partially) reanalyzed as a part of the catenative rather than as associated with the verb it introduces.� 


(2a)	I  want   [to+read  that  book].


(2b)	I  want+to    read  that  book.


One kind of evidence supporting this sort of reanalysis is heard in the frequent phonological assimilations made by adults, such as gonna for going to or wanna for want to.  Further evidence comes from Lois Bloom's investigation of the acquisition of verb+to constructions; she concludes that her children learned to in association with the preceding catenative (2b) rather than with the complement (2a) �(1991, p.290)�.


	A list of forms that I have been investigating is given in (3), together with their common reductions.


(3)	going to	gonna, gon'


	got to	gotta


	have to	hafta


	like to	liketa


	need to	needta


	ought to	oughta


	try to	tryta


	want to	wanna


	The intuition that catenative+to constructions have a modal-like quality is contributed to by two properties: first, they modify the meaning of the following verb; and second, the subjects of the two verbs must be the same.


(4)	I ought to [I] read that book.


	John is going to [John] read that book.


	We will try to [we] read that book.


	John wants to [John] read that book.





For at least three catenatives, however, (want, like, need), it is also possible for the introduced verb to have a distinct subject, as in (5).


(5)	John wants you to come.


	Would you like me to come?


	Do you need me to come?





How, then, do children discover the syntax of these constructions which involve two verbs (the first finite, the second not) and a possibility of two subjects?  





	My belief that learners can create partial and increasing analyses of grammatical forms, and my observation of their production of "filler syllables" has led me to the following proposal: learners may create an undifferentiated pre-verbal protomodal class which serves as a "holding tank", affording a place for the accumulation of enough information about the members of the class to enable its subsequent split into a more adult-like set of classes.  On such a view, the emergence of catenatives is best understood as part of a single, more comprehensive, process, namely its development intertwined with that of auxiliaries and modals; all of these may first appear as simple filler syllables that have at most a protomodal function, but which subsequently differentiate into syntactically distinct classes.


	Thus, although it is possible that some children control two-clause constructions before producing sentences with wanna or liketa (as claimed by Limber, �1973�), the data I will present demonstrate that this is not necessary.  For some children the origins seem to lie in a simple construction, namely a single-subject sentence in which the main verb is preceded and modified by one of a single class of protomodals:


(7)	SUBJ  PM  VP


At first this protomodal position is occupied by filler syllables, but they gradually become better defined both phonologically and syntactially until it is possible for the observer to claim that they have differentiated into three classes: auxiliaries, modals, and catenatives. Table 1 lists the members of four modal-like classes which I have been investigating, including a non-conventional, phonologically defined class of common modal-subject amalgams.





Table 1. Target forms under investigation


AMALGAM�	AUXILIARY	MODAL	CATENATIVE


dya	do	can	gonna


didja	did	cant	gotta


dontcha	does	will	hafta


wouldja	dont	wont	liketa


whatta	is	would	needta


whats	are	shall	oughtta


lets	am	should	tryta


lemme	was	must	wanna


	were		


	have		


	has		


Overview of presentation


	I will describe the following developmental process: filler syllables emerge; they develop phonologically into protomodals and amalgams, which in turn evolve into a functionally defined class of request initiators; it is possible to trace the slow emergence of three syntactically distinct classes: the catenatives (with the most complex syntax), the modals (which lack inflections), and the auxiliaries (including inflections for both third singular present and past tense).  Finally I will draw some developmental conclusions.


�
�
2.  The emergence of filler syllables


	My data are drawn from a longitudinal study of a severely visually-impaired child named Seth.  The original materials on the development of Seth's language between 16 and 52 months were collected by his father, Bob Wilson, who was a graduate student in linguistics at the University of Hawai’i during that period.  (See �(Peters, 1987; Peters, 1993; Peters & Boggs, 1986; Wilson & Peters, 1988)� for details.)  I have been working with a set of 33 half-hour transcriptions of audio tape, spread over the time period; they almost exclusively contain father-son interactions at home or on outings.


	As he first moved past the one-word stage, at about 19 months, a phrase-structure grammar describing Seth's productions expands from G1 to G2:


G1:	U	=>	L	cup


G2:	U	=>	(F) + L	ng cup


where U stands for Utterance, L for an open-class lexical item (which was generally phonologically recognizable), and F for a phonologically indeterminate "filler".  From as early as 20 months, he produced two relatively distinct kinds of fillers, one predominantly nasal, the other vocalic.  His father's subjective impression at the time was that the nasal fillers were predominantly used in requests (perhaps an approximation of want ), while the vocalic fillers were more attentional in function (personal communication).


	The first figure shows Seth's early MLUs computed in three ways: open only (bottom line), open plus identifiable closed-class items, all items, including fillers (top line).  [from mlus in SETH folder]
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At 23 months Seth's open-class MLU jumped from about 1.25 to 1.7.  Along with this growing ability to produce two "real words" in a single utterance came the possibility of including more than one filler.  This next stage of his grammar looks something like G3:


G3:	U	=>	{ NP	(ng) cup


			{ (F) + V + (NP)	(m)  put


	NP	=>	(F) + N	(m) put (´ ) cup


	N=>{NOUN}; V=>{VERB}; F=>{n,ng,m,´ ...}





In the following illustrative examples from 22 and 23 months, nasal fillers are glossed as N and vocalic ones as ´ .


(8)	´) gE» ´ k´p?	N get ´  cup?


	n si  ´  bak?	N see ´  bark?  (of tree)


	n tuk ´ bQf?	N take a bath?


	m br´_ ´ tif?	N brush ´  teeth?


	m pIk ´ fawIs?	N pick ´  flowers?


	N  gE ap?	N get-up?


	N 'kwosIt?	N close it?





Not surprisingly, when Seth began producing them, an observer could not tell what his fillers would develop into, if they survived at all.  Later, however, once they had taken on more characteristics of adult targets, it has been possible to project both forwards and backwards in time, both to identify their eventual targets, and to uncover characteristics that distinguished subgroups of fillers almost from the beginning.


	In �Peters & Menn (1993)�  I examined five of Seth's filler positions in detail: subject of verb, object of transitive verb, copula, verbal particle, preposition.  The distributional evidence suggests that each slot developed at a different time and rate.  Of interest here is the position just in front of the verb.  By 25 months we see some utterances with two preverbal fillers, the second more nasal than the first, as in (9):


(9)	u w´) tak ´dl 'talifon s´m'mor?	´ wan' talk onna telephone some'more?





	Adopting a perspective as close to Seth's as the data allow, it appears that he simultaneously developed a pair of co-occurring preverbal slots, with the "outer" one (farther from the verb) evolving into the Subject, and the "inner" one (closer to the verb) containing some sort of verbal modifier.  I call this latter slot Protomodal because its members seem to modify the verb's meaning in deontic ways, conveying possibility, desire, necessity, etc.  A phrase structure grammar for this stage is sketched in G4.  Seth's fillers in Subject position primarily seem to be vocalic, while those in the Protomodal slot are predominantly nasal.


G4:	U	=>	{ NP


			{ S


	Np	=>	(FV) + N


	S	=>	(Sbj) + (Pm) + Vp


	Sbj	=>	FV


	Pm	=>	FN


	Vp	=>	V + (Np) + (Pp) + (Av)


	Pp	=>	{ P / F } + Np


	N=>{NOUN}; V=>{VERB}; P=>{PREP}; Av=>{ADVERB}


	FV=>{´,I,E },FN=>{n,m,N }





	From undifferentiated fillers, the forms appearing in the two preverbal positions slowly evolve phonologically until adult targets can be recognized.  On the evidence that Seth does not at first differentiate members of his protomodal class with respect to either co-occurrence or modality-marking function, their adult targets seem to have included members of three different classes: auxiliaries (do, is), modals (can, would, and could), and catenatives (gonna, wanna, hafta, and liketa).  Besides protosubjects and protomodals, there is a third set of preverbal forms which do not co-occur with either of the others; it consists of as yet unsegmented amalgams of pronouns with auxiliaries or modals (past-marking didja, interrogative d'you, can-you, and inchoative let's and should-we).  Eventually, once Seth has analyzed the members of this amalgamated group and discovered their adult morphosyntactic properties, he incorporates them into his other preverbal classes.  A grammar fragment for the stage that includes amalgams is shown as G5.


G5:	U	=>	{ NP


			{ S


	S	=>	{ (Sbj) + (Pm) + Vp


			{ Am + Vp


	Vp	=>	V + (Np) + (Pp) + (Av)


	Np	=>	(FV) + N


	Pp	=>	{ P / F } + Np


	Sbj	=>	{I,you,´,I,E }


	Pm	=>	{do,is,are,can,would,could,gonna,wanna,n,m,˜ }


	Am	=>	{didja,dyou,lets,shu}


	FV	=>	{´,I,E ,d´ }


	N=>{NOUN}; V=>{VERB}; P=>{PREP}; Av=>{ADVERB}





Because of the simultaneity and inextricability of the analyses Seth is carrying out, the early development of the Subject and Protomodal slots is best understood in tandem.  The way the process unfolds will be described in as much detail as time/space permits in the following.


	I computed developmental profiles for three preverbal slots (Subject, Amalgam, Protomodal) by inspecting 150 of Seth's utterances at each data point between 22 and 27 months.  For all sentences in which overt subjects were grammatically required, I calculated the relative proportions of preverbal constitutents: nulls, fillers, recognizable protomodals, pronoun-modal amalgams, pronouns, and full NPs.  These are graphed in Figure 1.  It can be seen that the percents of nulls (black) and fillers (white) steadily drop, and that amalgams are particularly important between 25 and 27 months.





�


�
�
3.  Emergence of protomodals; an initial "functional category"


	Recall that Seth's nasal fillers primarily appear in the inner pre-verbal slot (the one nearer the verb).  Between 25 and 28 months, these fillers evolve into recognizable lexical items (primarily wanna, gonna, let, can) that are as yet undifferentiated with respect to syntactic privileges of occurrance.  I call them protomodals to reflect their primitive character: they seem only gradually to acquire semantic nuances (desire, intention, necessity) that modify the meanings of the verbs they precede.


	The first nasal filler which Seth produces is homorganic, in that it assimilates to the initial consonant of the following word; it gradually acquires an initial /w/ and evolves into wanna, as illustrated by the following developmental sequence.


(10)	age	utterance	gloss


	21.5	N gIdlt?	N	get'it?


		w´) 'kozIt?	wa'	close'it?


		w´) 'kozIt?	wa'	close'it?


	22.0	´N 'gyQp?	N	get'up?


		wan gE '»´p?	wan'	get up?


	22.5	m pIk ´ fawis?	N	pick ´  flowers?


		m br´_ ´ tif?	N	brush ´  teeth?


		n si ´ bak?	N	see ´  bark?  (of tree)


		n tuk ´ bQf?	N	take a bath?


		n _is)i I‚ ´ padi?	N	shishi in ´  potty?


	23.0	w´ _ek´ maisQlf.	wa'	shake'´  myself.


		w´nn´ tek -	wanna	take -


	24.5	w´nn´n 'bQon?	wanna	bounce?





Within a single taped half-hour he may produce a number of phonetic variants of this preverbal protomorpheme, ranging from homorganic nasal, to w�eq \o(´,~)�, to wan to wanna.  It is the relative proportions of these forms that change with development, with the earlier forms on the list gradually giving way to the later ones. (See Fig.1 again.)


	Once wanna is fairly well established, a second nasal filler, a non-assimilating velar, makes its appearance.  It starts to be recognizable as gonna at about 26-1/2 months.


(11)	25.5	»´N´ kIt t´ 'n´dl w´n?	NG	get da 'nother-one?


	26.8	´N go fwo d´ 'adr pIÉrs.	NG	go	throw da other pictures.


		N g´na 'it s´m.	NG	gonna	eat some.


		´m g´n´ 'klozIt.	I'm?	gonna	close'it.


	27.3	g´) fwo I ´p Qt d´ 'pIkÉr.	gon'	throw i' up at da picture.


		´N g´) fwoovr 'dEr?	NG	gon'	throw-over dere?


		´N g´n´ 'gEt It?	NG	gonna	get it?





	An important reason for the early appearance of protomodals in Seth's speech is likely to have been his father's heavy use of modals and catenatives in his own speech, together with his parental concern that Seth's speech show sufficient politeness and mitigation as not to seem rude.


Differentiation of individual Protomodals


	Seth's initial set of protomodals occupies a single pre-verbal slot, and includes fillers, the emerging catenatives wan(na), go(nna), let's, and hafta, a few auxiliaries (is, do, are), and the modal can.  An illustration of the paradigmatic substitutability of members of this preverbal class can be seen in the following utterances, all recorded at 27-1/4 months while Seth is sitting in the car, squeaking his seatbelt:


(12)	can	make	it	go	squeak.


	want	make		go	squeak.


	\m	make		go	squeak.


	did	make	that		squeak?





	The development of this slot to 27 months is depicted in Figure 2, showing how the initial dominance of fillers (line) is supplanted by a growing but as yet syntactically undifferentiated class of protomodals (bars).  
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Figure 3 shows the early lexical growth of the protomodals.


�Soon after this, however, Seth begins to differentiate the members of this positionally defined class into at least three syntactic classes, each with its own co-occurrance privileges.  These are the auxiliaries, the modals, and the catenatives.  This work takes place between 27 and 33 months.


�
�
4.  Non-adult way-stations: Amalgams and Request-initiators


	If we consider what aspects of language must salient to a toddler, two perspectives can be helpful: the phonological and the functional.  The former can help us identify those bits of the ambient language which might be easy to extract as units but hard to segment further.  The latter suggests we look for sets of linguistic forms which a particular learner uses for identifiable functions.  I will consider each in turn.


	Taking the phonological perspective, it is easy to identify a subset of Seth's pre-verbal forms that contains as-yet-unsegmented amalgams of pronouns with auxiliaries or modals.  These include didja, d'ya, a(re)'ya, whatta, whatcha, lets, shu, can'ya, gonna, and ´mm´.  Eventually, of course, after Seth has analyzed these forms and discovered their adult morphosyntactic properties, he redistributes their components into his other preverbal classes.  We will catch glimpses of this process as we trace their development.


	From a functional perspective, the pattern of Seth's productions suggests that quite early he begins to collect several sets of forms useful for different purposes.  At first they include only filler syllables, but these gradually give way to identifiable forms which are nevertheless quite heterogeneous from an adult point of view.  Functional classes which I have identified include: question-formers (d'ya, a(re)'ya, whatta, whatcha). markers of intention (gonna, wanna, ´mm´), and request-initiators (let-Daddy, lets, shu, can'ya, can-Daddy).  We have mentioned that one of Dad's parental concerns is that Seth express himself "politely", rather than with unmitigated imperatives.  In response to this concern, Seth seems to experiment with different "acceptable" ways of making requests, working with one form on one tape and then switching to another on a subsequent tape.  Once he analyzes them into their components and discovers their individual privileges of occurance, we can say that he has discovered the adult classes of modals, auxiliaries, and catenatives.  The next table gives an overview of the development of Seth's amalgams.


Table:    Emergence of amalgams


Amalgam	Age range (months)


IZ	23	33


didja	24	29


let-Daddy	27


want-Daddy	27	33


d'you	28	31


´mm´	28	35


´y´	28	28.5


shu	28.5	29.5


can-Daddy	30	38


wouldja	28, 35+


IZ


	A relatively infrequent but persistent proto-auxiliary is the form I gloss as IZ.  It seems to be a blend or confusion of lets, perhaps with is, does, and/or didja.  These show up in ones and twos as early as 23 months; the largest group occurs at 28 months. 


(65)	/ez\/ wash \ put in the rack?	[a request; let Daddy?]


28.0	'ts gonna cook ya two eggs?	[lets?]


	Da'y'z find box.	[imitation of let's find the box]


	xxx /d\z\ wæbit/.	[Daddy's [gon'] wrap'it/that's a rabbit;


		confusing wrap it with rabbit]


	/wedz/ Da' finish wrapping?	[several exchanges earlier BW said


	let Daddy finish wrapping this part]


After this, IZ continues to appear, but only marginally:


(66)	28.5	\zi gonna get envelope?


	29.5	iz you do't by yourself?


	30.8	iz\ throw da leave[s] in \ w[ater]?


		/ay/ Da'y gon' yawn so little?


	33.0	iz Daddy find a T?


		iz Da'y ffound da T?


didja


	Seth's next earliest amalgam is didja.  It appears at about 24 months and persists for some time.  For a number of reasons, primarily interactive but too complex to go into here, he uses it when referring to his own past actions (see �(Peters, 1987; Peters, 1993; Wilson, 1986)� for discussion).  Here are examples with approximate glosses.


(13)	24.0	Didja hear car.	I heard a car


	25.2	Didja help you drive.	I helped Daddy drive


		Didja throw little blocks.	I threw little blocks


	26.3	Didja break ya face.	I bumped my face


		Didja find it.	I found it


		Didja throw it so hard.	I threw it so hard


	28.0	Didja dump it out.	I dumped it out


		Didja throw everything out.	I threw everything out


	29.0	Didja burp.	I burped


	30.3	Di'ya knock that tube down.	I knocked... [immed past]


		Did you go to Mommy's new house.	I went...  [longer ago]


By 29 months it is beginning to break down phonologically into did+you, although its reference to himself persists sporadically through 36 months.


want/let-Daddy


	Evidence for the emergence of a class of "requestives" by 27 months is found in their intersubstitutability, e.g. want and let in (13).


(13)	want	Daddy		si'down frow it.	asking Dad to throw the ball


	let	Dad		si'down frow it.


	let	Da'y		frow it.	


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


	wan'	Daddy	da	bat it?	asking Dad to bat the ball


	let	Da'		bat'it.


Implicitly, at least, these are also his first two-subject constructions, since the implied subject of want is Seth rather than Daddy.  It is possible that let-Daddy is also a requestive amalgam with which Seth experiments, preposing it to the label for any action he wants his father to perform, as in (14). 


(14)	le'Daddy + VP


An interesting construction at 27 months is found in several instances of let Da'y come ta Dad, which is a request for Dad to pick Seth up.�    The temporary-amalgam interpretation is supported by the subsequent virtual disappearance of let AGENT VERB constructions.�


´mm´


	A filler/amalgam which appear at 28 months is \m(m\).  This looks like a derivative of I'm, and occurs as follows:


(70)	\mm\ shishi on the floor.


28.0	\mm\ shishi some more.


	m make shishi some more.


	'\m putcher diaper back on?


	æ�eq \o(w,~)� gettin' ya ^blueberries.


28.5	aym\ erase it for ya--


	\m skyuwing you anonner one?	wants D to show him a new letter


	\m put the odder chalk, Dad.


30.8	\n\l get the tube really high?


35.0	mm\ chrow?	intends to throw the ball


It has fully ceded to am by about 36 months.


´y´, whatta, and which´


	Yet another auxiliary embedded in an amalgam which peeks in is ey\ g\(n\).  It occurs three times at 28.0, and seven at 28.5 but does not become robust for a while longer.  At the same time, this same amalgam shows up in a WH-form, evidently modeled on the formulaic phrases (what/which (one) are ya gonna do/take (next)?) which BW uses when urging Seth to choose a letter card.  It is evident from the following examples that Seth is having trouble segmenting which're as well as what're.


(68)	now whatcha gonna do (next).	(5 times)


28.5	whatta ya gon' take.	(once)


	which're (one) ya/we gon' take.	(3 times)


	which one ya gon' take.	(7 times)


	wisha we gon' take.	(once)


	which'a one a gon' take.	(once)


	which'a one ya gon take.	(once)


	The whatcha amalgam appears only once at 30.8 (whatchu drinking), but then reappears in some numbers at 32 months, consolidated into what seems to be an idiosyncratic lexical item, the WH-word whatta, based not only on what're but also on what'(di)d, and possibly on what'do as well (see the discussions in �(Peters, 1987; Peters, 1993; Wilson & Peters, 1988)�).  Examples include:


(69)	whatta we're going (tonight).


32.0	whattl we're gonna buy (at the store).


	what're ya gon' smell (first).


	whatta you're gonna smell.


	whatta we saw (at the zoo)


d'you


	At 28 months Seth adopts d'you as a request-former.  In each example in (15), culled from some twenty on this tape, Seth is asking for something for himself:


(15)	28.0	d'you want a cookie?


		d'you want your water?


		d'y'wan' sit up high chair?


		do y'wanna hold it.


We note in passing that pronoun "reversals" are common in Seth's speech during this period �(Peters, 1987)�; in this case they arise because he co-opts the format of his father's suggestions to him into requests on his own behalf.  This usage persists through 31 months.


shu (<should/shall)


	Another of these forms is shu.�   Seth produces nearly 50 of these between 28-1/2 and 29-1/2 months.  Examples are in (16) and (17).


(16)	28.5 they are drawing Hebrew and Roman letters with chalk


>	S:	shu make a-- shu make a ^kaf?	[Hebrew letter]


	BW:	[>] oh, you want Daddy to make you some letters?


>	S:	[<] shu make a kaf.   make a--- kaf?


	BW:	ok.


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


>	S:	shu make a /wuman/ ^letter?	[Roman]


>		shu make ^He-brew letters?


		make He-brew ^letters?


>		shu make He-brew ^letters?


	BW:	ok, Bird.  what letters do you want.


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


>	S:	shuw stand up.


	BW:	you gonna stand up and write?





(17)	29.5;  in the bathroom, shining the flashlight on the wall, etc.


	BW:	and we have our FLASHlight.


>	S:	laughs   shu make O or something?


	BW:	huh?


	S:	o[r?] something?


>		shu make TWO of 'em?


	BW:	yeah, make two of'em.


>	S:	shu make FOUR of 'em?


	BW:	yeah, make four of'em.


>	S:	sha make-- sha make da OTHER one?


	BW:	yeah, make the other one.


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


	BW:	that light is white.  oh, you shine it on the towels?


>	S:	shu shi(ne) on da ODDER tow(el)?


	BW:	yeah.		softly


	S:	\-- want-- want Daddy to shine on the CEILING.


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


>	S:	shu make a O?  O?


	BW:	sha' make an ooo?	not sure what S wants


>	S:	should make a Q?


	BW:	I can't MAKE letters with this flashlight.


		it only makes a round O.	laughs


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


	S:	shu sit down on na rug?


	BW:	let's sit down on the rug and talk.


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


>	S:	should turn the flashlight off?


	BW:	let's turn it off.   hafta find the switch.


		first let's open the door.   so we have some light.


		now, we turn it off, find the switch?


		and we turrn it off.  good!


>	S:	shu-- should turnnn the lamp on.


	BW:	yeah--- turn the lamp on, 


		and let's turn on the KITCHEN light, too.


can-Daddy


	A somewhat later request-former is can-Daddy, which Seth uses heavily in the period between 32 and 38 months (over one hundred tokens, peaking on two tapes where his major activity seems to be to get his father to perform various actions).  Interestingly there are no corresponding statements of the form Daddy can VERB, although there are a number of I/you/we can constructions.  It is likely that by 32 months he has (partially) analyzed the can-Daddy sequence, but nevertheless finds it a handy construction unit.


wouldja, couldja


	Two other modal-based requestive chunks are wouldja and couldja, both "polite" forms that BW encourages Seth to use.  They are relatively infrequent, however.  At 28 months Seth imitates BW's production of wouldja:


(18)	BW:	wouldju please throw this [wet diaper] in the rubbish?


	S:	wouldja throw this in ´ rubbish for Daddy?





By 35 months BW expects Seth to ask appropriately, and prompts for a more polite form with an elliptical "say..."


(19)	S:	I want some water, Dad?


	BW:	say ...


	S:	would'ja get some water?


	BW:	yeah.


Preview of development


	Almost right away, however, Seth begins the work of analyzing his amalgams into their adult components, eventually differentiating the members of this positionally and functionally defined set into three syntactic classes, each with its own co-occurrence privileges.  These are the auxiliaries, the modals, and the catenatives, and this work takes place between 27 and 33 months.  We shall consider first, the small but syntactically complex catenatives; next, the sparser and syntactically simpler set of modals (which require no inflection); finally the largest class, the auxiliaries, including forms inflected for present and past tense.


�
�
5.  Catenatives


	We have seen how Seth collects a functionally useful set of forms for initiating requests for his father's action.  He will eventually discover that several of its members (the catenatives wanna, liketa, hafta, and gonna) possess the syntactic properties of raising verbs in the adult language.  


wanna


	This process begins when Seth analyzes wanna V into want+to V, so that it becomes possible for each verb each to have a distinct subject (SUBJi want SUBJj to VERB).  Evidence for such analysis begins to appear at 28-1/2 months in the sentences such as those in (20) with me as the subject of the infinitive.�


(20)	w�eq \o(a,~)� me ta cut'off Daddy?  ['k´dçf]	gloss uncertain (4 times)


	you w�eq \o(\,~)� me ta help?	requesting BW's help (5 times)


He produces constructions analyzable as want SUBJ to V quite consistently, and they attain adult form relatively quickly.�  The revealing exchanges in (21), which were recorded at 29 months, suggest that want-Daddy may either be only partially analyzed, or at least have been seized upon as a handy production unit:


(21)	S:	I-I-I wanna get'i' really high, Dad.


	BW:	you want Daddy ta help you?


	S:	wan' Daddy ta help you, Dad.


	BW:	say, 'help me, Dad.'


	S:	help me, Dad.


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


	BW:	what's the matter ?


	S:	I don' wanna -- [crying]  wanna build dat. [crying]


	BW:	d'you want Daddy ta help you build-tower.


	S:	wan' Daddy ta help myou build-tower.


	BW:	ok.  let's build one more.


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


	S:	d'ya wan' Daddy ta pick ya up --


		ya wan' Daddy ta pick --	[question]


		w-wan' Daddy ta pick a up.	[statement, whiny]


		wan' Daddy ta pick ya up.


		wan' Daddy ta pick ya up?	[request but not fussing]


	BW:	y'want me ta pick you up?


		d'ya wanna git outta your high chair?


	Seth produces more than twenty want-Daddy sentences at 29.5, all but one of the form want Daddy to VP.  In no case does want have an expressed subject, although from context one can infer that in several cases an adult would include I; e.g.


(22)	[I] wan' Daddy ta give [me] plenty.


	[I] wan' Da'y ta put sugar in it?


	[I] want Daddy [to] get in my [bath] water.





In other sentences what is omitted is more likely do you, but with the reversed-pronoun meaning I:


(23)	[do you] wan' Da'y ta getchu some chocolate milk?


	[do you] wa' Da'y ta fix you raisins for Daddy.


	[do you] w�eq \o(\,~)� Da'y ta fetchya oatmeal?


	[do you] w\n Da'y ta get in the bubble with you?





Of interest is a sequential pair in which the pronoun me is substituted for the noun Daddy as the agent of the proposed action (although both sentences seem to mean I want you(=Daddy) to help me).


(24)	wan Da'y ta help you?


	wan  me  ta help you?





	After a hiatus in production after 33 months, when catenatives with want reappear at 42 months this construction is truly productive.  Evidence is the flexibility now evident for the subjects of both verbs.  Examples include:


(25)	41.8	whatchu want us to spell?	you/us


		now, Dad, I don't wantchu ta play too hard, ok?	I/you


		I don't WANT him to play with it.	I/him


		I want you and DJ ta feed birds?	I/you&DJ


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


	43.8	an' I want Marsha ta come ta my school.	I/Marsha


		Dad, I wantchu to do BIIIG kickers. [swimming]	I/you


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


	46.5	[d'you] want the sprinklers ta go, or stop.	[you]/sprinkler


		[d'you] want me ta take you ta Bubby's or school.	[you]/me


		[d'you] want the hair to get on you 	[you]/the hair


			or you don't want it ta get on you.	you/it


		[do] you wanna make your lunch 


			or you want me ta make your lunch.	[you]/me





	At the same time as wanna is being analyzed as want+to, go, gonna and hafta, are also developing.  Figure *4 shows gonna and go emerging later than wanna, but earlier and more robustly than hafta.





�


go, gonna


	A functional difference between gonna and wanna is that the former is used to express intention rather than to request an action; a structural difference is that the subject of second verb must be a pro coreferential with the matrix subject (SUBJ gonna VERB).  Before 28 months Seth tends to use go or gon' rather than gonna, although the latter is beginning to appear as well.  The examples in (26) are from 26-3/4 months.


(26)	ng go frow Daddy's head.	ready to throw ball to/at Dad


	\w go frow Daddy head--


	\m gonna close it.


	ch\ng go play in the front.	referring to front seat of car


	go see Myrna.


	can make it go squeak.	squeaking his seatbelt





This sort of construction is one that Seth models on BW's usage, as can be seen in two interchanges from 28 months:


(27)	BW:	let's go fix Mommy a present.


	S:	let's go fix.


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


	BW:	let Daddy go find the wrapping paper.


	S:	'et's go find \ wrap.


hafta


	Other catenatives that emerge more slowly during Seth's third year include hafta, liketa, tryta, and needta.  Of these the most frequent is hafta, which makes its first appearance at 24.5.  Like wanna and gonna it seems initially to be an amalgam: have-\ open it; have-\ open it an' clo(se).  It continues to appear sporadically over the next year, at first without overt subjects:�


(28)	26.8:	hadd\ put'it back firs(t).


		you hadd\ put'cha cookie on da counter.


	27.3:	now hafta go!


	28.0:	hafta put it on the tray?  (twice)


		hafta give it ta Dad.


	28.5:	hafta help me ta make a nun.	drawing Hebrew letters


		hadda bui(ld) another blue, Dad.	building block towers


	30.8:	hafta buy feathers at the store. (four times)





	Subjects appear at 33 months, along with third-person singular:


(29)	33.0:	Daddy hasta tear dese up?


	36.0:	'cause we hafta refold the cord.





And a single past-tense version is imitated at 38.25 as BW describes his drive on snowy roads in Texas and Seth tries to join in to the narration:


(30)	BW:	we hadta slide on the ice 'n' hadta go real slow.


	S:	an' I hadta go really fast.


	BW:	no, slow.


like(ta)


	The tapes contain four productions of liketa during Seth's third year.  Its first appearance, I liketa do da(t) at 26.75, is preceded by BW's I'd like ta do that.  The other three instances occur late: at 34 (Miss Ellen likes ta clean the water up, twice), and 36 months (I would like ta do hair dryer, anyway).  During Seth's fourth year we find a few of the form like N to V.


(31)	46.5	because I like you to have it slow .


		I don't like you ta use this kinda paint .


need(ta)


	Similarly, need(-to) occurs twice during Seth's third year, at 28 (I need down), and again at 35 months (I don't need to).  Between 36 and 49 months there are twelve more instances, including third-person constructions at 42 (now, my bunny needs ta get in [the car] now), 46.5 (oh, I think- your hair needs ta get on you [pretending to cut BW's hair]), and 49 (she needs to do it like that).


try(ta)


	At 24.5 we find a single construction with try�: try pull it.  The transcriptions do not show another such usage until 35 months, when, as he is discussing a picture book with BW he says: he's tryin' ta put a orange on his stocking?  The next instances, at 44 months, are in the past tense as Seth describes his swimming lesson:


(32)	and-- we-- uh-- tried to-- uh--- put our chin in the water, an' we tried to go under the water, an' we tried to hold onto the side of the pool, an' we hold on to the side of the pool, and that's what we did.


At 46.5 months Seth produces try constructions in the progressive (because I'm trying to squeeze-- take the pancakes off, of here) and imperative (try ta get it out for me?).


	During Seth's fourth year, catenative constructions not only continue to appear, but do so somewhat more frequently, as Figure *6 shows.





�





�
�
6.  Modals


	In our discussion of the development of protomodals we saw that reflexes of can show up quite early.  Other modals, however, do not really begin to appear until 28 months or so, as can be seen in Figure *x.�
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can


	Not only is can steadily produced, it rapidly looks like a modal rather than an amalgam, appearing inverted as well as uninverted, and occurring with several subjects (Daddy, I, you, we).  Here are examples from 27.25  months:


(33)	I can throw again?


	now'I can throw it?  /nay kIn fwrowit?/


	we can go ta coffee shop.


	ng can get da ball?


	can Da'y frow [the ball] at da picture?


Between 27.3 and 28.5 months, however, some eighteen of the thirty-two tokens of can have no expressed subject, e.g. (from the same tape):  


[I] can make it go squeak;  now [we] can go ta da coff[ee] shop!


From 29 months, however, subjects of can are overtly expressed (with only one exception out of over two hundred tokens).


ket > cant ~ cannot


	Negative forms of can develop in an interesting way.  Between 27 and 34 months Seth produces seven tokens of a form we gloss as ket; which seems to be a blend of can and cant (it is often impossible to tell which was Seth's actual target).  The attested instances are:


(34)	S:	�eq \o(u,~)� -- �eq \o(u,~)� ke ta(lk) ta Mommy.


26.8	BW:	ya gonna get the phone and talk to Mommy?


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


27.3	S:	�eq \o(´,~)�  k�eq \o(e,~)� get the ball?  [going to get it]


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


27.3	S:	[wh]ere's ´ ball.  now ket get it?


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


27.3	S:	{m wanna ket frow it at da picture.


	BW:	{Daddy was holdin' it, not lettin' im-- get it.


	S:	ket frow [it at] ´ picture.


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


30.8	S:	Da'y ket sit on the dresser.


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


34.0	S:	I wan' go find da Braille.


	BW:	ok.


	S:	ohhh, ket.


	BW:	your Braille-- is-- uh-- hmm-- 


		boy, I can't see it from here.


	Alongside ket, Seth produces twelve instances of cant and six of cannot (the more local (General Hawai‘i English) form of the negative).


(35)	dis´  cannot-- so can wrap it up.


28.0	[dIs´  k�eq \o(´,~)� n�eq \o(´,~)�--  ts´  kIn  ræp  I  up.]


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


29.5	betcha can't get in the bubble [bath] with you.


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


30.0	we cannot see it Dad.


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


34.0	oh, I can't.	[with a clear /n/]


	I can't count 'em.	[4 times]


	I can't be quiet.


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


46.5	S:	Dad, you cannot use this (kinda) paint.


	BW:	why not?


	S:	because you can't.


It is interesting that in this last exchange he chooses cannot for the full sentence and can't for his ellipted reply.


could


	Seth's first few productions of could are sporadic and probably formulaic, based on BW's could-you questions and we-could speculations.  At 33.0 months, however, could seems to emerge as a full-fledged modal.  On this tape he produces it with several different subjects (then I could draw; you could do spices; what Daddy could find), although he still does not control inversion in WH-questions.  It also seems to be used in a semantically appropriate way.  On the 49-months tape he is using could to express a past possibility:


(36)	BW:	tell me about her house.


	S:	oh, sh:e has a sofa there.  she has a lanai there.


		what can you do on the--lanai.	[trying to initiate the asking]


	BW:	tell me.	[wants Seth to do the telling]


>	S:	ohhh, you could talk about things--	[what they had done]


	BW:	what can you see from there.


>	S:	oh, we could seeee-- the place where we li:ve.


	BW:	that's right.  that's right, Bird, we sure could!


	[surprised at his memory; this happened at least a month before]


>	S:	we could see my Mommy's hou:se.


	[not true, but BW had pointed in that direction for him]


		where sh-- where Mommy li:ves.


	BW:	we could see the canal out there. [4 sec.]


>	S:	or we could see cars going-- out the tunnellllls, 


		going through-- the tunnellls.


Not until 42 months does could become one of Seth's request-initiators, at which time we find a few could'I as well as could'you requests:


(37)	could you stop doing that? [very politely]


	couldju feed birds with me?


	Dad, could I make pancakes?


will


	After a slow and tentative beginning, will, too, achieves a fairly adult-like status by the time Seth is 36 months old.  His early approximations are rather mushy imitations of BW.  For example, the following exchange occurs at 28 months when they are preparing to wrap a present for Mommy:


(38)	BW:	and when Mommy comes, we'll give her a present.


	S:	ing ´  wrap i' up wif da blanket.


	BW:	we'll wrap it up with paper.


>	S:	w´  w´  wrap i' paper.


	BW:	pretty wrapping paper.


>	S:	pre(tty) wrappi'  paper.  we'll wrap it.


	BW:	yeah.





	By 34 months, however, he is using will when the main verb is ellipted:  I wanna stand up [on the table] an' look at the pinwheels.  I will.  I will.  And at 36 months he is able to make such complex constructions as:


(39)	Daddy will put the comb away, an' I will put the hair dryer 


		away.


	Daddy will play the guitar an' I will play the banjo.


	Daddy will close the door and -- turn the light off.


The final development we see for will is at 46.5 months when it occurs with many different subjects, including full NPs:


(40)	this'll be black to paint your hair black, ok?


	and then EVERYbody'll say, "oh, you have a green hair."


	an' when you come home , it'll be ALL ready fer you , ok ?


	when you come home, your table an' stool w'll be ALL ready.


wont


	The negated form, won't, only appears twice.  The earlier one is in an imitation requested by BW when Seth is 34 months old.


(41)	S:	I'm a-scared of it.


	BW:	no , don't be scared so much, ok?


	S:	(wa)nna-- scare-- be a-- ...


	BW:	say ok, Dad, I won't be scared.


	S:	ok, Dad, I won't be a-scared.


The complexity of the second, at 49 months, suggests that by now Seth fully controls won't, despite the lack of evidence in the transcriptions: 'cause, if you don't roast them you won't be able to eat 'em [talking about the seeds in his Halloween pumpkin].


would


	The last modal clearly to emerge is would.�  In the amalgamated form wouldja it is another of the "polite-request-initiators" that BW encourages Seth to use, but it is relatively infrequent, appearing only some seven times with this function.  At 28 months Seth imitates BW's production:


(42)	BW:	wouldju please throw this [wet diaper] in the rubbish?


	S:	wouldja throw this in ´ rubbish for Daddy?


By 35 months BW expects Seth to ask politely, and prompts for a more acceptable form with an elliptical "say..."


(43)	S:	I want some water, Dad?


	BW:	say ...


	S:	would'ja get some water?


	BW:	yeah.


Two similar prompts occur on the 36 month tape.


	Other uses of would, however, suggest that it, too, is on its way to achieving modal status:


(44)	would dis fit in dere?	[32.0; putting saffron back in jar]


36.0	I would liketa do hair dryer, anyway.


	you would pour da butter?	[monolog about making popcorn]


40.0	what would I say if ya splash in da water.


	what-- wou'ju say if I spl-- 


	what will you say if I splash in the water.


46.5	oh, I'd like some breakfast.


	we have three songs that we would like to sing with you.


		[imitating the master of ceremonies he had seen earlier]





	In summary, by the time he is four years old, Seth seems to control the modals can, will, could, and would.  





�
�
7.  Auxiliaries


	The largest class to differentiate out of protomodals is that of the auxiliaries (be, do, and have), which includes forms inflected for present and past tense and negation.  Since Seth produces almost no have auxiliaries in the transcripts�  (and his father produces very few) the focus here is on forms of do (do, does, dont, did) and be (are, is, am, was, were).  Rather than trace the full emergence of each auxiliary, my focus is on their shift from syntactically undifferentiated protomodals or amalgams to auxiliaries.  The primary evidence for a separate class of auxiliaries is their inflectability.


	Incorporated into Seth's amalgams are the adult auxiliaries did, do and are, and from 28 months more recognizable (proto)auxiliaries begin to appear: do and is, then are, then am.  Seemingly distinct from do, dont also begins to combine with pronouns.  The frequencies of these early auxiliaries through 32 months are shown in the next Figure.  Let us look at the evidence which suggests that at first each emerging auxiliary is locked in an amalgam.
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DO auxiliaries: emergence 


	The do auxiliaries (we will consider do, does, dont, did, and didnt) approach their adult targets fairly straightforwardly.  The increases in variety of constructions being produced suggest 38 months as the best candidate for a "point of acquisition".  Figure.





do


	Although do seems to burst in at 28 months with some twenty instances, they are all do+you.  Seth seems to have adopted d'you as a chunk useful for forming requests.  This usage persists through 30.75.  In each of the following from 28.0 Seth is asking for something for himself:


(45)	d'you want a cookie?


28.0	d'you want your water?


	d'y'wan' sit up high chair?


	do y' wanna hold it.





does


	At 32 months, does makes its first appearance with four tokens:


(46)	does DA'Y'S like dill?


32.0	d's it comes out of a plastic bag?


	does i' means "down"?		[twice]


From these few instances it looks as if Seth first uses does as a question-starter with third-person subjects, not yet aware that it incorporates the third singular inflection.  There may be some confusion with is, since we find one occurrence of is it taste good?





dont


	At first dont seems to be unsegmented.  At 28 months, Seth uses it primarily in self-prohibitions (negative imperatives), which he models on BW's directives to him.  Examples are:


(47)	dont step on Daddy's feet!


28.0	dont step on Daddy's jeans.


	dont stand on Daddy's back.


	but dont drop it.


28.5	dont bend'em.	[cards with letters written on them]


	dont knock it down yet.	[block tower; warning intonation]


But by 29 months there is some evidence that dont is functioning like a negative auxiliary, even though it may not yet be fully analyzed into do+not:


(48)	I don't find da Y.	[letter card]


29.0	I don' wanna--


	ya don' like that hah?


Unfortunately, don't does not subsequently occur often enough to allow us to follow how Seth analyzes it.





did


	We have already seen Seth's early use of the amalgam didja.  Except for a couple of imitations (I-did at 28.0, did-we at 29.0), this is the only form in which did appears until 30 months.  At this time we find a new amalgam with did, the WH-question-former what'did:


(49)	wha'dl WE do.


30.0	wha'dishu have ta eat.


	wha'didja get at that coffee shop?


30.8	wha'did we eat.


At the same time, however, did seems to be breaking free of the you in didja, so that we begin to find YN-questions with different subjects:


(50)	did Mommy sleep already?	[real question]


30.0	did Julia write cher name?	[report of an incident at school]


30.8	did Myrna give you watermelon?


	did Daddy drink the water.


	did we throw da leave[s] in \ water fountain?


DO auxiliaries: development to target


	The do auxiliaries approach their adult targets fairly straightforwardly.  The increases in variety of constructions being produced suggest 38 months as the best candidate for a "point of acquisition".  Figure *x
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do


	At 34 months Seth shows a little confusion about when to use do as opposed to are as auxiliary when he asks how do we gon' get down.  It is possible that he constructed this by preposing the amalgam how-do-we to a VP.  


	The biggest breakthough with do comes at 38.3 when it attains a new versatility: the fifteen occurrances include two WH-questions (which color do you like, what do you call me), seven YN-questions (one do we, six do you know/ want/understand), and six elliptical constructions (yes you/they do!).





does


	After its first appearance at 32.0, does seems to go underground until the tape at 38.3, when Seth seems to be actively struggling with it, after which it subsides again.  At 38 months we find some twenty instances, formed on a small number of patterns: 


(51)	what does your car do	(one)


	where does lions/chickens/bees/cow live	(five)


	what does squirrels/ cows/pigs/chickens eat	(seven)


	what sound does a pig/the lion make	(four)


Evidence that he is expending effort on the role and placement of does can be seen in the following set of variations he produces: 


(52)	what does the lion make


	what d-- what sound does the lion make


	what does a sound does a pig make, Dad.  


It seems likely that he has not yet registered that does includes a THIRD SING. inflection since many of the subjects he uses it with are plural: (lions, chickens, squirrels, bees, pigs), although we also find does with the singulars car, cow, lion, sound).  The only other construction of interest are two YN-question at 41.8 in which he is now able to invert does:


(53)	does this --- have da one?


	does it have li'l yel- a little bit blue and orange?





dont


	Like does, dont seems to develop from an amalgam which, although it does have negative semantic content, is not initially analyzed into its components do+not.  At 33 months Seth uses dont as an auxiliary (but still amalgamated?) in the sense that it appears in an elliptical response:


(54)	BW:	d'ya need ta go ta the potty?


	S:	I dont.


I dunno is a formulaic phrase incorporating dont that appears at this time as well.  The sixteen dont constructions at 35 and 36 months, all with I as subject, include 


(55)	I don' need to.


	I don't like NP.


	I don't remember NP.


	I don't want NP.


	I don wanna (VP).


At 38.3 we find the first negative imperatives with dont, all six of the form dont say X.  An interesting construction, suggesting that dunno is not yet fully analyzed is


(56)	I dunno know how ta burp.  


Finally at 40 months Seth produces his first dont construction with you as subject:


(57)	you dont have ta wash 'em.


	Seth attempts a negated raised construction with dont wannu at 34 months, but does not yet seem to have sufficiently analyzed this chunk to be able to insert you in its proper position as subject of the raised verb:


(58)	I doN wannu-- show me somep'm.�


	=	I don't want you to show me anything.


By 42 months, however, he does control raising with dont, as witness


(59)	now, Dad, I don't wantchu ta play too hard, ok? 


	I don't want him to play with it.  


And by 44 months dont appears in a variety of constructions, including elliptical (no) I/we don't, prohibitive don't VP, and statements with different subjects I/we/you don't VP and with a variety of verbs (put, know, spank, say, like).  By 49 months he is even producing counterfactuals: 


(60)	'cause, if you don't roast them you won't be able to eat 'em. 


	an' I roast it, because it-- it was too bad 'f you don't roast it.





didnt


	The past negative didnt first appears at 33 months, but only once.  Although it is modeled by BW on this occasion, Seth is able to change pronouns appropriately.  On the other hand, it looks as though he is not sure whether didnt contains not or not :


(61)	BW:	did'ju make doodoo?	[do auxiliaries are underlined]


33.0	S:	no--


	BW:	ya didn't?  d'ya need to?


	S:	I didn nah.


	BW:	d'ya need ta go ta the potty?


	S:	I don't.





	Since didnt occurs a total of only five times in the transcriptions it is not possible to trace its analysis with any certainty.  At 34 months Seth echoes BW's we didn't, but the few subsequent examples suggest that didn't comes to function as a negative auxiliary with a variety of subjects, a variety of verbs, and in a variety of constructions:


(62)	38.3	no you didn't.	[response to an assertion by BW]


	41.3	they didn't eat out my hand.	[birds at the park]


	43.8	I didn't MAKE pan(cakes) yet.


	49.0	they di'n't roast them yet.	[pumpkin seeds]


		he made a noise, didn't he.





did


	Similarly, although didju/didja retains at least the phonological characteristic of an amalgam, other subjects also appear with did, particularly at 40 months, as witness:


(63)	uhm, what else di' I sing.


	d'I help Grandpa build the fireplace?


	what did it do.


	what colors did they have in it.


	what did they talk ta me about.


	what instruments did they play.


	an'-- what else did they have.


	an' how did they play a fiddle.


	Dad, what did the-- what did the other one do.


	an' what did Greatgrandpa say.


At this point it seems reasonable to claim full productivity for auxiliary did:


BE auxiliaries: emergence 


is and IZ


	Moving on to the emergence of the be auxiliary, we again see early amalgams and protoforms which gradually become analyzed and differentiated.  Thus, although there are some seventeen productions of auxiliary-like is at 28 months, all are embedded in the amalgam Daddy's gonna, many echoing the ways BW tends eventcast actions he is performing.  For example:


(64)	Daddy's gonna get you too'paste.


28.0	Daddy's gonna get you cookie.


	Da's ga gitchu some more water right now.


	Daddy's gon' put training pants on.


	Daddy's gonna cook you two eggs.





	I also find a relatively infrequent but somewhat persistent proto-auxiliary which I gloss as IZ.  It seems to be a blend or confusion of lets, perhaps with is, does, and/or didja.  These show up in ones and twos as early as 23 months; the largest group occurs at 28 months. 


(65)	/ez\/ wash \ put in the rack?	[a request; let Daddy?]


28.0	'ts gonna cook ya two eggs?	[lets?]


	Da'y'z find box.	[imitation of let's find the box]


	xxx /d\z\ wæbit/.	[Daddy's [gon'] wrap it/that's a rabbit;


		confusing wrap it with rabbit]


	/wedz/ Da' finish wrapping?	[several exchanges earlier BW said


	let Daddy finish wrapping this part]


After this, IZ continues to appear, but only marginally:


(66)	28.5	\zi gonna get envelope?


	29.5	iz you do't by yourself?


	30.8	iz\ throw da leave[s] in \ w[ater]?


		/ay/ Da'y gon' yawn so little?


	33.0	iz Daddy find a T?	[talking about his letter cards]


		iz Da'y ffound da T?





	Meanwhile, the auxiliary is is slowly emerging, but with some confusion as to its placement, possibly affected by the prevalence of an amalgamated copular construction what's.


(67)	30.0	what Da'y's gonna [do].


		Daddy's gettin' [i]n'a bubble[bath].


	30.8	Da'y's gonna drink a water.


	32.0	what's Daddy's doing now?





are'ya, ´y´, and whatta


	Yet another auxiliary embedded in an amalgam which peeks in is are'you gonna /ey\ g\(n\)/.  It occurs three times at 28.0, and seven at 28.5 but does not become robust for a while longer.  At the same time, are'you gonna shows up in a WH-form, evidently modeled on the formulaic phrases (what/which (one) are ya gonna do/take (next)?) which BW uses when offering Seth choice of a letter card.  It is evident from the following examples that Seth is having trouble segmenting which're as well as what're.


(68)	now whatcha gonna do (next).	(5 times)


28.5	whatta ya gon' take.	(once)


	which're (one) ya/we gon' take.	(3 times)


	which one ya gon' take.	(7 times)


	wisha we gon' take.	(once)


	which'a one a gon' take.	(once)


	which'a one ya gon take.	(once)


	The what're amalgam appears only once at 30.8 (whatchu drinking), but then reappears in some numbers at 32 months, even more strongly consolidated into what seems to be a new idiosyncratic lexical item, the WH-word whatta, based not only on what're but also on what'(di)d, and possibly on what'do as well (see the discussions in �(Peters, 1987; Peters, 1993; Wilson & Peters, 1988)�).  Examples include:


(69)	whatta we're going (tonight).


32.0	whattl we're gonna buy (at the store).


	what're ya gon' smell (first).


	whatta you're gonna smell.


	whatta we saw (at the zoo)





´mm´


	A final filler/amalgam which makes a brief appearance starting at 28 months is \m(m\).  This looks like a derivative of I'm, and occurs as follows:


(70)	\mm\ shishi on the floor.


28.0	\mm\ shishi some more.


	m make shishi some more.


	'\m putcher diaper back on?


	æ�eq \o(w,~)� gettin' ya ^blueberries.


28.5	aym\ erase it for ya--


	\m skyuwing you anonner one?	wants D to show him a new letter


	\m put the odder chalk, Dad.


30.8	\n\l get the tube really high?


35.0	mm\ chrow?	intends to throw the ball


36.0	\m jes' makin' a circle.


	msee my elephant.


49.0	I'ma make a-- happy face.


It then disappears, having ceded to am except for one possibility at 49.


BE auxiliaries: development to target


	From 33 months, Seth's be-auxiliaries become better segmented, increase in frequency, and are used in more adult-like ways.  Their increases in frequency are graphed in the next figure.


�


is


	The variation at 33 months suggests that Seth is still struggling with several aspects of auxiliary is: at least once he fails to add the progressive ending to the main verb (what's Daddy take off), and he is still working on inversion in questions: 


(71)	33.0	what Daddy's giving you.


		(wh)ere Daddy's going.


		is Daddy gon' [do] [a]naddr--


		Daddy's making flash cards for you?


		an' Dad's gon' put U?	[talking about his letter cards]


		Da'y's gonna put you a card on?


		and then it's gon' put M?	[letter card]


	Difficulties with inversion of is persist through 36 months, with the most obvious struggle taking place at that time.  


(72)	34.0	what Seth's doing.


		what Daddy's gonna have.


	35.0	what's Seth gonna do. 


	36.0	wha' Da'y is doing


		is a ace is for play'in the band


		is a kitchen light is blinking?  


From 38 months there are no further errors in placement of is.  At 40 months we find the only transcribed instance of expletive it.  There is but a single instance of isnt; it appears at 42 months:


(73)	40.0	better put a raincoat on me when it's raining.


	42.0	my bunny isn't gonna stay in here.





are


	Turning to are, at 33 months Seth is struggling with the relation between what'are, what'do, what'did, and what'does.  Representative utterances include:


(74)	33.0	what it mean.	what does


		whatcha do at school.	what do/did?


		what do we call that.	what did


		what Daddy do/find.	what did


		what Seth made?	what did


	34.0	whatta I'm doing.	what am I


		whatta we do at Kailua beach.	what did


		what d'Auntie put on. [my sting]	what did


		what Auntie put on.	what did





Although the amalgam whatta seems to have gone underground on the 33 month tape, it resurfaces at 34 months (whatta I'm doing and whatta we do at Kailua beach).  Now, however, it seems to have lost its earlier and clearer connection with what're.  We also find some continued experimentation with what'did: what d'Auntie put on [my sting], followed by what Auntie put on. 


	The only sentences with are at 35 months are statements, and here we see no problems with its inclusion or placement:


(75)	35.0	all da rabbits are goin' up da stairs.


		they're hanging [ornaments] on the Christmas tree? 


	36.0	we're going to-- we're going to-- we're not.


		are gonna-- are we gonna use \ hair dryer?


	38.0	what are you putting your foot on?	[early in the tape]


		what're you put your head on?	[much later]


		wha're you wearing?


		what're you doing.	[several times]


		are you talking?


		yes you're sure are! 





An elliptical we're not appears at 36 months, along with a single YN-question in which the recast suggests some lingering confusion about constituent order.  Some small confusions persist at 38 months where we find variations in production of WH-questions in the progressive.  


Difficulty with placement of are in certain constructions is also evident in his elliptical yes you're sure are! (in response to his own question are you talking?), even though he generally has it correct in statements.  From 40 months, however, no further problems with auxiliary are are evident.





am


	The first person singular form, am, blossoms at 33 months, with eight instances.  Since, however, seven of these are of the form I'm gon(na) X, am may be part of an amalgamated I'm gon'.  The eighth sentence, I'm drinkin' my water, supports at least an amalgamated I'm.  Productivity increases sharply to some twenty-seven sentences at 34 months.  Most of these are statements of intention: I'm gonna X.  There are also two descriptions of activities in progress (I'm doin' Braille; I'm rockin' in the rockin' chair).  Of greatest interest is a repeated question with both whatta and I'm (whatta I'm doing?), and a statement that suggests some difficulty with segmenting I'm gonna: I'mma do very good at Braille.  A similar utterance appears at 35 months: mm\ throw (I'm gonna(?) throw), alongside some five I'm gonna X, and two I'm progressives.  The two productions with I'm at 36 months are also a bit mushy, as is one more at 49 months which we looked at in conjunction with \mm\.


(76)	33.0	I'm gon(na) X.	[seven]


		I'm drinkin' my water.


	34.0	I'm gonna X.	[twenty-two]


		I'm doin' Braille.


		I'm rockin' in the rockin' chair.


		whatta I'm doing?	[two]


		I'mma do very good at Braille.


	35.0	mm\ throw (I'm gonna(?) throw)


		I'm gonna X.	[five]


		I'm walking.


		I'm goin to my grocery store.


	36.0	\m jes' makin' a circle.


		'msiy my elephant.


	38.3	whatta I'm mm wearing.


		whatta I'm lying on.	[two]


		I'm put my foot on NP.	[three]


	40.0	I'm not cleaning it up.


	41.8	I'm not gonna show him.	[two]


	49.0	I'ma make a-- happy face.


	Meanwhile another surge of I'm constructions has appeared at 38.3 months.  These include three more whatta I'm Xing questions (whatta I'm mm wearing; whatta I'm lying on, twice), and three would-be progressives that lack the -ing inflection (all of the form I'm put my foot on NP).  There are also eight well-formed progressives and twelve I'm gonna X constructions.  There are no new developments with am at 40 months except for the appearance of the first negative construction: I'm not cleaning it up.  Two more negatives occur at 41.8 months, both variants of I'm not gonna show him, and seven at 46.5 months.  The other progress can be seen in the series of quite well-formed questions that Seth produces at 46.2.  His problem with segmentation of whatta that we saw at 34 and 38 months is now resolved, although his pronunciation of what am I is sometimes a bit mushy.  The WH-questions on this tape are:


(77)	wha'm I doing.	[five]


46.2	what'm I doing.


	what am I painting.


	where'm I goin' after bed.


	what color am I paint-ing you.	[five]


	how I'm doin' da scissors.


There are also two correctly inverted YN-questions:


(78)	'm I goin to Bubby's?


	am I painting?


The data thus suggest that auxiliary am is quite adult like by Seth's fourth birthday.





was and were


	The last be auxiliaries to appear are was and were, at 30 months.  Both occur in the (memorized) context of story retelling: da[t's] wha[t] I was thinking; [what] were'ya thinking.  The next instance is at 34 months, a single production of was, in response to a modelling question:


(79)	BW:	what were they doin'.


	S:	they were playin' the banjo.


At 35 months Seth seems a bit unsure of which form to use.  Not only do we find the uninverted I was-- finished, we also see him trying out whatta with these auxiliaries as well.  The following exchange shows both his use of whatta and his lack of sureness about whether to use was or were with I:


(80)	S:	wha'a I was doing on my plastic bag.	[his cushion]


35.0	BW:	hunh?


	S:	wha'a I were doing dere.


After this the few instances that occur are correct (see Figure *x), with both ellipted and negative constructions occurring at 38.3 months (he wasn't; yes he was!)  At 49 months he produces a pair correctly inflected for number: he was making noise; they were making noise.





	In summary, by the time he is four years old, Seth seems to control most forms of the auxiliaries be and do, including negative and past tense.  There is as yet no evidence that he knows about have.


�
�
8.  Discussion


	Although catenative constructions, which involve two verbs (the first finite, the second not) and a possibility of two subjects, seem complex in adult grammar, Seth's developmental sequence shows how they could have originated in a simple single-subject construction in which the main verb is modified by one of a single class of protomodals: SUBJ PM VP.  We have seen how the development of Seth's catenatives can be simply and naturally described as taking place through the phonological, functional, and syntactic differentiation of an initial fuzzy protomodal "slot".


	My attempt to describe early syntactic development in this way was driven by two assumptions:


•	that our understanding of language development needs to be grounded in what makes perceptual, functional, and cognitive sense for learners;


•	that learners can and do create partial and increasingly specific analyses of grammatical forms which gradually approach their adult targets.  


	At the outset I proposed that one mechanism through which such gradual analysis can take place is the "holding tank" afforded by an at first undifferentiated class of "fillers"; in this case the class of Protomodals.  In association with such a position, enough information can be accumulated about the members of the class subsequently to allow its analysis into several, more adult-like, classes.  If the developmental picture we have just seen is at all representative for English-learning children, the sequence goes something like this:


Children in their second year can distinguish nouns from verbs from "other forms".�


On the basis of phonological presence alone, they separate out an undifferentiated pre-verbal class of Protomodals, which includes all the regularly occurring catenatives, auxiliaries, and modals.


They continue to collect information about the linguistic properties of these forms.


They may or may not begin to reproduce their protomodals as filler syllables; if they do, they will not assume them to be forms to which inflections can be added.


With experience with the language, they can use information from phonology, semantics (how the meaning of the following verb is modified), and syntax (cooccurrence privileges) to differentiate members of this class from each other.


Eventually they subdivide the protomodals into three classes: catenatives, auxiliaries, and modals.


�
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� George Grace proposed this to me.  �(Levelt�'s suggestion that modals can be treated as main verbs that take verbal complements seems to me to be part of the same functional view of English verbs (1989, p.197).


� A set of amalgams with have which occur in American English, but which are too infrequent in my data to say anything about include: should'a, would'a, could'a and might'a.


� Since BW regularly says oh, come to Dad as an offer to pick Seth up, Seth may have built this construction as let-Dad + come-to-Dad.


� Except for one at 29.5, one at 42 and two at 49 months.


� It is difficult to be sure of his intended target -- candidates are should we, shall we, should I, shall I.


� It is possible that he also reanalyzes lets as let SUBJ VERB at this time, but evidence is less robust.  


� Note, however, that the to often does not make it to the surface of an utterances.


�  Although Seth sometimes says hadda and sometimes hafta, there is no evidence until he is over 3 years old that he makes any systematic distinction between these forms.  For this reason I interpret the ones in this set as phonological variants.


�  Seth's use of try may partly be based on the local variety of English, in which a common way to mitigate an imperative is to prepose try.  Thus, Try come is considered more polite than Come!  William O'Grady suggests that the absence of the infinitive marker to makes this similar to a serial verb construction at this stage (pers.com.).


� Between 23 and 28 months I only find three possible occurrances of will, two of which are parts of memorized phrases, and one of would.


� We discussed should (and shall, since it is difficult to be sure of Seth's intended target) with the amalgams because the primary way Seth uses it is in the request-initiator sh'we.  At 40 months he does produce three clear instances of shall we, with a more modal meaning: what else shall we talk about; shall we talk about Buzz's? shall we talk about, uh, Grandma and Grandpa's house?  No more recur in the transcripts, however.


� The only two occurrances I find are one of contracted have at 25 months (I've got a red one), and one of contracted had at 41.8 months (think I'd better do it a-- try it again).


� It looks likely that at some level this was formed by juxtaposing two partially analyzed amalgams: I-dont-wannu + show-me-something.  The context was that they were looking at Seth's flash cards and Seth was resisting doing another one.  BW often said let me show you something.


�  I do not think that they need be able to distinguish lexical from functional categories, as Stromswold proposes; they only need be able to identify the most content-bearing words in an utterance and be predisposed to focus on them.  The likelihood that the most content-bearing words in an utterance will also be the most acoustically salient ones, is no doubt a major clue in their identification.
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