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This article tests the hypothesis that young children have a maturational

difficulty with A-chain t_rmation that makes them unable to represent

unaccusative verbs in an adultlike fashion. We report the results of a

tesl of children's performance on the genitive-of-negation construction

ill Russian, which, for adults, is an -unaccusativity diagnostic," since

genitive case is allowed to appear on the underlying direct object

argtunent of unaccusatives as well as on direct objects of standard

transitive verbs within the scope of negation. We show that although

Russian childl*en know the properties of the construction, they have

notable difficulty using it with unaccusative verbs. Since the input

evidence for genitive of negation with unaccusative verbs is quite

robust, we interpret our results as support for the hypothesis.
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Studies of early language acquisition help us understand the biological roots of language. For

example, the growing body of work that reveals extremely early kmm'ledge of many properties

of language (e.g., Wexler 1996, Crain and Thornton 1998, and references therein) is particularly

interesting in light of debates over the "'poverty of the stimulus" and the nature of Universal
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Granlinar (UG). As long as one is unable to discover a stage at which a child lacks knowledge

of a particular sort. oue can entertain the hypothesis that this knowledge arises, not from linguistic

experience, but directly from the child's genetically determined nature.

A more complex set of questions arises, however, when research reveals the opposite situa-

tion: the at)._ence of certain linguistic knowledge in the child at a certain age. We can call this

the problem (?[ktte knou'led,;,e. The most fundamental questions raised by such a case are the

lk)llowing: why does the child not know P at age n, and how does this child come to know P at

a later age n + m? One answer that has been explored is maturation of the human language

faculty, which wc will call lin_ltistic mat,ration (e.g., Borer and Wexler 1987, 1992, Wexler

1994, Rizzi 1993/1994, Gleitman 1981). Just as apparent deficiencies in children's use of the

adult language often conceal substantial early knowledge, which is revealed to investigators only

through careful experilnentation and analysis, apparently succes.hfifl use of the adult language by

children may conceal gaps in the child's linguistic abilities that also become apparent only through

careful experimentation and analysis. This article presents a case of just this type, which bears

on one of the earliest hypotheses concerning the maturation of syntax: Borer and Wexler's ( 1987,

1992) argument that young children lack the ability to represent A-chains that link thematic subject

and object positions. While their proposal points correctly to a general domain in which children

show' difficulties, it seems to fly in the face of other observations that suggest that young children

are proficient users of constructions that in the adult grammar involve A-chains. That is why

much of their discussion was devoted to demonstrations that these observations of proficiency
are actually misleading.

In this article we provide another demonstration of this sort, one that we feel is especially
strong: a demonstration concerning children's use of unaccusative verbs, which, in the adult

language, inw)lve A-chains linking their surface subject to a direct object position. As we show,

children do use these verbs freely from an early age. However, new developmental and adult

data from Russian demonstrate that children who use unaccusative verbs are assigning them a

representation without A-chains. The developmental data concern the children's ability to produce

a construction that (we argue) disallows this nonadult representation by its very nature: the so-

called genitive of negation with unaccusative verbs. It turns out that this construction poses severe
and specific difficulties for the children. Thus, we believe that we have uncovered a new case of

late knowledge, one that is particularly interesting because the construction is extremely, common

in adult speech. Delayed knowledge in the face of rich evidence provides an argument for UG

that is the inverse of the more familiar argument from the "poverty of the stimulus." We might

call it the argument from the "abundance of the stimulus.'" This type of argument supports the

hypothesis that specific details of linguistic knowledge are biologically determined by offering

an explanation, not for the presence of knowledge in the absence of evidence, but for the absence

of knowledge in the presence of abundant evidence. The explanation lies in the hypothesis that

the biology that supports the relevant knowledge is not available until a comparatively late stage
in child development.
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1 Alternatives to Maturation as an Explanation

We begin by examining maturational hypotheses in the context of other developmental proposals.

Consider some simple observations:

1. Research that reveals extremely early linguistic knowledge, when combined with evidence

from linguistic universals and _poverty of the stimulus" arguments, makes it clear that

certain properties of language, including children's ability to acquire it, derive from bio-

logically determined (possibly language-specific) properties of the human brain.

2. The human organism changes state as it matures. Maturation is as much a property of

the brain as a property of other organs.

3. Consequently, we can be quite sure that the brain structures that instantiate UG are subject

to some kind of maturational timetable, if only because they develop from less complex

structures during the course of embryogenesis. When this process is complete--how long

before or after birth--is an open question.

Suppose we discover differences in language use by children that correlate strongly with

differences in age--in particular, late knowledge of some sort. Given the commonsense considera-

tions.just discussed, it is reasonable to ask whether these differences might arise from maturation-

dependent differences in the brain structures that subserve language. A maturational explanation

is not intrinsically more or less infornmtive than any other: maturational and nonmaturational

explanations simply differ in the empirical lootprint that we expect them to leave.

Besides linguistic maturation, there are two possible types of explanations for late learning:

input-driven explaHati_ms that attribute late knowledge to nurture rather than nature, and mmlin-

guisti_" maturational exphmtlti_m._" that attribute late knowledge to nonlinguistic developmental

factors. Each alternative, .just like linguistic maturation itself, makes a specific set of empirical

predictions. Thus_ the choice of explanation for individual cases of late knowledge should be a

matter lk_renlpirical investigation (see Wexler 1999 for discussion). Let us consider these alterna-

tives somewhat more closely.

1.1 lnptll-Driver_ L_planatiot_5

The diversity of human languages tells us that the nature of the final state in language acquisition

is to some degree input-driren. Something in the child's linguistic environment must help her

decide whether or not she is speaking a verb-second language, a language with N-to-D movement,

and so on. Consequently, one explanation for a child's lack of some kind of linguistic knowledge

at a particular age could be hlsufficient exposure to certain relevant linguistic facts by that age.

The general character of this sort of explanation has been discussed by Borer and Wexler (1987),

who noted that an input-based explanation must explain why, in many cases, the input data fail

to trigger the learning of a construction at one point in time but succeed at a later point. They

called this the trig£erit2,_ pr_hlem (see also Lenneberg 1067).

One might attempt to solve the triggering problem in an input-driven account of late knowl-
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edge by positing a freqnency threshold of relevant occurrences that must be crossed before the

child pays attention to a lact. _ Thus, age-dependent vocabula,y diflerences are known to be

attributable to frequency of occurrence in the corpus of utterances accessible to a child (see Hart

and Risley 19951. Solutions to the triggering problem that rest on frequency lead us to expect

variability across children correlating with variability in the actual input. This sort of variability,

in fact, should function as the hallmark of flequency-driven late knowledge. Interestingly. it is

not found in the types of syntactic development that have been studied from this perspective, for

example, the growth of finiteness (see Rice, Wexler, and Hershberger 1998). The present article

will center around a case of late knowledge for which input frequency is almost certainly not at

stake. The key observation at this point is the fact that input-driven learning should present a

specific empirical profile, e Consequently, it is not a priori an explanation l)r all imaginable

instances of late learning.

1.2 Molurotiomll Evplomltiolt,_: LiJz<_Hi._/ic_md NoMhl<_uistic

An alternative style of explanation is maturational (i.e., not crucially input-dri,_en)--but/_onlin-

gHi.stic. This type of explanati(m attributes late knowledge to late maturation of mental capacities

other than the human language l'aculty. In this category one might explore limitations of memory

capacity, overall processing speed, communicative abilities, and so on. Psychologists have often

favored these kinds of nonlinguistic explanations, arguing that one should assume that the cogni-

tive abilities of children are the same as those of adults, but thai children have additional restrictions

imposed by generally immature brain ftmctions outside the domain of language (e.g., Pinker

1984). Explanations relying on nonlinguistic maturation should display a very specific profile:

the immature state of a particular domain (e.g., memory) should show effects in child cognition

that ,go beyond language, and it should be possible to describe the immaturity in terms of a

• developed theory of Ihat domain for adults. To date we are aware of very few serious explanations

of linguistic phenomena that have this character.

In contrast to input-driven late knowledge and late knowledge arising flom nonlinguistic

maturation, I)urely li&q,zdslic m_mfmtio_ is expected to manifest itself only through nonadult

performance with abstract structures and categories made available by UG. The hypothesis of

purely linguistic maturation is simply a "'dynamic" version of the familiar argument for UG from

the poverty of the stimulus: given the input, we cannot explain changes in knowledge of specific

aspects of grammar gll porlicMelr o t_e.s'unless we assume innate structures that also change over

time. The argument for linguistic maturation (as opposed to input-d,-iven late knowledge) will be

strong whenever input can be discounted as a cause of late knowledge, that is, when the triggering

One mighl also ask whelher late knowledge mighl he due to manipulation of the data awulable to the child.

Hov,,ever, research has showll that parents do not systematically withhold input data. at least with respect to basic

COllStrtlction>. (Wexler and Culicover 1980. Ne_port. Gleitman. and Gleitman 1977).

e All anonymous reviewer points out that a similar profile is expected if the phenomenon in question is not itself

inpul driven, bu| depends on Ille inpul driven acquisilion of some other grammatical or lexical pE'operty. For example.

some properly of unaccusalive verbs might arise in d_e gl-_.mmlar _}1"a given child (as a vonsequence of UG) only when
she h:.ls learl/ed a Cellaill lltlll]ber o1"tlllaCCtlsalive verbs.
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problem is evident. The argument liar linguistic over nonlinguistic maturation (in a given case)
must he a negative one. It rests on whether one can discern a nonlinguistic function for the

immature ability or nonlinguislic consequences of it in development.

In this article, we pursue a linguistic maturational account of certain phenomena on the

grounds of plausibility and empirical coverage. Until the literature offers serious nonlinguistic

accounts of developmental facts for which plausible linguistic hypotheses exist, there is no reason
to reject this mode of explanation, whatever the virtues or demerits of our particular proposal.

Nonetheless, we leave open the possibility that it may someday be shown that the linguistic

differences between child and aduh that we have uncovered have their roots in more general

cognitive differences.

2 Maturation of A-Chains

2. I A-Chain._

The early discussion of purely linguistic maturation by Borer and Wexler (1987) concerned

children's ability to represent A-chains. This work was inspired by several findings concerning

the passive construction in the speech of English-speaking children, including impaired compre-

hension and sparse production of passive constructions (e.g., Horgan 1975, Maratsos et al. 1983,
Bever 1970)._ Borer and Wexler (1987, 1992) proposed that the ability to represent passive

constructions in an adultlike manner does not mature until about 4 years of age. They adopted a

familiar analysis of passive constructions, based on Chomsky 1981, which we will also assume
here. According to this analysis, the subject of a passive sentence initially occupies the object

position characteristic of internal arguments (like themes and patients) and comes to occupy the

subject position as a consequence of movement. The subject and object positions are linked by

membership in an A-chain.

(1) was opened the door_--_ the door_ was opened t: [A-chain: (subject, object)]

The association of the surface subject argument with an underlying object position arises as

the consequence of the universal association (linking) of particular semantic roles with particular
syntactic positions provided by principles like Baker's (1988) Un{fbrmitvof Theta Assignment

Hyl_olhesis (UTAH) and its predecessors in the syntactic literature. We adopt a familiar view that

associates semantic role lal_els with syntactic positions, although other perspectives on the nature

of linking associations arc equally compatible with our discussion. In the case of (I), universal

conventions active in the adult grammar link the role theme or patient to direct object position,

accounting for the underlying form u'as opened the door. If this analysis of passive is correct,

passive oh|uses have two important properties that distinguish them from their transitive active

counterparts.

(2) a. Dethemati:ation: The external argument is not associated with an NP that ends up

in [Spec, IP]. Depending on the exact proposal one adopts, it is either suppressed,

See seclion 6 for discussion of conflicting views on the status of children's use of the passive.
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associated with the passive morpheme (Jaeggli 1986, Baker, Johnson, and Roberts
1989t, or associatedwith a by-phrase.

b. Movement: The internal argument undergoes movement to the type of position other-

wise associated with the external argument. This ['act is generally attributed to Case

theory or the Extended Projection Principle.

2.2 A-Chains in Child Grammar

In principle, one might attribute children's problem with passive to either property (2a) or property
(2b). Borer and Wexler (1987) explored the possibility that the problem concerns movement, as

in (2b). They suggested that children at the relevant ages are unable to represent a passive clause

with an A-chain linking object and subject. 4 Thus, in (3) door cannot be assigned a 0-role because

it is a subject and the canonical position of its 0-role (theme) is object. We can think of this

inability as a "star" affixed by the child's linguistic competence to a structure that, in the older

speaker's grammar, is unstarred. We will call this proposal the A-Chain Deficit Hypothesis
(ACDH).

(3) [*]The doori was opened ti.

For much of the discussion, the consequences of the ACDH will be indistinguishable from

those of another proposal, which localizes the deficit not in the A-chain characteristic of passive
constructions, but in the absence of an external argument (the External Argument Requirement

Hypothe,_is, or EARH). s Of course, given the 0-Criterion, the absence of an external argument
is a precondition for the A-chains found in passive clauses. Note that the EARH makes the same

predictions about passive sentences as the ACDH does, because an A-chain whose head is in the

subject position cannot be constructed unless the subject position is nonthematic (i.e., the external

argument is not projected in its canonical position). Thus, the ACDH and the EARH provide two

distinct but similar explanations for the fact that (subject, object) A-chains may be absent in early

grammars. To distinguish between the predictions of these two hypotheses, one would have to

examine children's performance on two types of structures. The first are the structures that contain
no external argument and no A-chain. The ACDH predicts these to be unproblematic, and the

EARH predicts them to be problematic. One example of such a structure might be finite comple-

ments embedded under raising,verbs (e.g., It seems that Mary has left). To our knowledge, the
field has not come to a firm conclusion about whether such structures are delayed. The second

are the structures that contain an external argument and an A-chain other than (subject, object).

The ACDH predicts these to be problematic, and the EARH predicts them to be unproblematic.

An example might be the reflexive citric construction of Romance languages, which we discuss

a More precisely. Borer and Wexler proposed that children cannot associate a 0-role with an overt argument that
does not occupy the canonical position m which that 0-role is normally assigned.

" One way of implementing ,he EARH within the minimalist framework is the following. Assume that the external

argument is base-generated in [Spcc. v]. where v is Ihe functional category that selects VP as a complement, and that in

unaccusa,ive and passive clauses v is either absen, or "'deficient" in that it does not assign the external argument 0-role.
The EARH states thai a chmse with a delicient or absent v is starred in the childrens grammars.
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ill seclion 7. We adopt the ACDH throughout the body of this article, since this is the variant

that has been developed in previous literature. However, we return to the EARH in section 7,

where recent results raise interesting questions about the choice between the two hypotheses.

One might suppose, all things being equal, that the ACDH predicts a total absence of passive

clauses in the speech of children at the relevant ages. as well as total lack of comprehension of

such structures. This runs counter to the apparent facts as reported by Maratsos et al. (1983),

Pinker. I,ebeaux. and Frost (1987). and others. Children's production and comprehension of pas-

sive clauses is spotty and defective compared with the adult norm. but children do use and

comprehend constructions that sound like adult passives. Borer and Wexler responded to this fact

with the conjecture that children's "'passive" clauses, despite their superficial resemblance to the

normal adult passive, do not contain A-chains. Building on the observation of Maratsos et al.

that performance on nonactional passives is worse than performance on actional passives, Borer

and Wexler argtted that the only passivelike representation available to the child involves adjectivol

(rather than _'_'r]_l/) passive. Following Wasow (1977) and Williams (1981), they assumed that

adjectival passives also involve no A-chain. In this sense adjectival passives display an otherwise

noncanonical direct linking of theme/patient with the external argument position.

(4) The door was I,\ opencd].

Borer and Wexler proposed that young children allow this noncanonical linking pattern for

adjectiwd passives jtlSl as adults do, and further suggested that children--just like adults know

that the verbal passive disallows this noncanonical linking pattern. That is, the linking principles

that distinguish verbal from adjectival passives were assumed to apply equally in the child's

grammar and in the adult's grammar (as in the theories of Grimshaw (I 981), Pinker (1984), and

others). _'The difference between children and adults lies elsewhere: in a tension between children's

knowledge of the need for an object trace in verbal passive sentences and their inability to use

representations containing this trace. This is the hypothesis that we have called here the ACDH.

3 Unaecusative Verbs and the ACDH

If Borer and Wexler are correct, a child at the relevant age should never produce or understand

an utterance whose analysis req,ires an A-chain. Only if an utterance with an A-chain has a

•"syntactic homophone" (vdlich we will abbreviate ._'-homol#lone) without that A-chain could such

an utterance be produced or understood] Borer and Wexler's argument that adjectival passives are

the s-homophones of choice took some of its strength from the fact that, according to some

proposals, even adults assign a structure without an A-chain to adjectival passives. An obvious

unanswered question concerns the overall awfilability of s-homophones without A-chains for

_' Note that we arc assumhlg that tit this age childlctl have not yet acquired nlany of the lexical restrictions on the

It>rmaliotl of adjectival passives pfcscnt in the adult grammar. Thus. they may producc udiectival passives with a wider

fallgC of verbs than adults do (see footnote 35 l\_l" a related point).

e A phrase ¢_ is an x-lu,m;Idl_me _*1 _ if (* and _, have distinct structure hut COlllnlon pronunciation.
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constructions that otherwise would contain A-chains. For many' such cases, there is little or no

support in the literature on adult syntax for homophonous representations that lack A-chains. s

Clauses with uuaccusative verbs are a particularly important exatnple. For the adult, such

chiuses, like passives, require an A-chain with a tail in direct object position and a head in subject

position (Perlmuiter and Postal 1984, Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995).

(5) a. The doori opened ti.

b. The unaili arrived ti.

In the case of simple unaccusatives we do not know of any arguments that adult grammars

offer an alternative representation that lacks an A-chain. If there are no s-homophones for unaccu-

satire clauses in the adult grammar (i.e., clauses that stand in the same relation to (5a-b) as

adjectival passives, on Borer and Wexler's assumptions, stand to verbal passives), one might

expect that children who lack A-chains would simply not use unaccusative verbs at all. This

prediction is patently false. Verbs like break and./all are used by (English-speaking) children as

early as 18 24 months (e.g., Tomasello 1992). The successful use of unaccusative verbs by'

children at an age where problems with passive are detected thus poses significant questions for
the ACDH (as well as for the EARH alternative).

Borer and Wexler (1992) point out that, if the ACDH is correct, a child who uses unaccusative

verbs must be assigning an tmer vatit'e analysis to them--an analysis that produces representations

homophonous with the unaccusative analysis. The proposed representations are shown in (6).

* Simple active clauses are the most important case here. If the widely assumed (though not uncontroversial: Bobuljik
1995) VP-lnlernal Subject Hypothesis ix correct lk)r the adult grammar (Kitagawa 1986, Kuroda 1988. Koopman and

Sportiche 19t) l ), one nlight wonder if structtlres with a VP-internal U'ace might have an s homophone with PRO.

(i) Mary, [ iv,, ti speaks Frencl_[.

(it) Mary, I I vl, PROi speaks French l.

This hypod_csis wouM explain why fronting the matrix VP in (it) does not yield the ungrammaticality expected of an
unbound Irate in the embedded chiuse (and woukt explain the absence of reconstruction effects with VP-fronting noted

by Barss (1986)).

(iii) John said Maryi 1 Ixi> PROi ... speaks French I--and {xp PROi ... speak French] she, does txl,.

If children's clauses contain VP-internal PRO rather than trace, Borer and Wexler's hypothesis could be maintained

along with Ihe VP-lnternal Subject Hypothesis. gi,<en the obvious fact that children at all but the youngest ages produce

and understand simple chtnses. Children's speech would be limited to the PRO s-honlophonc. A similar analysis might
be accorded to constltlClions thai I'nr the adult invoh'e raising, for example, the complement of predicates like veem (see

Lasnik and Saito 1t)92 for such an analysis I. Note thai we asstune that the highest verbal element in these control structures

{i.e.. I or seem) assigns a light ()-rt)le to the sul"tlect, similar to the role that Diesing (1992) posits for the VP-external

subjecls of individual-level predicales (,aith the meaning of "has the property .r'. whclv ._ is the property expressed by

Ihe predicate). Thus, Ihe structures do not violate the it-Criterion.
Ahernali\ely, one might propose refinements of the A(?DH that characterize the types of A-chain that pose difficuhy

fi_r the chihl more narrowly than we have done so far, ensuring that they differ from the A-chains created when a VP-

inlcrnal subjecl raises to [Spec, TPI in some rclevanl way. For example. Borer and Wexler proposed that the A-chains

of passixe and other A-chains ruled out by Ihe ACDH involve more than one "'potential a-position' (a position to which
a 0-role can be assigncd)--for example, complcmeni of V and [Spec, VP[--while the A-chains of raising to [Spec. TPi

do nol. II is nol clear what f_,irnl this generalization would take in the current syntactic frameworks. We will leave this

topic :is a hxlsc end Io be liecl up in future work.
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{6) a. The door opened. Ino object trace]
b. The mail arrived. Ino object trace]

A simple but crucial question arises. Is this hypothesis correct'? Do children provide unerga-

rive representations like those in (6a-b) for clauses that in the adult grammar would be unaccusa-

tive? A positive answer would strongly support the family of hypotheses that includes the ACDH
and EARH. In particular, it would support the notion that children have a general deficit whose

character requires reference to a property that crosscuts syntactic constructions. A negative answer

would force us to reexamine this approach, calling into question the idea that children+s problems

with passive form part of a larger, syntactically characterizable picture.
Of course, if+it does turn out that children have representations like those in (6), serious

syntactic issues remain. In particular, analyses of this sort probably violate UTAH, since a non-

agent that would be an object in a transitive clause (Mary Ol)e_wdthe door) here shows up as an

underlying external argument) _ This issue was discussed in detail by Bo.'er and Wexler (1992)

and can be developed in one of two ways. Either (i) or (ii) might be true of child grammar at the

relevant stage:

(i) UTAH is fully known to the child, but can be violated when the alternative leaves a

verb unparsed in comprehension or unusable in production; l° or

(ii) UTAH (or a subcase of it) is missing in the child grammar.

Although we argue for linguistic maturation in a specific instance (A-chains), we have not

found any evidence for maturation of UTAH itself. Children can be shown to respect this mapping

at fairly early ages (Marantz 1982), an ability that is probably important to the acquisition of the
verb lexicon (Grimshaw 1981, Pinker 1984). Consequently, we will assume (i)--a conclusion

consistent with the results we report below.

In any case, the prediction that children represent unaccusatives differently from adults has

" An anonynlous reviewer points out thai a child might have two ways to avoid an A-chain for a passive construction

without violativ_g UTAH. The first way is to introduce an expletive, as in There wa; opened a door. As the reviewer
notes, in our framewt_rk this strategy cannot be successful because such expletive structures still contain an A-chain,

although a covert one. The fact Ihat children don't produce such structm'es can be viewed as support for our analysis.
Tile second way is to use a ,_et-passive analysis for the be-passive sentence, as in The door got ope#led. If get-passives
do not contain an A-chain, then they do not violate the ACDH. In fact+ young children do produce get-passives before

they produce be-passives (Crain et al. 1987), demonstrating that this strategy is used successfully in production--a fact
that can be viewed as suppot_ for our amtlysis as well. However, in the context of a comprehension experiment, where
children are presented with be-passives, the stralegy cannot be completely successful: analyzing verbal passives as get-

passives requires the child to assign the meaning of get to be--a move that conflicts with the lexical entry of be. As a
restllt, children are li_rced to resort to Ihe UTAH-violating analysis.

i_>Presumably+ the violation is "'minimal." Suppose, l\)r example, that UTAH includes a principle linking themes
Io direct object position and a default principle linking other arguments to the external argument position. When the first

principle nmst be violated in order to avoid an A-chain with an unaccusative verb. the second principle comes into play,
yielding an uncrgalive structure. I+ikewisc, once A-chains become available to the child, so that violations of UTAH can
be avoided altogether, the older child's representations reflect this. Note also that the violability of UTAH (if true) argues
against theories in the spirit of Hale and Keyser {19931, for whom the semantic differences among thematic roles are an
automatic consequence ol'the syntactic configurations in which nominal arguments occur. We are grateful to an anonymous
reviewer li)t helping us to clarify these points.



nol bccn tested. In order to probe children's representation of unaccusatives, we must find a

situation where the difference between unergative and unaccusative representations has clear

gramnmtical consequences, and where no unergative s-homophone is available. In such a situation

we predict that the unaccusali\.c verb will cause observable problems for the child.

English is not the easiest language in which to study these matters, since evidence for unaccu-

sativity in English is suhile. Russian, on the other hand, provides a robust test for unaccusativity

with the so-called genitive-of-negation construction. When used with the genitive of negation

unaccusatives lack an unergative s-homophone. In the next section we present an argument that

the genitive-of-negation construction involves (in some configurations) a covert A-chain, as does

the similar English tllere-construction, which we also discuss briefly.
Covert movement is of interest to us because of its interaction with the ACDH. The ACDH (as

we have formulaled it) does not distinguish between overt A-movement lind co'_ert A-movement. It

predicts that both should be cqually difficult for young children. Crucially, however, the strategy
that children use to work around their A-chain deficit in the case of overt A-movement should

be unavailable in the case of covert A-movement. Let us see why this is so. Consider overt

movement first. When a child needs to assign a representation to a sentence that, for an adult,

must contain an unpronounced trace, the child can posit a traceless s-homophone--precisely

because the adult's trace was unpronounced. As we have .just noted, this requires the child to

tolerate violations of UTAH to a Iirnited degree. Now consider covert movement. When a child

needs to assign a representation to a sentence that. for an adult, contains a l?rOnozmced trace, the

child cannot posit u traceless s-homophone precisely because the trace, in this type of movement,

is pronotlnced, i i

In addition to containhlg covert A-movement, the genitive-of-negation construction has an-

other property that makes it particularly useful to us: the nominals that undergo covert A-move-

ment (i.e.. the arguments of unaccusative verbs) are morphologically distinct from the nominals

that do not undergo such movement (i.e., the arguments of unergative verbs). In other words,

when an unaccusative verb is provided with an unergative analysis, the morphological form of

the nomhml reflects this fact. Thus, the Russian genitive-of negation construction provides exactly

the condition we need to test the hypothesis that children in early stages of language acquisition
avoid A-chains.

To perform this test. we utilize an experhnenial paradigm that forces children to use the

genitive of negation with un_lccusative verbs to determine whether A-chains are available to

them. The resulls of the experiment confirm the ACDH rather strikingly. Beforc describing the

experiment, we review the genilive-of-negation construction in section 4 and argue that it is

ideally suited to test the ACDH. Then, in section 5 we describe the experiment and its results.

i i In principle, the child might escape from the problem of processing co'<ert A-movement in a diflerent way: by
positing a rcprcsentation in which the phrase that is a pronounced trace for the adult is not a trace at all--that is, by

positing a homophonous representation without c'overl A movement. However, if children are identical to adults in knowing
the principles that illake A-movement obligatory in particular constructions, they should have no escape from the need

to posil covert A-nll>vemel+t in thlise configurations where the grammar requires it. We assume that this is the case, so

lhLit thcrc is no s-homophone consistent with the chJldi-cn's granlnlar that might allow them to avoid positing an A-chaill.
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In section 6 we rcturu to passive constructions. Finally, in section 7 we review other recent

empirical evidence for and against the ACDH.

4 Russian Genitive of Negation: Covert A-Chains

4.1 The Ge, itit'e _['Negation

In Russian certain nominal arguments may appear in the genitive case in a negative sentence--the

so-called genitive-of-negation construction. Pesetsky (1982) offered the following generalization

about the syntactic position in which such genitive phrases occur:

(7) The genitive of negation is restricted to underlying direct objects.

Example (8) illustrates the pattern for transitive verbs: (Sa) contains a "normal" accusative direct

object, while (8b) contains a genitive direct object. Assignment of genitive case here is traditionally

described as optional. This is not completely accurate: the nominals appearing with the genitive

of negation have a distinct interpretation.

(8) a. Jane polu(:il pis'ma.
I not received ]etter-Ac('.Pl+

'1 didn't receive the/some letters.'

b. Jane polu_il (nikakL_) pisem.

[ not received (NI_c_-kind-GEN.PL) letter-GEY.PL

'| didn't receive any letters.'

c. Ja polu(:il I_is'mal*pisenL
I received letter-,,\('c'.piJ*letter-G_.:N.Pl+

+1received the/some letters."

As the examples in (8) show, genitive case marking on the direct object is limited to negative

sentences in which the direct object is nonspecific and indefinite, with scope narrower than

negation. If the object is specific or definite, or if negation is missing, only accusative is possible. 12

In (8c) both a specific and a nonspecific interpretation are available for the accusative nominal

argument. Thus, it would be more accurate to describe the genitive of negation as greatly preferred

(almost obligatory) on a nonspe¢ific object within the scope of negation.

As (7) states, the genitive of negation is not found on nominals base-generated in the subject

position--e'+,en in negative sentences--regardless of interpretation. Examples (ga-b) show this

for subjects of transitive verbs: examples (9c-d) show this for subjects of unergative verbs.

(9) a. Nikakie mal'('iki ne polu(:ali pis'ma iz doma.

"_l,:(_-kind-_ox_ H+ boy-xoMpI, not received letter-ace.eL from home-G_:n SG

"No boys/None of the boys received-pL letters from home."

12 We omil from discussion ubjccts that are required by a "'quirky case" verb to bear dative or instrumental case.

An oblique object of such a verb may trot be replaced by the genitive in negative sentences and is ambiguous with respect

to specificily and :,c_lpc. In Russian, unlike Icelandic iAndrews 1982I, verbs with oblique objects do not have passive

or tlnacctlsative COtllltcrl_atls.
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b. *NikakL_ mal'(ikov ne polu(:alo pis'ma iz doma.

xl (',-kind-(;J.:'<pl_ boy-(;t_y.PL not received-NEt:.s(J letter-acC.PL fiom home-GE_.scJ

'No boys received letters fiom home.'
c. Nikakie devo(ki ne tancevali.

NV_>kind-noM Pt_ girl-NoM r'L not danced-eL

'No girls/None of the girls danced.'
d. *Nikakix det'o(ek ne tancevalo.

rq-(-;-kind-ot_N.PL girl-(;f-:N.PL not danced-NeL.SG

'No girls danced."

Crucially, the genitive of negation is found on base-generated direct objects that under other

circumstances would move to a subject position ([Spec, IP] or [Spec, TP]). For example, the

genitive of negation is found on the theme or patient argument of unaccusative and passive verbs.

Examples ( I0a-b) demonstrate this for the internal argument of a passive verb; examples (10c-d)

demonstrate this for the internal argument of an unaccusative verb,

(10) a. (Vragom) ne bylo vzjato ni odnogo goroda.

(enemy-_Nsrr s(;) not was-NI,.U.SG taken-NEti,SG NI_:Gsing[e-GEN.SG town-GEN.SG

"Not a single town was taken (by the enemy)."

b. (Vragom) ne byl vzjat gorod.

(enelny-lNSTR.SG) not WaS-MASC.SG taken-MASC.SG town-NOM.SG

"The town was not taken (by the enemy).'

c. Ne rasstajalo ,i o&u)j sne_inki.

not melted-Nile.s(; NEG single-oEN.SG snow[]ake-GEN.SG

'Not a single snowflake melted.'

d. Ne rasstajala sneSnka.
not melted+EM.so snowflake-xoM.so

'The snowflake didn't melt.'

We must obviously ask what position the genitive phrases in (10) actually occupy--or, more

accurately, what position they are pronounced in. Tests discussed by Pesetsky (1982:142), partly

based on Babby 1980, make it clear that the italicized genitive NPs in (10) are pronounced in

their base-generated object position. First, their unmarked position is postverbal, t3 Second, the

genitive arguments cannot successfully serve as antecedents for reflexive pronouns, nor can they

control the subject of nonfinite adjunct adverbials. These are both subjecthood tests (Neidle 1988:

71-72). 14

t_ To the cxtcnl thai the genitive may occur preverbally, we will assume that this word order is a result of scrambling,

a process more generally available in Russian. Note also thal genitive NPs do not trigger verbal agreement, so that the

predicate surfaces v, ilh clel_aull agreement (3rd person, singular, neuter).
_'_ It is hard to construct a watertight argument against an alternative: that what are represented in the text as phenomena

singling ont subjects are actually phenomena singling out nominative NPs. This ahernative would provide a different
rcason lor the stars in ( I I ) and (12). Unfortunalely, Russian lacks quirky genitive subjects with which one might want
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(I I) a. Ni odin mal'_'iki no byl ubit u sebjaidoma.

NIiG Sillgle-N()M S(i boy-N()M.S(i not waS-MAS('.SG killcd-M.,Xsc so at self at-home

'Not a single boy was killed in his own house."

b. *No bylo ubito ni odnogo mal'eikai u seb,jai doma.

not was-NF:t,S(; killed Nl:t,.s(; rq<; single-mENSO boy-ca-:N.SO :_itself at-home

(12) a. [PROi vozvrag;C:a,jas' domoj], ni odin mal'E:iki ne byl

returning home NKGsingIe-NOM.SG bOy-NOM.SG not was
ubit.

killed-vAse set

"Not a single boy was killed while returning home."

b. *[PROi vozvra_,2ajas' domoj], ne bylo ubito ni odnogo

returning home not waS-NKt .SO killed-at:t SG NF:Gsingle-oF:N.SG

mal '(:ika,.

boy-(il.;N.s;(;

Having established that the genitive arguments of unaccusative and passive verbs are pro-

nounced in object position in the genitive-of-negation construction, we must also ask whether

they are associated with the subject position in any way. In particular, do they undergo any sort

of covert movement to subject position? We will argue that they do. Although the genitive NP

fails standard tests for subjecthood, there is nonetheless evidence (presented in the next section)

that it moves covertly to subject position.

First, however, we want to call attention to a special instance of genitive of negation with

unaccusative verbs. In (10a-d) the presence of genitive case indicated nonspecificity. A small

class of "bleached" verbs (Szabolcsi 1986), including existential 'be', actually require genitive

case when negated, regardless of the specificity of their argument.

(13) a. V gorode ne bylo vra(:a.
ill town not was-NEtT.SG dOCIOr-GEN.SG

'There was no doctor in iown./The doctor was not in town."

b. *V gorode ne byl vra(:.
in town not waS-MASC.SG dOCIOr-NOM.SO

i,

to COIIIFaM Ihe genii!re of negation. On lilt? other hand [as an anonymous reviewer reminds us). Russian does have a

dalive sttbjccl COllSlltielioll ill which the dative subieCl appears to funclioll acceptably as the antecedent of a rellcxive.

(i) ]valltl hylo ;_al" sebja i svoju sobaktl.

Ivall-D_,l WaS-M I 5;(; Solry-fol self A(( and self's- \( ( s(i dog a('("

"I'¢,.lll Was sorry ik)l" himself alld li)r his dog,"

(('hvany 1975:fi7)

Ftlrlhl2rlllOle, the gcniti,,c of negation itself I'urnishcs a useful argl.llllent in favor of our approach. While the genitive of

negation as lhe subject of a small clausc is somewhat nlargina] (Ray!0 1971). it ha <, no special problem functioning as
tile alllecedelll o[' a rcllcxive.

(ii) Ja Ii('no no s_ila} ni lldn({i devoOki v klassc sli_;kom dovol'noj sobc,i.
I personally no! considered NEGsingle-(;Kx.s(; girl-(iF.x so; in class too satisfied seIf[NSTR

"l personally didn't consider a single gM in the class 1oo satisfied with herself."
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(14) a. Ol'gi Borismny net.

Olga Borisovna-(;_:x isn't

"Olga Borisovna isn't here."

b. *Ol'ga Borisovna net.

Olga Boriso,,'na-No_1 isn't

The verbs in this class are few in number, but extremely common in Russian speech. _s They

form a coherent semantic class (Babby 1980, Chvany 1975); they are verbs that assert existence,

nonexistence, or presence at a location. They will play an important role in the experiment de-
scribed in section 5.

4.2 ('overt A-Movement q/Genilive Phrases with Unaccu,satives

In this section we consider the genitive of negation with passives and unaccusatives in greater

detail. We will argue that although 1he genitive argument is pronounced in the direct object

position of passives and unaccusatives, it undergoes covert movement to subject position (perhaps

adjoining to or replacing an expletive occupying that position). Thus, genitive of negation repre-

sents a configuralkm that children whose grammar lacks A-chains should have difficulty with--an

important test of our hypotheses.

The idea that an NP may undergo A-movement to subject position at LF has its origins in

Chomsky's (I 986, 1993) proposals concerning English expletive constructions. Chomsky (1986)

suggested that the NP ahov in a sentence such as (15a) must move to the position of there at

LF; otherwise, the representation at I_F will contain an uninterpretable element (the expletive).

The moving NP is known as the associate of the expletive.

(15) at. There is a boy in the house.

b. There is a strange man in the garden.

c. *There seems to a strange man that it is raining outside.

One argument for this analysis from Chomsky 1993 is the contrast in (15b-c): in both cases

there must be replaced by an associate, but only (I 5b) has a noun phrase (a strangle man) whose

Case properties motivate movement to the nominative-marked subject position. That is, only in

(15b) does the phrase a strange man have "'Case needs" (the need to receive Case in government-

binding theories, the need to "Scheck" Case in minimalist proposals). In (15c) the Case needs of

a stranq, e man are taken care of by the preposition to. Consequently, it cannot move to subject

position, replacing their. The result is a structure with an uninterpretable element--the expletive

there. Other proposals (e.g.. Chomsky 1995) motivate this type of movement in a different way,

but the ovendl architecture of the explanation remains the same.

in Russian somewhat different evidence argues for covert movement in the genitive-of-

negation construction with unaccusative and passive verbs. To the best of our knowledge, this

_" In this article, we will not attempt to explain why the class of bleached verbs beha,,es in this way. See Babyonyshcv

1996 for a proposal.
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evidence has not been previously noted. The argument concerns a locality, condition on negative

concord. As was evident in several preceding examples, Russian is a negative concord language.

Negative phrases must be licensed by clausal negation, and the licensing is governed by a locality

condition: a negative element is acceptable only if it is m-commanded by clausal negation. (We

assume that negation in Russian. a clitic on the verb, occupies T or I.) We will show that for a

genitive argument of an unaccusative verb, the position that must be m-commanded by negation

is not the position in which the genitive argument is pronounced, but the position that it would

nlovo Io Jf i! needed to undergo overt A-movement to the subject position. The demonstration is

straightforward. When clausal negation and the relevant negative phrase are clausemates, the

restlit is acceptable, as (16a) and (16h) show. (Note that Russian negative phrases can occur in

both the object and the subject positions of a negated clause.)

(16) a. Ja ne ljublju [nikakie sladostil / [nikakix sladostejl.
I not love Xl.:G-kind-AccPl_ sweeI-ACCPL / NEG-kind-GEN.PL sweet-GEN.PL

"I don't like any kind of sweets.'

b. Nikakie mal'(:iki ne ljubjat sladostej.

NI,:G-kind-NoM.PL bOy-NOM.PL not love sweet-GEN.PL

'No boys like sweets.'

Negation may also license a negative phrase in an embedded infinitival clause that it commands.

(17) a. Ol_jecl ql" tral_sitive--HegatioH in higher clause

Ja nc dol2na [6itat" nikakix statej / nikakie
1 not must read-iNJ: Nv:o-kind-oEN.Pt. article-oFNPL / Neo-kind-;,cC.PL

stat'i].

article-ACCpL

'i don't have to read any kind of articles.'

b. Object of transitive--negation in lower clause

Ja dol2na [he _:itat' nikakix statej / nikakie
1 must not readqNl: N_{G-kind-(mN.PL article-G_N.pL / XF:G-kind-AcCPL

stat'il.
article-Ace pL

"I must not read a'ny articles.'

Clausal negation does not license negative elements that it does not m-command.

(18) a. Negation m-commands negative element

Nikto ne xog:et [PRO 6itat' Vojnu i Mir].
NEG-one not wants read-[NF War and Peace

'No one wants to read War amt Peace."

b. Negation gh)es not m-command negative element

*Nikto xoOet [PRO ne 6itat' Vojnu i Mir].
Ni-;(i-one wants not read-iNV War and Peace

'No one wants to read War and Peace."



A negative subject that has raised fiom a lower infinitival clause behaves just like the matrix

• subjects in (18): it may not be licensed by negation in the lower clause. This shows that when a

negative element heads an A-chain, n>command by, negation of the head of the chain is necessary.

(19) a. Rclised .vulTje_'l--ne£,alio#l ill hi,_,her clause

Nikto_ ne dolmen [t_ ,Sitat" _ti stat'il.

Nt-(i-one-Nt)M not mUSI-MA,SC.,'.;(; read-iNF this-ACCPI, article-acc.pL

"Nobody must read these articles."

b. Raised sulTject--#wRatiolt in lower clause

*Nikto_ doD.en [t_ ne (:liar" 6It stat'i].
NI,:(;-one-Nt)M mUSI-MAS('.SG not read-_Nv this-ACCPL article-A(7(7.pL

Consider now thc licensing conditions for a negative genitive argument of an unaccusative

infinitival verb in a clause embedded under a raising predicate. Since the genitive argument is

pronounced in the direcl object position of the embedded unaccusative verb, we might expect

negation in both matrix and embedded clauses to license such a phrase. That is, we might expect

such phrases to reproduce the paradigtn of (17). However, this is not what we find. Only negation

in the matrix chiuse can license such a phrase. Instead of displaying the paradigm typical of

embedded objects (shown in (17}), the embedded genitive object displays the paradigm typical

of raised nominative subjects (shown in (19)). This is true even though the genitive, by other

tests discussed above, behaves like an object, it'

(20) a. Genitive a_Nument _?[embedded tmacctLvative--#zegation in higher clause

Ne dol2no [pojavit'sja nikakix mal'_ikov v klasse[.

not mUSI-Nt-t,.SC; appear NEG-kind-GEN.PL boy-GEN.PL in class

"There don't have to appear any boys in class.'

b. GelHtil'e argttme, t olemhedded u#taccusative--,egatiol_ i, loner clause

*Dol2no [ne pojavit'sja nikakix mal'C:ikov v klassel.

mUSt-NEUSG not appear "qF:G-kind-cEN.PL bOy-GEN.PL in class

'There must not appear any boys in class.'

i<,A liurthcr argument l).w the lacl that the genitive phrase raises to the subject position of a finite clause is provided

by sentences that contain two levels of embedding.

(i) Ne dol2no moU pojavit'sja nikakix mal',Sikov v klasse.

not necessary able-INF appear-nNF: Nli(i-kind-(;EN P[. b(ly-GEX Pl. ill class

"There don't have to appear any boys in chiss."

(it) ?q)olZno nc Ill(it:'" pojavit'sja nikakix mal'_:ikov v klasse.

ncccssary not ahlc-i',,F appear-i'-,F Nt (;-killd-{iEN PI, bOy-GEN.PI, in class
"There nltlM not be able to appear ally boys in class.'

The conlrasl in acceptability belv, een (i) and (ii) demonstrates that the argument of the infinitival verb raises to the

subject position of the matrix il'inile) clause, rather than to soine intermediate position in the embedded (infinitival)

chmses. The contr;ast also demonstl+ates that the Ileg_.ltiOll IllUst m-comlnand the head of tile chain contaJlling the negative

phrase, as is tile case in (i), rather than the mice position of the negative phrase, as ix the case in (it). We thank an

allonynloLis reviewer for pointing Otlt Ihe illlportallce of these exalllples.
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We take this fact Io show thai genitive-of-negation arguments of unaccusative verbs--although

they arc pronounced in object position move covertly to subject position, iv

(21 ) After covert A-moveulent:

a. Ge, itit'e ac_ttme,t q[emhedded tmaccusative negatioH in higher clau.s'e

nikakix mal'('ikovj ne I dol2no [pojavit'sja ti v klasse]

b. Genitive ar<_ttment qf embe_hled tt#mCCltsative--negatio#t i#t lower clatt.ve

*#tikakLv mal'('ikotil dol_no [ne pojavit'sia ti v Masse]

The nl-command condition on the licensing of negative phrases by #re applies to these genitive

phrases in their final position. It is violated in (21b) and satisfied in (21a). That is why these

genitive phrases behave like nominative subjects, not like normal direct objects, with respect to

the positioning of the negation that licenses them. In this respect, then, the genitive phrases in
unaccusative chtuses behave much like the associates of there in Chomsky's analysis discussed

at the beginning of this section.

We leave open the question of what motivates this movement. Perhaps the movement is

Case-related, with the genitive phrase checking its Case features against finite T in a manner

akin to ove,-t movement of nolninative NPs. Alternatively, the motiwltion might be expletive

replacement, if these constructions involve a null expletive in subject position. I_ Whatever the

'" Striclly speaking, though the covert movemenl discovered here has properties compatible with A-movement (e.g.,

its finite l-seeking property), we have not shown that it mus! be viewed as A movement, rather than movement of some

previously undiscovcred son. We adhere to the simplest assumption in file text and feel that/tie results of our acquisition

experinlcnl valklale lhis assumplion.

INSOllle open questions and problems remain. First, ahhough the genitive m these conslructions behaves like a raised

subject with respecl 1o negalive concord, it behaves like an enlbedded object with respect to verbal agreement and witt_

respect io subjecthood tesls Ihal check ils ability to antecede reflexives and PRO. In the latter respect, the genitive is like

life associale el English lilt'r#.

it) There Seclncd (*1o hilnscll') lo have al-rixcd a linguist from China.

The fact has a nalural exphmation if coven nlovcment applies later in the derivation than binding theory, as in lhe

govcrnmenl-binding Iheorics of(Thonlsky 1981 and rclaled work. For example, if binding lheory is an S Structure phenoine

non, negative concord an I,F effect, and covert movement part of the mapping fl-om S-Structure to LF, the facts fall

properly into phtce. If binding Ihcory is also an LF phenomenon, as suggested in ininimalist work (e.g., Chomsky 19931,
or if co',erl movenlcnl does not follow o_ert movement in the derivation (Pesetsky 1998), lhen these facts are more

problenlalic, ahhough various techni_ll solutions could slill be devised. One difference between Russian and English

raises a worrisome question in lhis conlexl. The licensing of a negative poh.u'ity item as the associate of English there is

nol scnsilivc to [,F raising of Ihe associate.

(it) There seemed Inol to be any solution io the problem].

In Chomsky 1995 this provides one of the ccnlral arguments in favor of lealure movement. :is opposed to category

movement, in English there senlences. There _,ould have Io be some crucial difference between negative polarily licensing

in English and negalive concord ill Russian Ihal allow> fealurc movement to affect the latter but not the former. The

juslification for describing Ihe Russian phenomenon :is "'negative concord" rather than as negative polarity inchides the

fact Iha! Ihc "negative words" o1" Russian have negative meaning ()Lit of context, tnllike English any.

(iiil a. Wh<> came'? *Anyone.

b. Kio pi'i_,/H? Niklo.
"Wh_,I CalllC'._No Ollt2,"

(el. Nikto *(he) pri_;LqT)
II0 Olle llO[ clime
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motivation for covert movenlent, we take these data to argue that the genitive phrase with unaccu-

satires does nlove. I_}

4.3 Predi{'tiotl._ _!fthe A('DH (_r_Hnnr_lr

We are now in a position to discuss the specific prediction of this analysis (when coupled with

the ACDH} regarding children's use of the genitive of negation in Russian. The genitive of

negation forces the object of an unaccusative to raise covertly to subject position--forming an

A-chain, as outlined in the last section. If children have ACDH grammars, the genitive of negation

with unaccusative verbs should pose problems for them, for all the reasons discussed above.

If children at the ACDH stage have adultlike knowledge of the genitive-of-negation construc-

tion, but have specific difficulties using A-chains, we make certain quite precise predictions

about their performance on tasks that tap knowledge of the genitive-oGnegation construction.

Specifically. such children should behave like adults in the following cases:

I. They should allow genitive case on the direct object of a negated transitive verb, where

semantically appropriate.

2. They should disallow genitive case on the subject of an unergative verb, regardless of
semantic context.

They should, however, behave unlike adults in the following cases:

3. They should disallow genitive case on the sole argument of a negated unaccusative verb

where an adult would allow genitive case in appropriate semantic contexts.

4. They should even disallow genitive case on the sole argument of a negated unaccusative

verb from the class of bleached verbs where an adult would require genitive case.

We tested these predictions with Russian-speaking children in Moscow (Russia) using a

sentence completion paradigm. Situations were created in which the genitive of negation was

either required or disallowed by the context. The experimenter created these situations by manipu-

lating toy characters and telling brief stories that were constructed so that one key character or

object would naturally be referred to with a specific or nonspecific NP. The verb used with this

NP wits either transitive, unaccusative, or unergative. Thus, we could manipulate both the type

of verb and the semantic/pragmatic context provided by the story. For example, a transitive verb

with a nonspecific otziect would bc set up by the experimenter in the following way:

(22) l_£.VOml_le."Non,_'peci/ic direct obje{'l o1o transitiPe _,ert_ _'ith negatioJ1

Evperimenter: lusing a toy cat and paper with drawings of houses and bicycles on it]

{English translation} This is a story, about a cat. The cat decides that he wants to paint.

So be paints one house--oh, it's difficult! And then he paints another house it's

difficult! He says, "Now, l'm tired. I can't paint any' more," and he goes home.

i,, Passive sentences behave like unaccusatives with respect to the constructions discussed in this section. Thus.

replacing i_?/ol'i!"t/o "to appear' whh I}vl' n_tk_g_**w_*i 'to he punished' does nol change the pattern.
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Next. the experimenter, using a puppet, would give a brief synopsis of the story (1-2 sentences),

leaving the NP of interest (whether the object or the subject) out of the sentence so that the child

could be prompted to complete the sentence with this NP. The example in (22) would continue

as in (23). The dependent measure is the case of the NP provided by the child.

(23) a. Pttpl_et (Rus,sian)

Ja znaju (2to slu(:iIos'. Kot pokrasil dva doma i

[ know what happened cat-N()M.S(; painted-uASC.SG tW'O-ACChouse-GEN.SGand

ne pokrasil ni...

not painted-MAS('.s(; NF:(_...

'I know what happened. The cat painted two houses and didn't paint ...'

b. Predicted child re._?_m_se

odnogo velosipeda.

sinelo __ bicycle-(;_,.s_;." _ e-GEN.SG

'a single bicycle."

As noted above, if children can use the genitive of negation with transitive verbs and show

adultlike knowledge of the fact that the genitive is impossible with the sole argument of unergative

verbs, the ACDH makes an explicit prediction about performance with unaccusative verbs. Chil-

dren with ACDH grammars, when placed in a situation where the production of a genitive-of-

negation construction would entail a representation with an A-chain, should offer a response in

which the verb that would be unaccusative for the adult is treated as an unergative. If the child

offers an unergative response, we should find nominative case instead of the expected genitive

of negation. The fact that the nominative would have to follow the verb offered by the puppet

character is not a problem, since Russian, like many pro-drop and scrambling languages, allows

norninative subjects to appear postverbally, as shown in (24). Postverbal nominative subjects are

as available for unergatives as they' are for any other class of verb. 2°

(24) V zale tanceval Vanja.

in hall danced-MASC.s_; Vanya-NoM

'It was Vanya that danced in the hall."

More generally, then. we make the [_)llow'ing prediction:

(25) Prediction of the ACI)H

Children will give fewer genitive responses to unaccusative verbs in genitive-of-nega-

tion contexts than to transitive verbs in the same contexts. Instead of genitive responses,

they may offer nominative responses.

='_For the sake of concreteness, we assume [hal the postverbal nominative arguments in (24) are right-adjoined co

VP in the manner suggested by Rizzi (1982), perhaps including the unaccusative (24c_ [but see Babyonyshev 1996 for

discussion _fl alternatives). This right adjoined position does not license the genitive of negation with unergatives or

transitives, IPesetsky 1982) and the right adjoined subjects cl{_not behave like objects with respect to the tests exemplified

by examples (11 !-(12). Thus, the postvcrbal nominatives produced by the children have a syntax distinct from the syntax

accolded by adtllls J_ postverbal genitives in the genitive-of-negation construction with unaccusative verbs.



If this prediction is true, it is an unexpected result for input-driven theories, since children

have plenty of opportunities to hear the genitive of negation with unaccusative verbs. The bleached

verbs that require genitive in all contexts are a particularly common class. If children simply

imitate what they hear, they should perlbrm like adults on our task. The maturation-of-A-chains

theory thus predicts a surprising outcome: that children will ignore the input, relying on their

own grammatical resources instead. We will return to this triggering problem again alter discussing

the experimental results. 2_

As we have ah+eady noted, the data from our study are of interest only if we can show

that the children we tested have essentially adultlike knowledge of the semantic and syntactic

requirements of the genitive of negatiot+ (i.e., that it applies to an object argument in the scope

of negation), apart from those factors affected by, the predictions of the ACDH. This question

has not, to our knowledge, been tested before. We first discuss how we addressed it, before

moving on to unaccusatives.

5 The Genitive-of-Negation Experiment

5.1 Sul_jects, Method. and Stimtfli

The participants in this experiment were 38 Russian-speaking children ranging in age from 3;0

to 6:6. They were tested in Moscow during September, 1994, by one of the authors (MB), a

native speaker of Russian. Before testing began, a brief, informal pretest was conducted with all

the children to make sure that they knew the forms of the nonnominative cases involved (accusative

and genitive) and that they could cooperate with the experimenter and understand the task. Eight

children failed the latter two criteria and therefore did not pass this pretest, leaving 30 children

for the analysis. All the children knew the forms of the cases, a finding consistent with work

reported in Babyonyshev 1993, which showed that even very young children have mastered the

Russian case system.

Belore the experiment began, the children were trained to help the puppet finish its sentences.

The experimenter's text was prepared in advance so as to avoid using any of the words we were

trying to elicit from the children. Each child w,as tested with three transitive verbs with nonspecific

object contexts, three transitive verbs with specific object contexts, three unergative verbs, three

regular unaccusative verbs, and three bleached unaccusative verbs. Thus, there were five different

verb types in this experiment,'each with three trials using different examples of the category.

Each subject was tested with all of the trials whenever possible (see section 5.2). The verbs used

as stimuli are listed in appendix B. Examples of the stories used to create the contexts are shown

in appendix A. As mentioned previously, a postverbal subject (used in the intransitive examples

in appendix A) is quite natural in Russian.

2iNote that Ihe [iARH. introduced in section 2, makes identical predictions under the syntactic analysis of genitive
_fl negalitm we have developed in section 4.2.
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The intransitive stimuli had to be constructed so as to lneet two logistical requirements. First.

,the past tense ending on the verb could not betray the case of the noun. In Russian the past lense

ending of a verb agrees in number and gender (for singular nouns) with its nominative subject.

However. as nlcntioned in section 3, when the subject switches to genitive, the verb bears neuter

agreement, betraying thai the subject, if nonneuter, is not nominative. The neuter agreement could

potentially give the children a cluc that they should not respond with a nominative noun. Thus,
we could not use masculine nouns with intransitive verbs. However, we were able to use neuter

and feminine nouns, since the past tense ending on the verb is pronounced/a/in both of these cases

despite their morphological difference. In addition, sometimes the verb had to be camouflaged, as

in example 4 in appendix A, so that the experimenter did not say the ending. The second require-

ment was that we needed to be able to detect the difference in the child's response between

genitive and nonlinalive case. Since this distinction is lost in pronouncing neuter nouns with

nonfinal stress, all neuter nouns had to be end-stressed. Therefore, owing to both of these require-

ments, we were restricted to feminine and neuter end-stressed subjects for intransitive verbs. (See

appendix B for the nouns we chose.)

The verbs were presentcd in preselected pseudorandom orders, with the constraints that the
same verb not be used twice in a row and that the same condition not be used twice in a row.

As described above, the design of the experiment was within-subjects or repeated-measures. The

15 stories were broken into two sessions, which were held at different times on the same day.

For each verb, a child's response was coded with a 1 if the noun phrase the child provided was

marked wilh genitive case and 0 if it was marked with nominative or accusative. Within each

verb type, the responses to the three verb tokens were averaged to obtain a score ranging from

0 to 1. These average scores were used as the dependent measure in our analyses of the data. Of

the 450 (30 subjects × 5 conditions × 3 items per condition) possible responses, we actually

obtained 395 codable responses. Six of the subjects refused to participate in the second session,

thus eliminating 30 possible responses. Of the remaining 25 missing responses, 8 involved failure

to provide the construction that we were eliciting (5 unergatives, 3 unaccusalives), 3 involved

faihn'e to record a response because of mechanical problems, and 14 were instances in which the

case ending was uninterpretahlc, either because the child used a nominal with an unstressed case

marker (usually, the diminutive fornl of the target noun) or because the child's pronunciation of

the crucial noun phrase was indecipherable. About half the time a child responded not with the

noun we were trying to elicit but with another noun from the story or niC'ego ('nothing-(;EN'). If

this noun was unambiguously case-marked, we included it in the analysis as a correct or incorrect

response (i.e., it was mixed in with the other responses).

Children occasionally repealed their response one or more times. Also, the case of the noun

was occasionally not the same in all the responses (i.e., children corrected themselves or changed

their minds). When this happened, only the first response was used in the analysis reported here.

We also perli_rmed an analysis using the average case provided (if more than one response was

given) as the dependent measure, and an analysis taking any correct (i.e., adultlike) response as

the dependent measure, even if an incorrect response was also given. We do not report the results

of these separate analyses, since the results were very similar to those reported here.
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An ANOVA was perfomled lo compare the rate of genitive response among all five verb D'pes

for all children. In order to do this analysis and the other statistical analyses discussed below.

the missing data had to be imputed so that every cell was Filled. If a child responded [o two ou!

of three verbs ,aithin a condition, the average was used to fill in the third response. [f a child

responded to one of the three verbs, that response was used to estimate the missing responses, e-_

The result of the omnibus ANOVA was highly significant (F(4, 116) = 51.8, p <: .0001 _,

which means that the different verb classes produced significantly different numbers of genitive

responses. But this resuh did not tell us about the specific difl'erences between the conditions
that we were interested in. In order to obtain this infl)rmation, we used a series of contrasls. The

first conlrast concerned transitive and unergative verbs, testing whether the children's responses

in these conditions of the experiment are adultlike. Specifically', we wanted to test whether they

gave genitive responses (coded as I) for the transitive nonspecific condition, and nongenitive

responses (coded as ()1 for the transitive specific and unergative conditions. If their responses

conform to this pattern, we may assume that children are familiar with the genitive-of-negation

constructiol_ and that they know the semantic alld syntactic restrictions on its use. Results from

these three conditions (the two transitive conditions and the unergative condition) are shown in

table 1. collapsing across all 30 children and all trials.

Children used the genilixe of negation with nonspecific transitive objects, as required by' the

adult grammar. 73% of the time, but they, used it with specific transitive objects only 49; of the

linle. -'_ In all other transiti\,c specific situations they, used accusative case. The mean for the

unergatixe condition was 0; the children always responded with nominative case when the verbs

were unergative. It should be noted that two of the three unergative verb trials used nonspecific

Table 1

Responses in the two transitive and one unergativc conditions, collapsed over all children and all trials

Number of genitive responses Average fiequency of
Condition out of total responses genitive responses (SD)

Transili,,e with nonspecific object 63/84 .73 (.33)
Transitixe with specific object 4/83 .04 (.14)
Unergatixe 0/72 0 (0)

22This process changed the means and standard deviations only slightly fl-omtheoriginal data. Tables 1and 2 show
the imputed data, while the original values were .75 (MY and .44 (SD) for transitives will1nonspecific object contexts:
.{)5and .20 for transitives with specific ob,jcclcontexts: 0 and 0 for unergatives: .47 and .50 t\)r regular unaccusativc,<
and .48 and .50 for bleached unaccusa|ivcs.

"_Actually. as we noted m section 4.1. the use of genitixe with nonspecific objects is "'almost obligatory," but not
actually required in the aduh grammar. Son-itpart of the difference between the 735,;genitive nonspccific direct objects
offered b._tilechildren m OUl-study and lhc "'prcdicled" 100q might be due to this factor. WeaFegraleful to an anonymous
revie\_er for this point.
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Table 2

Responses m the two unaccusali;¢ conditions, collapsed over all children and all trials

Number of genitive response,; Average frequent} ol
Condition out of tolal responses genitive responses (51))

Regular unaccusatix c 38/81 .45 (.32)
Bleached unaccusati\e 36/75 .47 (.34)

rather than specific subjects in order to make sure that children didn't use nominative only becausc

the genitixe of negation is not allowed with specific subjects.2a A contrast test of the mean lor

the transiti'_e nonspecific condition versus the means for the two other conditions together (transi-

tive specific and unergalive) revealed a significant difference (t(29) = 12, p < .001 !.

Thou,,h te,_ting knowledge of the eenitive of neeation was not our primary coal. the rest,!tv

are interesting in their own right. Russian-speaking children as young as 3 years old understand

the use of the genitixe of negation. They can use a subtle semantic distinction (wide vs. narn_w

scope of negation, or a nonspecific vs. a specific object) to determine grammatical case reliably.

To the best of our knowledge, this has never been delnonstrated belore. _-_

We can no,a. assess children's use of covert A-chains (as described in section 4.2) by examin-

ing whether children fail to use the genitive of negation with unaccusatives, as the ACDH predk ts.
Table 2 shows the results for the t,ao unaccusafive conditions. They are clearly in accordance

_.ilh the predictions of the ACDH. The mean number of genitive responses for "'regular" unaccu

satires (those that require the genitive depending on context) was 45_ -, and the mean !or

"'bleached" unaccusatives (those that alv, ays require genitive snhjects with negation) was 47';_.

Both of these means are much lower than the mean number of genitives recorded in the transili\,e

nonspecific condition (73c_).> To test the slatistical significance of this difference, another con-

trast was performed, this time for the IWO unaccusative verb conditions versus the transitive

nonspecific condition. The difference was highly significant (.:(29) = 4.92. p < .001 ). Thu,, it

:4 One of the nonspecific sul!ject,, v, as an unidentii'icd member of a set of objects introduced within Ihe story. "Fhc

olhcr was ;.111object Ihat had not been introduced in the story.

:" Moreover. it is easy to undcrstand why children gave only 739_ genitive responscs (as opposed to 10()(,"_i ill Ihc

tran,;ilixc non,,pecific condition. It i,, known that children often use specific l\)rms in nonspecific contexts for instal*co.
definite determiners and ilolninals ill indefinite ell _.ironlnents I Karmiloff-Smith 1979). The opposite error occurs less

oflen. 11 is u:,ually assumed fllal children make the praglnatic crror of treating new information as old information km,v,n
Io Ihc lislcner (A\rtltil/ and WexleE 1992). Notice that children's mechanisms ol case assignrnenl are cmrecl: it is ,ml 3

lhe interpretation Ihe.', assign Io nominals that is faulty.

:e, An anonylnons re,,iev, cr suggests that the diflercncc between genitive responses in the unaccusative and transit i', c

conditions might be due Io lhc pragmatic factor mentioned in foolnote 25. Thai is. perhaps the scenarios we used to clicil

lhe responses for lhe unaccusative verbs were more conducive to an inappropriate "'specific" reading of the elicited NP
lhan Uele lhe scenarios for the transitive verbs, although we attempted to make the nonspecific reading highly salicn; in

both situations. Ahhough the re\iewer's suggestion i,, plausible in theory, il is implausible given the scenario', and x orbs

acluall} used. If anylhing, in our judgn]ent it would be easier to construe some of the Iransitive scenarios as specific than
file unacctlsali\.__' scenarios (e.g.. a ltan-,ifi,,e case like "lhe boy didll "t _ee an 3 I)elR'l[_ xs. [111tlnaccusative case like ]7_'R'
(ll'('li "[ _/f1_ II iHJ(Jn'._ il? the h(*ltS('),
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appears that children's knowledge divcrges fl'om that of adults at this point. Like adults, children

know the semantic and syntactic circumstances under which the genitive of negation is licensed.

Their perlk)rmance differs only in the conditions that require the use of an A-chain.

As we have already pointed out, bleached unaccusative verbs are not subject to semantic

conditions in adult grammars, appearing with the genitive under negation regardless of interpreta-

tion. Thus, if children do not have difficulties with A-chains and know the bleached property of

these verbs, the}, should give I00_ genitive responses in the bleached-verb conditions no matter

how the}, interpret them. Instead, the children we tested gave only 47_2_ genitive responses--a

strikingly low proportion, especially given the 100cA genitive rate for these verbs in the input. 27

We thus have experimental evidence that children have trouble with unaccusatives. We

predicted that this trouble wonld arise because of the interaction of the special properties of

_enltpee-ol-neeatlon construction, whichunaccusaltive verbs with the special properties of the _ " " _ "

requires that an underlying genitive object of an unaccusative verb raise covertly to subject position

at LF. The result is evidently troublesome or ungrammatical for children under approximately 4

years of age. This causes the children to produce a nominative argument when the adult language

would favor or even require the genitive. We propose (following Borer and Wexler 1992) that

children represenl unaccusative verbs in this construction as unergatives--in violation of

UTAH--in order to avoid the ACDH (or EARH) violation incurred by' the genitive of negation.

5.3 E[/_'cl._ q/A_,,e

The results we have discussed so far clearly show a deficit with unaccusatives when our child

subjects' responses are collapsed. We have already discussed some of the implications of this

finding. However, the unaccusative condition means do not look like the unergative condition

means, as lhe ACDH would predict. In fact, the difference between the unaccusative conditions

and the unergative one is also quite large (I(29) = 9.12, p < .001 ). The tact that both contrasts

turn out to be signi[icant on the aggregated data may be partly explained by the wide age range

of our subjects (3:{) Io 6;6).

Since the ACDH was originally formulated for children approximately 4 years old or younger,

we might expect that the younger children in this group, on average, treat unaccusalives more like

unergatives on our genitive-of-negation test, while older children treat them like unaccusatives. To
test this prediction, the children were divided into two groups by age (the 15 youngest vs. the

15 oldest), resulting in a younger group mean age of 4;0 and an older group mean age of 5;4.

Table 3 shows the average frequency of genitive responses for each condition for each age group. 2s

-'_ As a reviewer points out, it is not clear lllat the childlvn know the bleached property, given that overall they

provide alm,sl Ihc salllc ntlntber of genitives m the bleached unaccusative condition as in the regular unaccusative

condition. In our view. the bleached properly of these verbs is not accidental, but flHIows from the syntactic structure of

this verb class interacting with the genitive of negation construction. Thus, if children have these correct representations,

the bleached property will l'oHow aulolnalically. We believe that Ihe lack of difference for the two types of unaccusative

verbs is due to problems the younger children have with the analysis of genitive of negation (i.e., A-chains}.

es As with the previous slalistical analyses, the means are slightly altered owing to the imputation of missing data,
described in foolnotc 22.
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Table 3

Average frequency of genitivc tcsponses in each condition for each age group (SD in parentheses)

Transilivc Transitive Regular Bleached
nonspeci fic specific Unergative unaccusative unaccusative

Younger(n = 15) .73 (.31) .04(.17) 0(0) .40 (.33) .31 (.32)
(mean - 4;0)

Older(n = 15) .73(.36) .04(.11) 0(0) .50 (.30) .62 (.30)
(mean - 5;4}

Notice that while the means in the transitive and unergative conditions are the same for both

groups of children, the means in the two unaccusative conditions are higher for the older group.

This indicates that the older the child, the more likely he or she was to use the genitive of negation

with an unaccusative (but see the caveats at the end of the next section).

The difference between the regular unaccusative means for the two age groups is .1 or 10%

in the predicted direction, but the difference is not significant (t(28) = 1.04, p < .1, one-tailed).

However, the difference between the bleached unaccusative means for the two age groups is .31

in the predicted direction and highly significant (t(28) = 3.21, p < .001, one-tailed). The second

result is perhaps more telling. The case marking of the nominal in bleached unaccusatives repre-

sents the cleanest test of the ACDH, since it is not affected by semantic factors that children may

have difficulty with (see tk)otnote 25). The fact that children's performance in the unaccusative

conditions improves with increasing age is consistent with the maturational hypothesis. However,

more insight into the aggregate results may be gained by looking at the response patterns of

individual subjects.

5.4 Analysis o[ Individual Subjects

Another source of the significant differences in our aggregate results between unaccusatives and

unergatives as well as between unaccusatives and transitives may be individual differences in the

perfortnance of the children. For example, there may have been a few children who did not control

the genitive-of-negation construction at all. To study these patterns, we considered the responses

that each child gave to the four' relevant kinds of constructions: transitive nonspecific, transitive

specific, regular unaccusative, and bleached unaccusative. Unergatives were not considered, since

all children gave 0 genitive responses in this condition. Recall that in the adult grammar the

second category (transitive verbs with a specific object) demands an accusative case marker,

whereas the other three demand genitive.

The goal of this analysis is to classify individual children in terms of their response patterns

in all conditions. For each cell in table 4, the response is listed as a particular case if at least two

of the three responses in that condition were of that case. A few children gave only two responses

in some categories (see cells marked *). In those cases gen signifies that both of the responses

were genitive, and nora or ace signifies that either one or none of the responses was genitive. A
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Table 4

Genitive-of-negation classification by case in each verb category for subjects who provided at least two
out of three verbs in each

Subject Transitive Transitive Regular Bleached Response
(sex) Age nonspecific specific unaccusative unaccusative classification

01(F) 3:8 gen ace* nora nora** a
02(M) 3:9 gen* acc* nora* nora* a
03 (F) 4:0 gen ace nora nora a
04 (F) 4;I gen ace nora nora a
05 (F) 4:3 gen ace nora nora a
06(M) 4:10 gen acc nora nora a
07(F) 5:9 gen ace nora nora* a
08(F) 4:1 geu ace gen nora* b
09(M) 4:4 gen aec* gen nora b
10 (M) 5;2 get] ace gen nora b
[I (F) 4;3 gen ace nom gen c
12(M) 4;9 gen ace nora gen c
13(F) 5;0 gen ace nora gen c
14(F) 5:0 gen ace nora gen c
15 (M) 5:5 gen ace nora gen c
16(F) 5:11 gen ace nom gen c
17(F) 6:3 gen ace* nora* gen c
18(F) 6:6 gen ace nora gen c
19(M) 4;6 gen* ace gen gen** d
20(M) 4;7 gen ace gen gen d
21(F) 4:7 gen ace gen gen d
22(F) 4:8 gen ace gen gen d
23 (F) 3:0 ace* ace nom** nora** e
24 (F) 3:6 ace ace nora nora* e
25(M) 3:8 ace* ace* nora* nora* e
26 (F) 4:2 acc* ace* nom** nora* e
27(F) 5:0 ace ace nora nora e
28(F) 6:2 ace ace nom nom e

29(F) 4:2 gen gen gen nom f
30(M) 4:8 ace* ace* gen** nora* g

gen. ace, nora = genitive, accusauve, or nominativecase was provided on at least two out of three trials in a given
category.

* one out of three datapoints missing
** - lwo out of three data points missing

few additional children gave only one response in some categories (see cells marked **), in which

case this response was used to estimate the average.

The table of individual responses provides powerful evidence for the ACDH. Although a

large range of response patterns is possible in principle, only those predicted by the ACDH were

attested. The ACDH predicts that even if children can use the genitive of negation with transitives,
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they will not be able to use it with unaccusatives unless they are able to represent A-chains. But

the ACDH makes an even stronger prediction: the contrapositive. If children can use the genitive

of negation properly with unaccusatives, they should also be able to use it with the other verb

types. Thus, only the following three types of response patterns are predicted:

1. The pattern produced by those children who cannot use the genitive of negation at all

(types e, L and g, or the last 8 children listed in the table). These children do not show

adultlike perfommnce on transitives. This demonstrates that they do not know core aspects

of the syntax of the genitive-of-negation construction. A fortiori, they also fail to show

adultlike knowledge of the genitive-of-negation construction with unaccusatives. This is

consistent with the ACDH, but does not provide special support for it.

2. The pattern produced by those children who are adultlike in that they use the genitive of

negation properly with all verb types (type d in the table). These children have matured

beyond the ACDH grammar.

3. The pattern produced by those children who have an ACDH grammar (types a, b, and c

in the table). These children know how to use the genitive of negation, as shown by their

performance in the transitive and unergative conditions. They simply failed to use it

consistently with one or both unaccusative conditions. The majority of our child subjects,

18 of them, fell into this third category.

These are, in fact, the only response patterns attested.

The 1 I children who used nominative with unaccusatives in some but not all trials (categories

b and c) require special discussion. There are several possible explanations for these response

patterns. A reasonable explanation for the category c children (those who used the genitive of

negation only with bleached unaccusatives) is that the ACDH property of their grammar is not

strong enough to shut out overwhehning positive evidence. Bleached unaccusatives are used with

the genitive of negation very frequently (see section 5.5), especially the bleached verb 'be', which

was included in our experiment. Consequently, some children may learn to use the genitive of

negation with bleached unaccusatives by rote, while the regular unaccusatives provide a glimpse

into the true state of their grammar. If this explanation is on target, then only the responses of

category b subjects remain marginally unpredicted. One possibility is that these children have

either ACDH or adult grammars, but, because of random noise and performance factors, they fail

to treat unaccusatives consistently. Another possibility is that these children are in flux. Their

grammars may be developing away from the ACDH state; their responses might reflect this

transition. Still another possibility is that these children still have ACDH grammars but operate

under a system of competing or ranked constraints in which the ACDH and UTAH are pitted

against one another, with a constraint like "Obey UTAH" sometimes outranking the ACDH in

some children's grammars. >

2,, For example, one might embed this view within Optimality Theory (Prince and Smolensky 1993), with the ACDH

and UTAH as competing consmfints (the ACDH being a constraint specific to immature grammars). We have assumed

UTAH is violable so that children can avoid A-chains by using an unergative analysis of unaccusatives (this corresponds

to the grammar in which the ACDH is ranked higher than UTAH). However. if UTAH is inviolable, children will be
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One further note is necessary. We have included table 4 to illustrate the attested (and un-

attested) patterns of acquisition of the genitive of negation. However, because the number of

children who demotlstrated each pattern is quite small, it is not possible to reach conclusions

about the typical time course of development using these data. For example, in table 4 the mean

age of adultlike children (4;7 - group d) is Iou'er than the mean age of children whose grammar

is still in flux (5;5 - group c). though this would probably not have been the case if our sample

had been larger. It would surely not have been the case if our study had included substantial

numbers of older children (not to mention adults!), since this population surely would fall almost

entirely in group d. The quirk of ages discussed here is thus an artifact of small sample size and

the cutoff age l'or children in our study,. Since table 3 makes a more coarse-grained distinction (with

more children in each cell), it is of greater value as an informal demonstration of improvement over

time. But the real points important to our study--namely, the consequences of the ACDH for

individual grammars--are revealed principally by,' table 4.

5.5 Yriggerin£,, Matura6on, amt Umu'cusatire Verbs

In section 1 we suggested that the hallmark of maturation-controlled (vs. input-driven) develop-

ment is the existence of a triggering problem. The triggering problem arises in a situation in

which children lack a component of grammatical knowledge despite having been exposed to

relevant input or triggers. If this knowledge is acquired late despite the early and frequent presence

of relevant data, we might suspect that maturation is preventing the child from acquiring this

knowledge.

Bleached unaccusative verbs provide an especially, clear example of the triggering problem.

Recall that (for adults) these verbs require genitive case under negation, no matter what the

context. The children we tested used nominative case on average about half the time, even though

they could never have heard such forms (except, perhaps, from other children). More striking,

though, and more relevant to the triggering problem, is that these constructions are extraordinarily

common, especially the use of genitive with the negated existential verb (Her). Net is used to

convey that someone or something is not present, does not exist, or is not in someone's possession.

It is the verb a Russian speaker uses when an item in a store is out of stock, when a person is

not home to take a phone call, and whenever an English speaker would say "There isn't any'.. 2"

or "We don't have an3,' "' ,While we have not uncovered any hard statistics on usage, there

can be no doubt that the construction as used by adults is heard by Russian-speaking children

many times each day.

Since the most likely' "trigger" for the genitive of negation with unaccusatives--the con-

struction itself--is probably beard by children very often, the fact that the trigger has little effect

forced t,.) use A-chains to represent unaccusatives, violating the ACDH _this corresponds to the grammar in which UTAH

is ranked higher lhan the ACDH). This _mtconle would be realized in this experiment in the form of adultlike performance.

If the constrainls are equally ranked, children should violate one or the other randomly, producing genitive of negation
(wilh unaccusalives} some of the time.
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suggests that something is holding them back. We are forced to conclude that the late use of the

genitive of negation with unaccusatives is due not to factors in the input but to factors internal

to the child. We have proposed that when children produce unaccusative verbs, they do so by

representing them as unergatives to avoid an A-chain. In our experiment we were able to tap into

children's representation of unaccusatives by placing children in a situation where they were

forced to use an A-chain with an unaccusative if they had a true unaccusative representation.

When pressed in this way, the children we tested failed to use an A-chain about half the time.

One might ask whether our experimental findings correspond with what is known about

natural speech production by children. In this connection it is interesting to note that our experi-

mental results were anticipated by the anecdotal observations of Gvozdev (1961:345-346), the

author of a classic volume documenting how his son acquired Russian. s° The volume also contains

numerous keenly obserwmt remarks about the acquisition of Russian by children in general. He

notes (translation ours):

[lln negative sentences with net. the nominative is at the very beginning used in place of the genitive
case: net pin_Jk [not-is stump-NoM so;; i.e., "There is no stump (here)'] 2:9,17: u rids n& d&z'gi [at us

not-is money-yoMs(;: i.e., "We don't have any money'] 2:8,16; u I)_ibtt.?kiMrini ndt s_,in'ja [at Grandma
Manya not-is pig-NoM: i.e.. "Grandma Manya doesn't have a pig'] 2:9,17:nikt5 n&H [nobody-Nor, l.so
not-is: i.e., "There is nobody here'] 2:9,25. This structure for negative expressions (net + nominative
case) is made possihle by the corresponding aflirmative expressions like rot pen#k [here (is) stump-
yoga.s{;: i.e., "There is a stump here']" zt nd._&t' &;n 'A'ilat us is money-yoxLpL; i.e., "We have money'].
(p. 146)

Gvozdev provides many additional examples, describing them as "expressions [which] are

characteristically found in many children. ''_ Ovozdev's observations suggest that children's

verbal productions contain the same deviations from adult norms found in our elicited production

experiment.

6 More Evidence from Passives

Let us review the logic of our investigation. The ACDH predicts that children do not maintain

adultlikc representations of passive or unaccusative clauses containing an object trace and an A-

chain. Since children do use passive and unaccusative verbs, either the ACDH is incorrect, or

the children are representing th_se constructions without the object trace. This might be possible

if the relevant constructions have appropriate traceless s-homophones. As we have indicated, they

do: passives can be doubled by traceless, unergative s-homophones, and unaccusatives can also

be represented as unergatives. Recent work by Fox and Grodzinsky on the English passive (1998;

also Fox. Grodzinsky, and Crain 1995) provides, in our view, an instructive example of the child's

use of unergative s-homophones. Interestingly, the authors take their results as a disco_{firmation

_' We are grateful to Sergey Avrutin fl+r bringing Gw+zdev's observations to our attention.

_+Gvozdev goes on to note ¿hat children also use the nominative in sentences whose main predicate is a weak

quantifier, where aduhs use the genitive. For example, where adults would say Vod)' nmogo (lit. "water-GEN much': i.e.,
'There is a lot of water') young children (under 4 years of age) frequently use the nominative. We suspect that these are

also unaccusativc sentences iCrockctt 1976, Pesutsky 1982, Babyonyshev 1996) and thal the phenomena are related.
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of the ACDH--in particular, as a disconfirmation of Borer and Wexler's (1987) claim that the

acquisition of English passive supports the ACDH. We will argue that their data not only are
consistent with the ACDH. but actually support it, when taken together with results like those
presented here.

The children in Fox and Grodzinsky's study were asked to make truth-value judgments of
passive sentences uttered by a puppet describing a story (a methodology developed by Crain and
McKee (1985)). The point of interest was the difference between passives with an overt by-
phrase("nontruncated passives") andpassiveswithout anovert by-phrase("truncated passives").
Children gave judgments on the following five types of sentences:

(26) Nontruncated actiomd be-pa.vsives

The rock star is being chased by the koala bear.

(27) Nontruncated actional get-passives 32

The boy is getting touched by the magician.

(28) Nontruncated mmactional be-passives

The boy is seen by the horse.

(29) Truncated mmactional be-passives
The bear is seen.

(30) Active voice controls

a. The mouse is touching the little girl.

b. The pizza baker sees the buffalo.

Fox and Grodzinsky tested 13 children who ranged in age from 3;6 to 5:5 with a mean of

4.68 years. The majority of their subjects (their "'group 2") showed perfect comprehension on

four out of the five sentence types. 3_ The one exception was (28): the nontruncated nonactional

be-passives. For these passives, responses were only 40.6% correct--that is, at chance. For Fox
and Grodzinsky, the most illuminating result is the contrast between nontruncated and truncated

nonactional passives. On the basis of this observation, they argue that the locus of children's

deficit lies not in the presence or absence of an A-chain, but in the presence or absence of a by-

phrase that realizes the external argument role. On this view, children's problems with passive
sentences are limited to the relationship between passive morphology and the by-phrase.

This view, of course, requires some special explanation for the children's perfect performance
on nontruncated actional passives. Fox and Grodzinsky adopt the idea of Rappaport (1983),

Jaeggli (1986), and Grimshaw (1990) that the by-phrase in English has two distinct but easily

confusable syntactic functions. In some environments a by-phrase can denote the creator, or the

_2(;el-passives are not imporlant to ore discussion, but were studied by Fox and Grodzinsky because they are
produced by young children and are not adjectival.

_ Group 1 contained 2 children who performed like adults. Group 2, the group discussed here. contained 8 children.

Group 3 contained 3 children who performed badly on both long and short nonactional passives. Fox and Grodzinsky
speculale Ihal the perliormance of group 3 may have been due to flawed experimental design, since the nonactional verbs
inw}lved perception, which is hard to demonstrate unambiguously in a puppet task.
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agent ("Affector") responsible for an event or object, as in the NP a book by Mary (Fiengo

1974). This Affector use of the by-phrase arises from one of the meanings of the preposition by

and does not depend on the presence or absence of any particular morphology in the sentence.

Fox and Grodzinsky surmise that the by-phrases on which the majority of their child subjects

performed perfectly are Affector by-phrases. But the by-phrase can also play a strictly grammatical

role, acting as the realization of _he external argument of a passive verb (Lasnik 1988) as a result

of _'0-transmission.'" Fox and Grodzinsky hypothesize that it is 0-transmission that poses problems

for the group 2 children in their study. When these children are presented with nontruncated

passives of nonactional verbs, thcy can interpret the by-phrase as a bearer of the external argument

role only if they posit 0-transmission--the grammatical property that presents difficulties for

them. By contrast, when these children are presented with nontruncated passives of actio_tal verbs,

they may interpret the object of by as an Affector. No role is played by 0-transmission in the

parsing or comprehension of sentences with an Affector by-phrase. <

Because children's performance correlates with the presence of a by-phrase that realizes the

external argument role, Fox and Grodzinsky concluded that the presence or absence of an A-

chain was irrelevant to the matter. This conclusion was, in our opinion, too hasty. Fox and

Grodzinsky's results might instead be interpreted as evidence that the locus of the deficit actually

lies in some property that is entailed by {_-transmission. We think that the presence of an A-chain

is just such an entailment and thus conclude that Fox and Grodzinsky's experimental results not

only' fail to argue against the ACDH, but can be explained by the ACDH. To do this, w'e adopt

Fox and Grodzinsky's analysis of by-phrases in its entirety. We agree that a by-phrase with an

actional passive does not have to realize the external argument role, and we agree that a by-phrase

with a nonactional passive does have to realize the external argument role. We believe, however,

that these factors have immediate consequences for the availability of traceless s-homophones

for passive clauses.

The demonstration is simple. Suppose a child must seek an "s-homophone" that lacks an

A-chain for a structure that an adult would analyze with an A-chain. We may assume, with Borer

and Wexler (1987), that this s-homophone is in fact an adjectival passive--that is, a structure in

which the _}-role normally assigned to object position is instead assigned to subject. 3s An adjectival

s-homophone of this sort will be available only if the subject of the structure is free to be interpreted

as the external argument. Suppgse the structure contains a by-phrase. Now consider two cases:

Case 1: The by-phrase can be interpreted as a free-floating Affector (with a verb like kick).

The subject of the sentence can be understood as the external argument. This is the analysis

of nontruncated actional passives, on which Fox and Grodzinsky's child subjects performed
well.

< Fox and Grodzinsky's explanation for their findings presumably falls under the rubric of "'purely linguistic matura-

lion'" just like ours, since the deficit posited in their article selectively affects 0-transmission (though they do speculate
on a possiblc explanation for this effect in terms of "parsing load"). Thus, the question under discussion concerns the
COl'l+ectnuss of tile ACDH as an instance of nlatur_.ltion, not the existence of maturation itself.

_5 Crucially, _e nlusl not adopt Borer and Wexler's claim that only aclional verbs yield adjectival passives.



Case 2: The by-phrase cannot be interpreted as a flee-floating Affector (with a verb like

see ). Thus, it must be interpreted as a realization of the external argument. The subject cannot

also be understood as the external argument, and must therefore head an A-chain whose tail

occupies some other _-position. This is the analysis of nontruncated nonactional passives

on which Fox and Grodzinsky's child subjects performed at chance.

We thus predict precisely Fox and Grodzinsky's results. Among the sentence types studied,

only nontruncated nonactional passives run afoul of the ACDH. These are the only structures

with which Fox and Orodzinsky's child subjects had problems. If we consider Fox and Orodzin-

sky's results in isolation, we are free to maintain either the ACDH or their hypothesis that 0-

transmission is the source of their child subjects' difficulties. Only the ACDH, however, accounts

simultaneously for our results with unaccusatives and Fox and Grodzinsky's results with passive
sentences.

Across languages, passive structures that include an oblique phrase that can only be under-

stood as the external argument should constitute configurations without an unergative s-homo-

phone, if the ACDH is correct. In essence, this situation, along with the situation tested with the

Russian genitive of negation, provide the two types of arguments that can support the ACDH.

In the genitive of negation with unaccusatives, we know that the construction involves an object

trace because the trace is pronounced. In certain types of passive, we know that the construction

involves an object trace because a phrase other than the nominative subject provides the underlying

external argument.

One further exalnple of the latter type is provided by Sugisaki's (1997) study of adversity

("indirect") versus simple ("direct") passives in Japanese. As the examples in (31) show, the

adversity passive construction makes use of normal passive morphology and may be formed from

intransitive or transitive verbs. Furthermore, the adversity passive retains the ability to assign

accusative case to its direct object. In addition, the subject of the sentence is interpreted as being

adversely affected by the event described by the verb. The adversity passive contrasts with the

simple passive, whose syntax and semantics approximate those of its English counterpart.

(3 1) a. Simple passive

Kuruma-ga seito-ni ker-are-ta.
car-NOM studefit-DAT kick-pAss PAST

"The car was kicked by the student."

b. Adversity I)assive

Sensei-ga seito-ni kuruma-o ker-are-ta.
teacher-NOM student-DaT car-A('c kick-PASS PAST

'The teacher had his car kicked by the students.'

Arguments by Miyagawa (1989), Kubo (1990) and others support the idea that the simple

passive involves an A-chain linking subject and object positions, but the adversity passive does not.

Suppose the Japanese by-phrase makes impossible the existence of an unergative s-homophone for



I Itl MAI I RA FI()N OF GRAMMATICAL PRIN('IPI.EN 33

the simple " _('passive.- Then the ACDH makes a clear prediction: the adversity passives should be

understood earlier than the direct passives, even though adversity passives are semantically and

pragmatically more complex. Sugisaki (I 997) confirmed this prediction. In an experiment with

17 children, he found that 6 of them knew both constructions, 6 knew neither construction, and

4 failed with the direct passive but noi the adversity passive. Only 1 child of the 17 tested failed

on the adversity passive but not on the direct passive. Sugisaki interprets these data to mean that

Japanese children learn the adversity passive, which does not require an A-chain, earlier than the

regular passive, which does. _v

As an anonymous reviewer points out, the very early acquisition of passive in Inuktitut may

constitute evidence against the ACDH, as argued in Allen and Crago 1996 and Allen 1996. It is

problematic for the ACDH, however, only if the passive construction in Inuktitut involves an A-

chain linking the subject and object positions. While Allen and Crago assume that this is the case

(i.e., that the lnuktitut passive construction is identical to the English verbal passive in this respect),

they provide no evidence lk)r this view. This move appears precipitous to us: according to an

alternative analysis, the passive construction in Inuktitut does not contain a (subject, object) A-

chain. Thus, Johns (1992) offers a good deal of morphological and syntactic evidence for the

conclusion that the "verbal" passive in lnuktitut is formed by a process of nominalization and

predication. 3s More specifically, Johns argues that the passive construction is formed in two steps:

(a) the passive participle morpheme is attached to the stem of a transitive verb in the lexicon,

forming a passive nominal (e.g., kapi-jaq 'the stabbed one' formed from kapi 'stab') that refers

to the internal argument of the verbal stein, just like the English nominals formed with the suffix

-ee (e.g., eml_loy-ee formed from eml_loy); (b) the passive nominal is combined with a copula

morpheme -u (e.g., kapi-ja(q)-u is the stabbed one'), which turns the nominal into a one-place

predicate capable of combining with a subject (e.g., ,a,uq kapi-ja-,-juq 'the bear is the stabbed

one'). Crucially, the passive does not have an internal argument at any point in the syntactic

derivation. If the arguments provided by Johns are correct, then the Inuktitut passive construction,

_<'Grimshaw (1990) argues that some languages, including Spanish. lack the Affector role for the by-phrase. An

important diagnostic of an Affector by-phrase is its ability to occur within NPs that lack argument structure, for exalnple.
o book by John. The fact that by-phrases headed by ni cannot occur within such NPs in Japanese argues that ni is noi

an Affeclor in Ihat language (*doh,-#l?tlo#l 'John-l)a,T book' ).

_vSugisaki's rcsuhs may help us iulerprei the resuhs of Dcmuth (1989), often described as a serious problem for

the ACDH. Demuth reported that children acquiring Sesotho {a Bantu language) produce passives much more frequently

and much earlier than children acquiring English. Could these early passives be adversity passives? This suggestion

acquires soinc plausibility in light of Suzman's (1990) careful sludy of children acquiring passives in Zulu, another Bantu

language:

The negalivily seen in some adull input was churueleristic of child speech. In children's ulteranccs .... someone was the worse off
li_ihaving had something happen lu him. Someone or sonlething was "broken'. "slolcn', 'lied tip' and "hit'. This was also found in
S_tho li.e.. Sesolhoi where l)enlulh's il989) children used verbs v,ith negalive expression, "get pinched', "choked'. 'lashed' (hili.
"twislcd. "pushed', 'thrown away', 'punclured', 'lied up'. It suggesled Ihat the semanlics of Ihe paso,ire lor the child learning Zulu
urc II(ll ncLtlr¢l]htll air implicitly or perhaps even protolypically negative... (p. 146)

Obviously, we cannot draw firm conclusions without a careful study of ihe syniax of adversity readings in Sesotho. These

observations do, however, suggesi a progranl of research.
_'_We are graleful Io Alana Johns Ii)r discussing her analysis and iis implications with us.
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which lacks a (subject, object) A-chain, >_ is expected to be as unproblematic for child grammars

as the adjectival or the adversity passive construction. Thus, the precocious development of the

passive in Inuktitut does not conflict with the predictions of the ACDH. In fact, to the extent that

the acquisition pattern seen in |nuktitut is consistent with the general acquisition pattern that the

ACDH leads us to expect, it provides additional support for the ACDH. In languages with passive

constructions that involve a (subject, object) A-chain, passives are acquired late, while in languages

with passive constructions that do not involve a (subject, object) A-chain, passives are acquired

early. Of course, given the very different nature of Inuktitut and English, care must be taken to

ensure that additk)nal factors are not responsible for the different courses of development in the

two hmguages.

7 Does Auxiliary Selection Provide Further Tests of the ACDH?

In this section we briefly discuss the implications of two recent studies of related topics that may

help us test and refine our proposals. Both concern the phenomenon of auxiliary selection. Auxil-

iary selection in compound past or perfect tenses has often been argued to be an indicator of

unaccusativity in some Romance and Germanic languages. For example, in Italian, essere 'be'

appears as an auxiliary verb in the compound past tense of unaccusative verbs. Avere 'have'

appears with transitive and unergative verbs. As Borer and Wexler (1992) point out, a child who

represents unaccusative verbs as unergatives might show nonadult auxiliary selection patterns--in

particular, substitution of "have' for adult 'be' (also see Mills 1985, for German).

Of course, correct auxiliary selection might also be compatible with our assumptions about

young children. As Pesetsky (1982) notes (also Borer and Wexler 1992), children might learn

auxiliary selection on a case-by-case basis, instead of computing the appropriate auxiliary on the

basis of verb type (syntactic or semantic). Sensitivity to cooccurrences of this sort might guide

the child ultimately toward a correct semantic analysis of verbs, along the lines proposed by

Gleitman's (1990) "'syntactic bootstrapping" hypothesis. However, the possibility of memoriza-

tion can be avoided by testing auxiliary selection with novel (nonce) or infrequent verbs. If such

verbs are analyzed as unaccusatives by adults, data from children would be highly relevant to

the hypothesis of this article.

Randall, van Hout, and Weissenborn (1994) tested auxiliary selection in Dutch and German

in the simple past with novel or'nonce verbs, thus precluding the possibility that experience with

the verb might influence the child's auxiliary selectkm. 4° We describe only part of their findings

here. Children aged 4-5 and 7-8, as well as an adult group, were given a task that elicited a

description of a scene using a nonce verb in a compound past tense. The strongest deviation of

the youngest group from the adult norm came in a condition in which German-speaking adults

_'}()f course, the construction nlighl contain other types of A chains, for example, the chain formed when the subject

raises from its hase-generaled position It) Ihe specifier position of a higher functional projection. For the ACDH, this

type of A-chain is anak)gous to the A chains limned when a VP-internal subject raises to [Spec, IP] in simple active

clauses. For a discussion of these consmlctions (alld their representation in child grammarsL see footnote 8.

4. Wc arc grateful to Janet Randall, who discussed the data from this experiment as well as its interpretation u, ith

us ill a series of lengthy allduseftll iiicctings.
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produced the auxiliary "be" 1009_ of the time with nonce verbs similar in meaning to nnaccusatives,
while the children produced "be" only 73_ of the time.4j This shift toward 'have' on the part of
the children could be seen as support tk_r the ACDH, since it might indicate some pull toward
an uuergative representation for these verbs. However, the results of the experiment were complex,
so that no firm conclusions conccrning the ACDH can be draw,'n.

Snyder, Hyams, and Crisma (1995) avoided the possibility, of verb-by-verb memorization

in a different manner. Instead of examining typical intransitive verbs whose auxiliary' selection

could be memorized on a case-by-case basis, they, looked at verbs with a reflexive clitic pronoun.

In French and Italian. when a reflexive clitic is used, the auxi[im'y 'be" is always required. The
very same verb takes the auxiliary "be" when used with a reflexive citric and 'have' when used

with a nonreflexive clitic (or any other sort of object): see the French examples in (32)-(33).
The effects of this rule are probably not memorized on a verb-by-verb basis, since the relevant

factor is not the form of a particular verb, but the relationship between the subject and the clitic.

(32) a. Le chien s'est mordu.

the dog itself is bit

"The dog bit itself.'
b. *Le chien s'a mordu.

the dog itself has bit

(33) a. *Le chien m'est mordu.

the dog me is bit
b. Le chien m'a mordu.

the dog me has bit

'The dog bit me."

This rule is relevant to the ACDH if the choice of 'be' in reflexive clitic constructions arises

from some property, that reflexive and unaccusative clauses have in common. If, for example,
reflexive clitic constructions in the adult grammar involve an A-chain linking subject with object,

then the ACDH straightforwardly predicts that children should be unable to represent such clauses

in an adultlike manner. For example. French-speaking (and Italian-speaking) children younger

than 4 should use 'have' instead of 'be' in reflexive citric constructions. One family of analyses
for reflexive citric constructions has exactly, this property (Marantz 1984, Bouchard 1983:67-69;

also see Pesetsky 1995, w,hich relies on unpublished work by' Richard Kayne). These analyses

posit thai the rellexive clitic is an underlying subject clitic--not an object clitic as its position

might suggest. One version of this hypothesis might view the reflexive clitic as generated in
[Spec, VP] and moved to clitic position by, the normal rule for nonnominative cliticization. The

NP that surfaces in subject position, marked with nominative case, is (on this analysis) an underly-
ing object, which occupies the subject position as a consequence of A-movement.

.al In ¢onlrast, m one [ypical condition con[aining a lexically a[elic verb. adults supplied 'have' 935'_ of the time and

children supplied "ha,,,c' 81(/, of [he lime (199i 'be'). This discrepancy from aduh performance (12c,,i ) is much smaller
than Ihe corresponding discrepancy in the use of 'he' described in the texl (279_).



Table 5

Use of auxiliary verbs by Philippe (data from Snyder, Hyams, and Clisma 1995)

'be" "have"

Reflexive 27 2
Nonreflexive 0 104

(34) lc chien i si" est Ill mordu tj]

If children younger than 4 lack A-chains (in accordance with the ACDH), they should either

lack reflexive clitic constructions or represent them in some way that does not involve the A-

chains that trigger selection of 'be'.

To test this prediction, Snyder, Hyams, and Crisma (1995) carried out a corpus study of

reflexive clitic constructions in early French and Italian, using transcripts of children's speech

from the CHILDES database (MacWhinney and Snow 1985). They asked (a) whether reflexive

clitic constructions are used in tenses that require an auxiliary verb, and (b) if so, whether or not

'be" is consistently used as the auxiliary by young children. They found that French- and Italian-

speaking children as young as 2;3 use reflexive clitics in compound tenses and consistently select

'be', ,just as adults do. If reflexive clitics are correctly analyzed as in (34), these results are not

consistent with our proposals. For example, the speech of a French child, Philippe, between the

ages of 2;1 and 3;3 (Suppes, Smith, and Leveille 1973), showed the distribution of auxiliaries given

in table 5. Corpora from three Italian children displayed a similar pattern. Out of 50 occurrences of

reflexive verbs in the compound past tense, only 2 were used with 'have'; the rest were used

with 'be'. No unergatives were used with 'be'.

There are only two ways to resolve the contradiction between Snyder, Hyams, and Crisma's

results and ours. Either their unaccusative analysis of reflexive clitic constructions is wrong, or

the ACDH (and our interpretation of the Russian results) is wrong. The analysis of reflexive

clitics assumed by Snyder, Hyams, and Crisma presupposes a number of specific assumptions

about case, movement, and the lexical properties of reflexives that have not yet been thoroughly

explored in the literature. Consequently, it is possible that their syntactic assumptions are indeed

incorrect. If so, we might allo_v reflexive constructions with auxiliary 'be' to have an unergative

representation and explain the choice of auxiliary in some other way. However, we will not pursue

this issue here. Instead, we will briefly sketch what alternative explanation we might substitute

for the ACDH if Snyder, Hyams, and Crisma's syntactic assumptions were to prove correct.

The alternative that we have in mind is a variant of the ACDH: the External Argument

Requirement Hypothesis (EARH), described in section 2.2. As we noted, this hypothesis attributes

children's difficulty with A-chains not to the A-chains themselves, but to a precursor: the absence

of the external argument role. (Recall that it is the absence of this role that makes a (subject,

object) A-chain possible.) Indeed, one salient difference between reflexive clitic constructions

and standard unaccusative clauses lies in the presence of an external argument. In fact, the reflexive

construction in languages like French and Italian does not lack an external argument under any
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theory. (The controversy concerns only whether the reflexive citric or the full NP is that external

argument.) 4-_Because the reflexive construction in French and Italian contains an external argu-

ment, the EARH predicts that it should be unproblematic for young children. Such constructions

should contrast with unaccusatives, which not only involve an A-chain, but also lack an external

argument. Consequently, if we were convinced of the need to substitute the EARH for the ACDH,

the overall interpretation of otu- Russian findings would remain untouched. The availability of

unergative and adjectival s-homophones for unaccusative constructions would still be crucial as

an explanation lk_r why children produce and understand a range of passive and unaccusative
constructions.

Thus, even if Snyder, Hymns, and Crisma are correct about the syntax of reflexive citric

constructions, their results do not contradict the b,oad points of our study. Children show difficulty

with the acquisition of constructions that lack external arguments and display A-chains (passives

and unaccusatives). In the case of unaccusatives--as tested by the genitive of negation in Rus-

sian-children continue to have trouble despite the frequent presence of a trigger (the negative

existential conslruction), inaking a striking argument for purely linguistic maturation: the phenom-

enon we sol OUt to investigate.

8 Conclusion

An important methodological point emerges from our discussion. It has often been assumed in

studies of first language acquisition that if a child uses a particular form, this form re,st have the

adult analysis. However, we believe this assumption is too strong. In studying adult syntax, one

always investigates the analysis era construction; the analysis is not "written on its sleeve." In our

opinion, the same is true of child syntax. The major example considered here is the unaccusative

construction (although exactly the same point holds for verbal passives). We know that children

use unaccusative verbs at a young age. It is wrong, however, to conclude from this observation

that children analyze these verbs exactly as adults do. Instead, one must perform linguistic tests

to determine what their analysis is. When this is done, it may turn out that the adult and child

analyses of a construction are quite different.

In this a.-ticle we have used the kinds of distributional tests that are used in nondevelopmental

studies to establish that young Russian-speaking children employ unergative s-homophones for

structures that in the adult grammar would be unaccusative. We have argued that this result is

expected unde," the hypothesis that young children have difficulties with A-chains. Furthermore,

we have argued that the delay of A-chains is due to maturational factors, because the evidence

that would leach the child the correct form is abundant in the input. We thus provide a demonstra-

tion that there are properties of grammar that mature.

4_'That is, the reflexive conslruclioi] has a lull. nondeficienl t', with either the reflexive clitic or the nominative NP

generaled in ISpec, l']. For a currenl analysis of lhe Romance reflexive construction that generates the reflexive clitic in
[Spot, i I.see McGimfis 19tiE. In terms of the inlplemenlalion el'the EARH suggested in foomote 5, then, such constructions

would nnl bc problematic l(w the child.
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Appendix A: Example Story for Each Type of Verb Used in Experiment

Example 1

Nonspecific direct object of a transitive verb with negation

£vperimenter [using a toy ca! and papcr with drawings of houses and bicycles on it]

This is a story about a cat. The cat decides that he wants to paint. So he paints one house--oh,

it's difficult! And then he paints another house it's difficult! He says, "'Now, l'm tired. I can't

paint auy more," and he goes homc.

PuplJet

Ja znaju (:to slu(.'ilos'. Kol pokrasil dva doma i ne pokrasil ni...

I know what happened cat painted two houses and not painted xE(_

Adult and child

Odnogo velosipeda.

single-(;_-ig.s<_ bicycle-<_-:g.s(;

Example 2

Specific direct object of a transitive verb with negation

Exl_erimenter [using two characters and a pencil]

This is a story about a little boy and a big boy, and this pencil that's lying on the floor. The little

boy wants to roll away the pencil, but he can't. It's too heavy. So the little boy starts to cry. Then

the big boy comes over, and he's stron,,er_ , so he pushes the pencil. It's easy, for him.

Ptq_pet

Ja znaju _to slug:ilos'. BoV_,oj mal'(:ik otkatil karandag, a malen'kij mal'6ik

I know what happened big boy, rolled-away pencil-:,cc but little boy'

slabyj:, on ne smog. On ne otkatil...

[isl weak he Nl-(; could he not rolled-away

Adult and child

Karanda_,.

pencil-:,('( s(;

Example 3

Nonspecific subject of uuaccu,_ative verb

Erperimenler ]using a toy duck, a toy frog, and a drawing of two houses]

This is a story about a duck, a frog, and two houses. The duck says, "My house is better." Then

the frog says, "No, you're wrong, my house is better." The duck says, "No, my house is better."

And the frog says. "'No. my house is better." So they start fighting.

Puppet

Ja/naju po(,'emu 1.jagugke bol'_e nravilsja etot dora. V etom dome bylo okno,

I know why frog more liked this house in this house was-NEU window-NFtJ,

a v tom dome ne bylo...

but in thai house not was-Nt{I_
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Adult

Okna.

whldow-(;t-N.s(.]

Child

Okno.

wJndow-NOM.S(;

Example 4

Nonspecific subject of uncrgative verb

Eg_erimenter ]using a toy child, a toy tree, and three toy, gnomes]

A boy, (or a _eirl) is walking throu,,he a forest. He is very scared of monsters, which he heard live

there. Suddenly, he hears someone singing from behind a tree, and becomes really, terrified,

because now he is sure that it's the monsters singing. He creeps up to the tree and looks around

it. He sees that there are three little gnomes singing there, and stops being afraid.

PuFpel

Mal'_ik perestal bojalsja, potomu (:to uvidel (?to za derevom ne pe ...

boy-NOM stopped-MAsc.s_; fear because saW-MASC.SG that behind tree not s ...

Adult and child

... li (:udovi.qg:a.

... ang-}'[. IBonsIer-NOM.t'L

Appendix B: Actual Verbs and Subjects or Objects Used in Experiment

Transitive, nonspecific object

uvidet" _udovi_e

see monster

pokrasit" velosiped

paint bicycle

podnjal' karanda_

lift pencil

Transitive, specific object

uvidet" habu-jagu
see witch

otkatit" karanda(_

roll pencil

podnjat' karanda_

lift pencil
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Bleached unaccusative

byt' okno

be (exist) window

okazat'sja pis'mo
turn-out-to-be letter

byvat" _udovi_ze
be (habitual) monster

Unaccusative

dostat'sja pis'mo

come-into-one's-possession letter

pojavit'sja eudovigee

appear monster

rastajat' sne2inka
melt snowflake

Unergative

tancevat' pis' mo
dance letter

pet' eudovig_?e

sing monster

pogovorit' kot

speak cat
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