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1. Introduction
The aim of this paper is to contribute to the ongoing debate on the clausal architecture by presenting new relevant evidence based on language acquisition. The theoretical context is the study of the functional structure of the clause, a major focus of classical and current syntactic research. In the early days of the APrinciples and Parameters@ approach, much progress on the clausal structure was made possible by the assumption that clauses are headed by an inflectional node expressing morphosyntactic specifications of tense and agreement (among others), a principled development of an intuition dating back to Syntactic Structures. The uniqueness of inflection was challenged by Pollock's (1989) comparative analysis of verb movement, which forcefully argued for the postulation of separate functional heads for agreement and tense; by the late eighties, the Split-Infl approach was generally adopted; in particular, it led to refined explorations of the functional structure of the sentence, analyzed as a system of inflectional heads and projections, each expressing an elementary morphosyntactic property, a trend which is now fully systematized in Cinque (1999). Meanwhile, Chomsky (1995) has proposed a limited but significant step in the opposite direction with respect of this trend, denying the status of autonomous head to the subject agreement specification, and assuming that agreement features are associated to T and checked by a DP in the specifier of T.

In this paper we would like to argue that tense and agreement features are licensed in distinct syntactic positions in English, with agreement higher than tense. As the relevant facts are found in the English spoken in the third year of life, and certain developmental properties are crucial for our argument, this paper also intends to reinforce the view, shared by much recent acquisition literature, that language acquisition and development can provide critical evidence bearing on central issues of syntactic theory.

Throughout the paper, we will characterize the position in which subject agreement features are licensed as Agr. In fact, our evidence is consistent both with the classical view that Agr is an independent functional head, and with the alternative view that agreement features are associated with a higher substantive functional head, say M(odal), or the like (a view distinct from Chomsky's (1995) proposal, but consistent with his guidelines). The crucial point is that the head where subject agreement features are checked is independent from, and higher than, tense.

The basic pattern to be discussed is the following. During the third year of life, learners of English typically produce negative sentences with third person subjects and uninflected do, as in (1a). Such forms alternate for some time with the regularly inflected forms (1b) and then disappear:

(1)
a.
Robin don't play with pens

(Adam28, 3;4)

b.
so Paul doesn't wake up  

(Adam28, 3;4)

This alternation is hardly surprising, as in early English inflected and uninflected verbal forms seem to freely alternate with lexical verbs as well:

(2)
a.
Robin break it # your pen 

(Adam28, 3;4)

b.
and the motor comes out

(Adam28, 3;4)

So, (1a‑b) seems to instantiate one of the many apparent cases of optionality involving inflectional morphology and, more generally, functional elements that child language allows. Surprisingly, the optionality in (1a-b) does not carry over to the interrogative use of do: while (1a) is robustly attested in natural production corpora, (3a) is virtually absent as a form alternating with (3b):

(3)
a.
(#)Do he go?

b.
   does dis write? 



(Adam28, 3:4)

The contrast (1)‑(3) is not a trivial artifact of the later emergence of the auxiliary do in questions (see Stromswold, 1990; Guasti and Rizzi, 1996, among others for a discussion of Aux-less questions): in the same period in which (1a) freely alternates with (1b), (3b) represents the overwhelming majority of the relevant questions. In this article, we claim that this asymmetry is due to the different positions that interrogative and negative do fill in the structure, respectively higher and lower than Agreement (see also Phillips, 1995, in press for an analogous approach to other kinds of early uninflected clauses). Our analysis makes crucial use of a clausal architecture involving a structural layer in which subject agreement is checked, a layer higher than TP. Thus, we claim that the observed acquisition pattern provides evidence for an articulated view of the inflectional system, as in the research trend initiated by Pollock (1989). Our evidence is fully consistent with the view that the morphology‑syntax interface is maximally transparent, i.e., in which distinct functional heads are needed to license distinct morphosyntactic features.

The paper is organized as follows: in sections 1-2 we argue for the existence of the asymmetry (1)-(3) in Early English on the basis of a quantitative analysis of natural production corpora; in section 3 we introduce a principle applying on the morphological side of the syntax-morphology interface and we motivate it on the basis of a comparative analysis of subject agreement and past participle agreement; we then show that this approach naturally extends to early uninflected negative do. We then address related kinds on evidence bearing on our system, with particular reference to the behavior of negative questions and to the case properties of subjects in clauses with non-agreeing do the early uninflected clauses, and we conclude with a discussion of an asymmetry between (negative) do and be in early systems.

2. Methods
We have investigated the production of 7 English-speaking children (CHILDES, MacWhinney and Snow, 1985, 1991): Adam, Sarah, Eve (Brown, 1973), Nina (Suppes, 1973), Peter (Bloom, 1970), Shem (Clark, 1978), Ross. Using the COMBO facility, we have extracted, all the sentences containing a form of do, and have retained only those with an overt third person subject (be it a pronoun or a nominal expression). For Peter, we have counted some questions that featured subject-auxiliary-inversion, but that were not marked with a question mark in the transcripts. Thus, our counts are based on negative declaratives, positive yes/no and wh-questions featuring subject-auxiliary-inversion. We have not included in the counts a small number of negative questions, which are analyzed separately in section 7 and some yes/no questions without inversion (see Stromswold, 1995). In addition, we have eliminated so called double tense structures (does it broke?) (see Stromswold, 1990 and references cited there), sentences including the symbol [?] (the best guess) in front of words relevant for our analysis, sentences with contracted auxiliaries, like it's don't, where the 's may be an inflection or more likely it's is a variant of it (see Brown, 1973). We have excluded from further analysis the production of 2 children: Eve and Shem, because their use of do in negative sentences was adult like from the start. The files used in this investigation are reported in table 1, where we have also indicated the age of our subjects.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

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

Table 2 reports the first occurrence of do, does and did in negative and interrogative sentences containing an overt subject for the 5 children investigated. Negative occurrences of do and morphological variants are reported in the first five rows and are indicated with the shorthand NEG followed by the morphological form of do. We have distinguished do occurring with third person subjects, notated with do + 3 or don't + 3, and have collapsed all the others, notated with do -3 or don't -3. For don't occurring with a third person subject, we have indicated the first and the last occurrence. In the fifth row, we report the first occurrence of didn't with any person. The last five rows report occurrences of do in interrogatives (INT). For occurrences of bare do with third person subjects, we have reported the first and the last occurrence. This  row includes data from  Adam, who produced 3 such occurrences; Sarah and Ross produced only one occurrence of bare interrogative do with third person subjects, and Nina and Peter produced none. For each child we have indicated the age and the files.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

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

3. Results
All the five children use don't with third person subjects in their negative sentences. At the same time, they also employ the adult form doesn't. For Adam and Sarah the first recorded occurrence of don't with third person subject precedes the first recorded occurrence of doesn't, for Ross and Peter it is the other way around, for Nina the two forms are produced for the first time in the same file. By contrast, this alternation is not found in interrogative sentences. Except for some rare errors, in which does is employed with non-third person subjects, the correct form does is always used with third person subject. The difference between negative and interrogative sentences is highly significant as shown in the contingency table in 3. 

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

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

This table includes only a subset of the data produced by children in the period investigated. The criteria for inclusion are the following. We started to count from the point in which don't and doesn't have appeared at least once each in child's negative sentences, although not necessarily in the same file and we stopped when don't was used for the last time. The rationale for this was that we wanted to make sure that the comparison involved a period of genuine overlap between the two forms. In the section where we discuss the individual children we indicate the files included in the counts. The asymmetry between negative and interrogative sentences is not a consequence of the fact that do in questions shows up somewhat later than in negative declaratives. For each child, there is a clear period of overlap during which does alternates with do in negative sentences, but not in interrogatives as shown by the graph in 1.

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

PLEASE INSERT GRAPH 1 ABOUT HERE

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

This graph displays for each child the periods, indicated by the three columns, during which don't, doesn't are used in negative sentences and does is employed in interrogative sentences. On the Y-axis we reported the age of children in months. The period of overlap is quite stable and can last several months, except for Peter. The fact that interrogative sentences are virtually error free, while negative sentences display a number of errors cannot be due to chance or to the lack of knowledge of the syntax of do-support. On the contrary, the asymmetry indicates that children are sensitive to the morphosyntactic properties of do-support and of verb movement in general. 

3.1 Individual subjects
3.1.1 Adam
The first occurrence of don't in declaratives with third person subjects is in file 3 (only one occurrence in this file), the second is in file 9; the phenomenon is then attested till file 33. The first occurrence of doesn't with third person subjects is in file 11. So, the two options overlap from file 11 to file 33 (age range 2;8 to 3;5), i.e., for about 10 months. In this period, Adam produces 12 occurrences of don't (or 57.9%) and 8 occurrences of doesn't (or 42.1%). The following is the exhaustive list of all the occurrences of don't and doesn't till file 33.

(4)
Adam don't wear wear shoe



(Adam3)

Rin+tin+tin don't fight me



(Adam9)

cowboy # don't fly




(Adam9)

Rin+tin+tin don't fly # Mommy


(Adam9)

he don't want some money 



(Adam19)

dis one don't fit 




(Adam22)

because why de tape recorder don't lie it

(Adam25)

dis don't have a hole in it 



(Adam26)

he don't have a bag




(Adam28)

Robin don't play with pens



(Adam28)

Robin don't play with dat



(Adam28)

Mommy # he don't have a baseball xxx  

(Adam28)

an(d) dis don't have a wheel on it    


(Adam32)

it don't know how to get out



(Adam32)

fish don't roll xxxxxx




(Adam33)

Daddy don't wear dese glasses



(Adam33)

saggy baggy doesn't eat a [?] all up


(Adam11)

trailer doesn't # fit in (th)ere



(Adam13)

dis doesn't fit 





(Adam23)

so Paul doesn't wake up



(Adam28)

he doesn't +... 




(Adam30)

dis doesn't work




(Adam32)

it doesn't +...  





(Adam32)

this doesn't be straight




(Adam33)

From file 33 to file 40, no occurrence of don't is found vs 15 occurrences of doesn't, which suggests that the adult pattern is acquired at this point. Interestingly, in the 10 months from file 11 to file 33, the two forms appear to freely alternate, even in individual files: in file 28, there are 4 occurrences of don't and 1 occurrence of doesn't; in file 32, 2 occurrences of don't and 2 occurrences of doesn't; in file 33, 2 occurrences of don't and 1 occurrence of doesn't. As for interrogatives, the first occurrence of the correct form does with third person subject is in file 13 (2;9;4); if we consider the period between file 13 and file 33 (age 2;9 till 3;5), Adam produces 78 occurrences of does; in the same period he produces only 3 occurrences of incorrect do (or 3.6%).

In conclusion, throughout a period of 10 months from file 13 till 33, Adam shows a free alternation of inflected and uninflected do in negative sentences, while his interrogative do is virtually always inflected. This sharp contrasts is highly significant as shown in the contingency table in 4.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

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

In this table, we have included only the occurrences of do up to file 33, i.e., up to the point where there is overlap between do and does in negative sentences and does in interrogatives.

3.1.2 Sarah
Sarah's first occurrence of don't with third person in declaratives is in file 42, while doesn't shows up in file 50. Throughout the whole period investigated up to 5:1, Sarah uses the two forms interchangeably, from file 50 to file 126 (age range 3;2 to 4;9). In the latter files (from 127 till 137), Sarah produces 5 negative sentences with don't, but no instances of doesn't. It is likely that the absence of doesn't in these later files is purely due to chance. In contrast to what we have found in negative sentences, there is only a single instance of the nonadult do with third person in interrogatives (file 107), against 76 occurrence of does. The first occurrence of does appears in file 65 and shortly after the second in file 70. Up to file 99, we find 23 instances of does; they double from file 103 to file 138, precisely we find 55 occurrences of does. Hence, there is a sharp contrast between interrogative and negative sentences with a long period of overlap from file 65 to file 137 (age range 3;6 to 5;1) in which do and does freely alternate in negatives, but in which does is the only option in interrogatives. The contingency table 5 shows that the difference between negative and interrogative sentences is highly significant.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

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

3.1.3 Ross
Unlike Sarah and Adam, Ross's first relevant occurrence is doesn't with third person in negatives (file 20), but at file 24 he also employs the nonadult form don't. Ross oscillates between these two forms from file 24 up to file 50 (4;3). By contrast, as the other children do, Ross only uses does in interrogatives starting from file 24. A single occurrence of do at file 43 is found. For a long period starting from file 24 till file 50 (age range 2;8 to 4;3), do and does alternate in negatives, but not in interrogatives, where the only form found is does. This discrepancy is highly significant as the contingency table in 6 indicates.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

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

3..1.4 Nina
Nina begins to use do and does with third person in negative sentences from file 12. However, for a period, from file 13 till 23, she only uses do. From file 28 till 37 do and does alternate (age range 2;5 to 2;10): in this time span we find 31 occurrences of do and 24 of does. We still find two occurrences of do in file 44 and 51, but from file 38 does is by far the more common form: there are 58 instances of does against 2 occurrences of do (i.e., 3% of errors). In interrogatives, does is used from file 15 and this is the only form used in the whole recorded period. As for the other children, there is a long period, from file 12 till file 51 during which do and does alternate in negatives, but only does shows up in interrogatives. Even confining the comparison to files 28 up to 37, where the alternation in negatives is more consistent, we find a sharp contrast: against 31 do and 24 does in negative sentences, we find 15 does in interrogative sentences and this is the only type of form found. The contingency table in 7 shows that the difference between interrogative and negative sentences is highly significant.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

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

3..1.5 Peter
Despite the dearth of relevant data, Peter displays a pattern very similar to the other children. He starts to use the adult form does with third person in negatives in file 1; there are two other occurrences in file 10. The form do with third person is employed for the first time in file 15 and for a short period, it is in free alternation with the form does from 15 to file 18 (age range 2;6 to 2;9). In interrogatives, only does is used from file 12. In the period, where do and does alternate in negatives (7 do and 20 does), only does is present in interrogatives, although the number of instances is low (3 instances). The contingency between form of do and type of structure is reported in table 8. The result is not significant, in this case, because Peter's grammar is almost adult-like from the start and does is used in the overwhelming majority of the cases, whatever the type of sentence (negative vs interrogative). However, we may observe that the trend is similar to that of other children.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE

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

4. A Principle of the Morphology‑Syntax Interface
Much work over the last ten years has shown the existence of strong form‑position correlations, both across languages and in language development. One rough cross‑linguistic generalization, which different notions of feature strength have tried to capture, is that syntactic movement of the relevant lexical head to a functional head seems to be favored by the richness of the morphological specification expressing the feature content of the functional head. So, the verb moves to the inflectional system in the overt syntax in French or Italian but not in contemporary English. This language (and Mainland Scandinavian) lost overt verb movement concomitantly with the loss of a (richer) morphological specification of agreement (Roberts, 1993). This generalization will become potentially relevant later on, in connection with the properties of the acquisition of be in English.

A related but independent generalization, which will be of immediate relevance here, is that the overt morphological realization of a feature seems to be dependent in part on whether the feature has been checked in the overt syntax or not. Let us first illustrate this generalization on the basis of some comparative evidence. 

Consider the agreement alternations that preverbal and postverbal subjects show in some languages, but not in others. A rather stable generalization is the following. When the subject DP occupies a surface position in the higher parts of the inflectional system, typically higher than the inflected verb, hence presumably in the Spec of Agreement or higher (we continue to call "Agr" the functional head where agreement features are checked), the morphological expression of agreement is compulsory (provided that the language has the relevant morphology); if the subject DP is left VP-internal or in the lower part of the inflectional system, typically lower than the inflected verb, hence presumably lower than the Agreement layer, then languages may go both ways: some express morphological agreement with the DP, others do not (whether or not the language fills the Spec of Agr with an overt expletive) 

(5)
a. DP Agr ...
   Compulsory morphological expression of Agr

b. ...Agr...DP... Variable morphological expression of Agr

For instance, while both English and French display obligatory subject agreement with preverbal subjects, in existential and presentational constructions, a postverbal subject triggers agreement in English but not in French:

(6)

a.
Three girls are in the garden

b.
There are three girls in the garden

c.
There come three girls

(7)

a.
Trois filles sont arrivées

Three girls are arrived-FEM-PL

'Three girls arrived.'

b.
Il est arrivé trois filles

It is arrived-MASC-SG three girls

'Three girls arrived.'

The different behavior of postverbal subjects is a common pattern, often differentiating closely related grammatical systems, and extending to languages using null expletives for the preverbal subject position (or, possibly, no expletive at all). For instance, among Null Subjects Languages, standard Italian and some Northern Italian dialects pattern with English; other dialects pattern with French. The former case is illustrated by standard Italian examples like (8) (see Belletti, 1998 on these cases of inversion), the latter by Fiorentino (examples (9) adapted from Brandi & Cordin 1989), Trentino, and, among the varieties lacking subject clitics, the variety spoken in Ancona, according to Cardinaletti (1997), examples (10) taken from this work).

(8)

a.
Le tue sorelle sono venute
Standard Italian

The your-FEM-PL sisters are come

b.
Sono venute le tue sorelle

are come the your-FEM-PL sisters 

'Your sisters came.'

(9)

a.
Gl'è venuto le tu' sorelle

Fiorentino

It is come the your-FEM-PL sisters

b.
Le tu' sorelle le son venute

The your-FEM-PL sisters they are come

'Your sisters came.'

(Examples adapted from Brandi & Cordin, 1989)

(10)
a. 
Questo, I bambini lo fanno sempre
Anconetano

This, children always do(pl) it

b.
 Questo, lo fa sempre i bambini

      This, always do (sing) it the children

Similarly, Standard Arabic patterns with French showing agreement alternations depending on the position of the subject, but several Arabic dialects, e.g., Lebanese Arabic and Moroccan Arabic, pattern with English and Italian in manifesting agreement irrespective of the position of the subject. The following examples are taken from Aoun, Benmamoun, Sportiche (1994).

(11)
a.*
?al-?awlaad-u naama            
Standard Arabic

the children slept-3MASC-SG

a.
?al-awlaad-u naamuu 

 
The children slept-3MASC-PL=
c.
Naama l-?awlaad-u

slept-3MASC-SG the children=
d.*  
Naamuu l-?awlaad-u 

slept-3MASC-PL the children=
(12)
a.*  
lE-wlaad neem




Lebanese Arabic

The children slept-3SG

b.   
lE-wlaad neemo

The children slept-3PL

c. * 
Neem lE-wlaad

Slept-3SG the children

d.   
 Neemo lE-wlaad

Slept-3PL the children

As the preverbal subject position presumably manifests a position in which the subject checks Agreement features (in classical terms, Spec AgrS), while the postverbal position is lower in the tree (under Kayne's 1994 Antisymmetry), the conclusion suggested by this pattern is the following: when Agreement features are checked in the overt syntax, they are expressed in the morphology (if the language has the appropriate morphological form in the paradigm for the item involved); when Agreement features are not checked in the overt syntax, but only in the syntax of LF (in terms of the model of Chomsky 1995) languages may go both ways: either express them in the verbal morphology or leave the verb uninflected (or inflected with the unmarked specification) for agreement.

The morphological realization of features left unchecked in the overt syntax is a property which can vary between closely related systems, and which in fact may be unstable within the same system, as is suggested by alternations like the following in (colloquial) English, some varieties of colloquial Italian and French :

(13)

a.
there are / there's many people in the garden

b.
Ci sono / c'è molte persone in giardino

c.
Ce sont / est des linguistes

It are/ is some linguists

'They are linguists.'

Similarly, varieties of spoken Brazilian Portuguese which have retained the singular/plural distinction in the verbal paradigm require agreement with preverbal subjects, not with postverbal subjects (Carlos Mioto, p.c.):

(14)

a.
Dois meninos chegaram /*chegou

      

     Two boys came-PL / came-SG

      b.        Chegaram/chegou dois meninos

   
      
    Came-PL/came-SG two boys 

In some such cases, normative grammars make decisions which may well vary from grammar to grammar: Normative English, Italian, Brazilian Portuguese demand agreement in (13a-b), (14). Normative Standard Arabic demands lack of agreement in (11), etc.. In both cases, the existence of close varieties and registers manifesting the opposite choice is a clear symptom of instability: it seems to be the case that when a feature is not checked in the overt syntax UG makes it possible to leave its morphological realization fluctuating. 

Extending the pattern from agreement to feature licensing in general, we may express the observed state of affairs through the following principle:

(15) If a feature is checked in the overt syntax, then it is expressed in the morphology

Principle (15) is meant to operate on the way in which the morphology reads off the output of syntax, manifesting the invariant property, obligatoriness of morphological expression when a feature is checked in the overt syntax. The system is asymmetric in that it says nothing about the case in which a feature is left unchecked in the overt syntax, and is to be checked in covert syntax according to the model of Chomsky 1995. Whether a feature is morphologically expressed or not in this case is a property of the language-specific system of morphological rules: in the absence of UG guidance, a particular grammar may include a morphological rule requiring expression of the unchecked feature, but does not have to. Whence the variation between closely related systems, the instability, the room for normative intervention.

Notice that the system says nothing about the syntactic parametrisation involved in the overt or covert checking of a given feature. For concreteness, we can continue to assume some notion of feature strength, say through one of the options explored in Chomsky (1995): e.g., if a feature is syntactically strong, it involves movement of the category to ensure checking before spell‑out; if it is syntactically weak, checking will be ensured by LF feature movement. Whatever the syntactic parametrisation, principle (15) expresses an invariant element on the morphological side of the syntax/morphology interface.

The application of the proposed system to the oscillations with subject agreement still needs important refinements: for instance, it does not express the fact that the possibility of verbal agreement with a VP internal subject seems to depend in part on the nature of the expletive; for instance, in French agreement is optional with ce, as in (13c), and impossible with il, as in (7b). This may well be a non-arbitrary fact, as there seem to be cross-linguistic sub-generalisations depending on certain characteristics of the expletive. In particular, Cardinaletti (1997) argues that expletives morphologically marked with nominative case such as French il in general do not admit agreement with the VP internal subject, whereas expletives which do not overtly express nominative, such as French ce, German es, English there may admit or require agreement. Let us briefly address this point basically following Cardinaletti's analysis. We continue to assume, with much previous and current literature, that nominative case is assigned by Agr, not by tense. In fact, in the relatively rare cases in which Agreement and tense are dissociated in a grammatical system, we can directly see that Agr, not T, is responsible for nominative: so, agreeing infinitives (+Agr, CT) in Portuguese determine nominative case marking on their subjects (Raposo 1987), while tensed but non agreeing verbs in singular concord constructions in Belfast English (-Agr, +T: see Henry 1996) are incompatible with nominative (see also Wexler and Schutze 1996; Schutze 1997; Giorgi and Pianesi, 1998 for relevant discussion).

So, if the expletive is overtly marked as nominative, as in French, it checks nominative case and agreement in the syntax and, in compliance with (15), agreement with the expletive must be  morphologically realized (and thus agreement with the associate is not possible; if the expletive is not overtly marked as nominative, syntactic agreement with the associate is possible, perhaps compulsory; but agreement and nominative checking take place only at LF (through expletive substitution, or feature movement, as in Chomsky 1995), so that the morphological realisation of agreement is not required by principle (15) and may fluctuate (in closely related grammatical systems, give rise to normative intervention, etc.) as we have observed. 

5. Past Participle agreement in Romance.
Let us consider another case illustrating the system involving principle (15). Agreement between a DP and a verbal element involves two steps: Spec‑head and head‑head in local configurations (basically, in configurations respecting Relativized Minimality, Rizzi 1999). An agreement feature is licensed on a functional head through a local Spec‑head configuration by a DP carrying the same specification; then it is licensed by the functional head on the verbal element moved to the functional head, in a local head‑head configuration. 

The examples considered so far illustrate how the system functions in a case of feature licensing by a specifier. As for feature licensing by a head, relevant cases illustrating the fluctuations allowed by the system are more difficult to find because of the relative rarity of alternations in head movement comparable to alternations in movement to a Spec position such as (6), (7) (alternations in the positions of subjects and other arguments are governed by such properties as focus, definiteness, specificity that are not relevant for heads). Familiar cases of apparent optional movement of the untensed functional verb in English and French are not relevant because the untensed paradigm does not show any Agreement morphology that could allow us to observe a morphological alternation. Nevertheless, we believe that the operation of the system in cases of head movement can be observed at least indirectly, by comparing closely related languages. Take past participle agreement triggered by object cliticisation in Italian and French:

(16)
a.
La macchina, l'ha messa /*messo in garage

b.
La voiture, il l'a mise / mis dans le garage

The car, he it-FEM-SG has put-FEM-SG/put-MASC-SG into the garage

'The car, he put it into the garage.'

In Italian, agreement is fully obligatory, while in spoken French, in spite of a strong normative pressure for the agreement option, agreement is often omitted. It is not important here to decide whether the appropriate analysis of spoken French is that agreement is optionally expressed, or that two systems coexist, one with obligatory agreement and the other with no agreement (see Friedemann (1996), Friedemann & Siloni (1997) for discussion). Either way, it is fair to characterize this agreement option as oscillating. Why is Italian different? Under principle (15), it is tempting to relate this difference to an independent difference between the two systems, i.e., the fact that Italian past participles move to a higher position than French past participles, as shown by their positions with respect to floated quantifiers and other adverbial material:

(17)

a.
Gianni ha (*tutto) capito (tutto)

b.
Jean a (tout) compris (*tout)

Gianni has (all) understood (all)

The traditional analysis of this pattern was that French has a rule moving tout and other similar quantifiers to the left (Kayne's, 1975 "Left Tous"), while Italian lacks such a  process. However, more recent work has clearly shown that Italian tutto also moves to the left from the object position in (17a). For instance, it can naturally precede unstressed bene (well), a word order which is marginal for an object DP; moreover, though in a marked order, tutto can precede particles like via (away), which don't tolerate a preceding direct object:

(18)
a.
Gianni ha fatto tutto bene

           

Gianni has done everything well

     
b.
 Gianni ha fatto bene il lavoro/?il lavoro bene 

 Gianni has done well the work/the work well

(19)
a.    
Gianni ha messo tutto via

 Gianni has put everything away=
b.
 Gianni ha messo via il lavoro/* il lavoro via

 Gianni has put away the work/the work away

If tutto moves as well, it is plausible to assume that it occupies the same surface position as French tout, as is suggested by the fact that tutto/tout appear in the same relative ordering with respect to adverbial positions (see Cinque, 1999). Then the asymmetry in (17) is to be attributed to a different surface position of the verb in the two languages, as proposed by Belletti (1998). Following her analysis, we assume that the participial verb moves up to the relevant Agr head in Italian, thus bypassing the position filled by tutto/tout (possibly Spec of the participial head), while it stops in a lower position (possibly the participial head) in French.

(20) 
a. Gianni ha [AGRP capito [PartP tutto [VP t]]]

b. Jean a [AGRP  [PartP tout compris [VP t]]]

   Gianni has (all) understood (all)

If this is correct, then the obligatory agreement in Italian follows from principle (15): the relevant agreement feature is licensed syntactically on the participle, therefore it must be expressed. By contrast, the French participle does not check Agreement in the overt syntax, therefore principle (15) is irrelevant, and the morphological expression of agreement can only be demanded by a language-specific morphological rule, a rule required in normative French but which appears to fluctuate in spoken French. Neither French nor standard Italian permit past participle agreement if the object is unmoved: this is the basic fact that Kayne's (1985) classical analysis intended to capture. Interestingly, a number of Romance varieties (including a very archaic sounding variety of formal Italian, as described for instance in Fornaciari 1974; see Kayne 1985) admits agreement in this case too:

(21)  
Gianni aveva già presa la sua decisione

Gianni had already taken+FEM+SG the his+FEM decision+FEM

In the terms of our system, here UG does not enforce the morphological expression of agreement, as the feature is unchecked in the overt syntax (because the object has not overtly moved to the relevant spec); however, nothing excludes expression, if the language has a specific morphological rule to this effect. Morphological expression is compulsory under (15) if the object has overtly moved to (or through) the relevant spec and the verb has also overtly raised to (or through) the relevant functional head. Both conditions are met with clitic movement of the object in Standard Italian, but not with clitic movement in French (the verb has not overtly moved to the relevant functional head) nor with in situ objects in Standard Italian (the object has not overtly moved to the relevant Spec). When the conditions for compulsory morphological expression of the feature are not met, the language may still choose to express the feature via a language specific morphological rule.

Alternations in the morphological expression of agreement known in the literature as anti-agreement has been given an explanation similar to ours by Phillips. In a number of languages, subject agreement is marked in declarative clauses, but may disappear in subject extraction environments, depending on several factors, According to Phillips, anti-agreement occurs when the verb does not need to move to or through Agr and thus does not check agreement feature overtly. For example, Breton and Berber display anti-agreement in positive subject extraction questions, but not in negative ones. This difference is traced back to the fact that negation (NegP) is higher than AgrP in these languages; while in positive subject extraction questions the verb does not need to raise to Agr, in negative subject questions, the verb needs to move to Neg. In the former case, Agreement is not overtly checked and thus need not be morphologically expressed; in the latter the verb must move through Agr on its way to Neg and thus overtly checks agreement features, which must be morphologically realized. 

6. The Asymmetry between Interrogative and Negative do in Early English
We are now in a position to explain the asymmetry (1)-(3) in Early English. The idea is that interrogative and negative do occupy two distinct positions in English, the first higher and the second lower than Agr:

(22)
DoInt ...Agr...DoNeg...

Agreement is checked syntactically on interrogative do because on its way to the C system it must transit through Agr, where agreement features are licensed; principle (15) then applies, making the morphological expression of agreement compulsory. By contrast, if negative do can remain in a position lower than Agreement in the syntax, its features will be checked only at LF, principle (15) is inoperative, whence the fluctuation in the expression of agreement observed in the early system. 

That interrogative do occurs in a position higher than the whole inflectional system, including the site where agreement is checked, is uncontroversial: the inflectional material must move to the C system in main questions to satisfy the well-formedness condition triggering interrogative inversion (the Wh Criterion, as in Rizzi (1996), or the checking of the Q feature in C). Less obvious is that negative do (or any other functional verb) may be lower than Agr. A fairly standard assumption is that English functional verbs move to the highest inflectional head in the overt syntax, much as their French or Italian (functional or lexical) counterparts (Pollock 1989, Belletti 1990). Now, that functional verbs move higher than lexical verbs in English is uncontroversially shown by the fact that they must precede the negative marker not. But there are good reasons to reject the standard assumption that they must move to the highest inflectional head: the systematic possibility of adverb interpolation in cases like (23), under some reasonably principled approach to adverb positions (Cinque 1999, Laenzlinger 1998), strongly suggests that even functional verbs in English, while moving higher than lexical verbs, do not have to move as high as the highest inflectional head, hosting the subject in its Spec (Kayne 1989, Henry 1996)

(23)
He probably does not (doesn't) know the answer

Let  us assume for concreteness the order of projections proposed in Chomsky (1991), with a negative phrase lower than T, in turn lower than Agr, and with the adverb in the spec of T (or of some other functional head in between Agr and T):

(24)

[image: image1.wmf]
The functional verb does, starting from its own functional VP will have to move through Neg at least as far as T, in order to give rise to the correct word order does not, with the specifier of NegP not optionally cliticizing onto it to give rise to the contracted form doesn=t.
  We can now go back to the acquisition pattern observed in section 2. Negative do does not need to raise as far as Agr in the overt syntax, principle (15) is irrelevant and the morphological expression of agreement is a matter of a language specific morphological rule, one which must be learned under no special UG guidance. We thus expect the observed fluctuation between do and does for a fairly long period. Interrogative do, instead, must proceed to a head of the C system due to some structural property inherent in the interrogative construction (say the Wh Criterion). Due to Relativized Minimality, do cannot skip the Agr position:

(25)

[image: image2.wmf]
But then Agreement features are always checked syntactically with interrogative do, and  principle (15) is operative, enforcing the morphological manifestation of Agr.
 The asymmetry expressed by table 3 is thus explained by the system based on principle (15) and Relativized Minimality, which ultimately traces it back to the different structural positions of interrogative and negative do, one above and the other below Agr.

7. Negative questions
A priori, a very relevant additional testing ground for our hypothesis is provided by negative questions. We expect the following pattern:

(26)
a.   He don't go

b.   He doesn't go

c.  *Why don't he go?

d.   Why doesn't he go?

Uniniverted and inverted occurrences of negative do should then provide minimal pairs, only the former showing agreement alternations: inverted negative forms should pass through Agreement in their way to C, hence they should systematically manifest agreement, if our hypothesis is correct. In fact, this prediction is not easy to test in a fully reliable way because only a very small number of negative questions are attested in the corpus. Problems with the mastery of negative questions in child language have been observed independently; in particular, children are reluctant to apply the required I to C movement in this construction (Stromswold, 1990). This reluctance, possibly related to the need of simultaneously satisfy the Wh-Criterion and the Neg- Criterion, as suggested by Guasti, Thornton and Wexler (1995), may well be the cause of the limited attestation of the construction in our corpus (the relevant list of the negative questions in our corpus is given in Appendix 1). Nevertheless, in so far as negative questions are attested in the corpus, they permit a very direct comparison between inverted and uninverted negative questions. So, the agreement pattern observed in the few examples available in the period in which do and does alternate is expressed in the following table:

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE

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

While the 9 occurrences of non-inverted negative do may be inflected or not, all the 14 occurrences of inverted negative do are inflected, as we expect. The significance of this distribution is obviously limited, due to the very small number of the relevant occurrences, to the fact that the 14 inverted structures are produced by two children, Sarah and Ross, and 6 of them are tag-like, quasi formulaic expressions. Nevertheless, the fact is worth mentioning that in the period in which they produce the 14 occurrences of inverted doesn't, Sarah and Ross are well within the phase of don't/doesn't alternation in non-inverted positions. In conclusion, to the limited extent to which negative questions can be brought to bear on our hypotheses, the observed pattern definitely goes in the expected direction. These facts suggest that ‘do’ cannot simply be a host for negation. If it were, it would have such function both in uninverted and in inverted positions and we would expect to find examples like (26c), along with the attested cases in (26a).
8. Case and Non-agreeing Do
Our analysis claims that clauses with non agreeing negative do in Early English are full finite clauses, except that the agreement morphology may fail to be expressed on do as a consequence of its structural position. As for the tensed character of these structures, the very presence of do strongly supports this conclusion: negative do is limited to tensed environments, and is sharply excluded from infinitives and gerunds:

(28)
a.  to (*do) not go

b. for not going / *for doing not go

In addition to T, our analysis claims that an abstract syntactic specification of Agreement is present in the relevant structures, except that the concrete morphological specification of Agreement fails to be expressed. Can syntactic Agreement be detected independently? Remember that we have assumed, following Cardinaletti (1997), Schuetze (1997), Giorgi and Pianesi (1998) among many other references, that Agreement is responsible for the assignment of nominative case. We would then expect to observe pronominal subjects overtly marked with nominative case in our construction. Such cases are in fact typically found:

(29) He don't have a baseball

(Adam28, 3;4)

These cases provide the most straightforward evidence for the completeness of the relevant structures, with do directly manifesting the presence of T and the nominative subject indirectly detecting the presence of Agr.

The distribution of nominative and non-nominative case with 3rd person pronominal subjects of uninflected negative do in the corpus we have considered is expressed by the following table:

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 10 ABOUT HERE

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

The case-agreement configurations relevant for this table are the following:

(30)
a. She don't go

b. Her don't go

c. She doesn't go

d. Her doesn=t go

As the table shows, nominative marked subjects with uninflected do (configuration (30a)) are very robustly attested, thus granting the conclusion that such structures can be complete finite clauses, as we have argued. No case of non nominative subject is found to cooccur with inflected do (configuration (30d)), which confirms Schuetze and Wexler's (1996) observation that structures expressing agreement always require nominative subjects in Early English. Case (30c) is target-consistent, hence unproblematic. What remains to be interpreted is the set of cases with uninflected do and non-nominative subjects (configuration (30b)), which are the minority (13/59) of the cases with 3rd person pronominal subject and uninflected do but attested. 

If we take non-nominative subjects to be a reliable manifestation of the lack of Agreement from the syntactic representation (in a language like English, in which Nominative is not the default case), we could interpret such cases as involving truncated structures (in the sense of Rizzi (1993/4) above T (and therefore including do), but under Agr (and therefore excluding nominative marking of the subject). This would then instantiate a case of truncation allowed in principle by the general approach, but which had not been discussed so far in the literature on truncation (after having completed this paper we had access to Ingham (1998), a paper providing clear evidence for truncation immediately above T on the basis of a case study).

This possible line of analysis of case (30b) is theoretically interesting and not implausible. Before firmly adopting and developing it, though, it is necessary to consider some peculiarities of the 13 cases attesting this configuration. First, all the 13 examples are produced by the same child, Nina. No other child ever produces a non-nominative subject with don't in our corpus. Second, Nina produces the 13 examples in four consecutive files over a short period of 4 days during which she was taped daily, from age 2;5,25 till 2;5,28 (files 28 to 31). The exhaustive list of examples is given below:

(31)
her don't want go in the bathtub
(Nina28)

her don't have a paw  


(Nina29)

her don't cry  



(Nina29)

her don't want a cup  


(Nina31)

her don't want 

uh # her don't want take a bath # Mommy  

her don't want a bath  

no # her don't bubbles  

her don't  

her don't want it in her eyes   

her don't want it in her eyes  

her don't want soap in her +...

her don't want [//] her want clothes on

The nonnominative subject her is the only nonnominative subject used by Nina in that period. For masculine subjects, Nina employs the adult form he, which is used both with don't and doesn't as with other verbal forms. Apart from the don't context, Nina occasionally uses her with bare forms and with some finite forms. Some examples are given below:

(32)
her cried

her nipped me

her was cried

her cried

cause her cried 


(Nina28)

her stand it up



(Nina29)

her wanna sleep on another bed
(Nina30)

In the same period of 4 days, the nominative subject she is almost never employed. While there are 61 sentences (negative and non-negative) with her subjects, there are just 5 sentences with the subject she. Table 11 summarizes Nina's various occurrences of her and she with different types of verbs.

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 11 ABOUT HERE

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

Given the rarity of she subjects in the relevant period, and the use of her also in finite clauses, it is conceivable that the case alternation she/her was not productive in Nina=s grammar at that point. If this is correct, then the 13 cases illustrating configuration (30b) are irrelevant for drawing theoretical conclusions on the nature of the syntactic representations involved. The question of whether or not this configuration is attested and represents a genuine grammatical option for the child (e.g., with truncation in between Agr and T) awaits further empirical inquiries over larger production corpora. In any case, our results firmly establish the attestation of the ANom + don=t@ configuration (30a), which clearly argues for the hypothesis that structures with uninflected negative do can be full finite clauses with missing morphological expression of agreement in Early English. 

9. An asymmetry between do and be
Under standard assumptions on the structural positions of different verb types in English, finite functional verbs occupy a higher position than lexical verbs in the inflectional system; a less uncontroversial but widely held assumption is that all functional verbs occupy the same position(s) in the inflectional system of the English clause. If this were correct, we would expect alternations of the don't/doesn't kind with other functional verbs in Early English. In order to test this prediction, we should immediately discard modals, which do not manifest morphological alternations with respect to agreement. Potentially relevant would be the have/has alternation; but, the perfective have+past participle construction is too rare in early production corpora to allow us to test the prediction, and possessional have generally functions as a main verb, as in many adult varieties of English. We are then left with copular and progressive be: do we find a be/is alternation parallel to the do/does alternation? The answer clearly is no, as table 12 shows:

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

PLEASE INSERT TABLE 12 ABOUT HERE

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

This table includes all the occurrence of be and of is with third person subjects during the whole period investigated. It is evident that while children manifest the do/does alternation, the uninflected form be does not alternate with the inflected form is in third person contexts: be is used only in 0.6% of the cases (19/3039) (see appendix 1 for exhaustive list). This then raises the question of why the mechanism allowing do with 3rd person subjects does not extend to be in child grammars. Why do we have the following asymmetry?

(33)
a.   Daddy doesn't go

b.   Daddy don't go

c.   Daddy is here

d.  *Daddy be here

A straightforward possibility is that the child interprets the form be as explicitly marking lack of finiteness, so that, quite independently from the surface position it fills, the form is always excluded from finite contexts (moreover, (33)d cannot arise as a genuine root infinitive because this construction is generally inconsistent with functional verbs, see Rizzi 1993/4, Wexler 1994, etc.).
 A different possibility to account for the asymmetry in (33) is that do and be do not occupy the same position in the inflectional system, the finite occurrence of be being forced to raise to a higher position, possibly because of the unique richness of its morphological agreement paradigm in Modern English. In fact, be is the only English verb with a fully developed paradigm of person distinctions in the present singular, and with person distinctions in both present and past. Of potential relevance here is Vikner's (1997) attempt to precisely define the morphological conditions on syntactic V movement to Agr. His conclusion based on a wide range of synchronic and diachronic evidence in Romance and Germanic languages is that V movement occurs in the overt syntax when the verbal paradigm shows morphological distinctions of person in all synthetic tenses. Now, be is the only verb in Modern English meeting Vikner=s criterion, as morphological distinctions for person are found in both present and past paradigms (am, are, is; was, were). If we now interpret (a suitable adaptation of) Vikner's criterion as applying to individual verbs, we have a principled reason forcing finite occurrences of be to raise to Agr in the syntax. Then the agreement features on be would always be licensed in the overt syntax and principle (15) would enforce their morphological expression, thus banning (33d). That finite be occurs in a higher position than other functional verbs has also been proposed by Giorgi & Pianesi (1998) on the basis of considerations completely independent from Vikner's criterion.
 If these proposals are on the right track, the asymmetry be/negative do can be explained in a way parallel to the asymmetry between negative and interrogative do.

Conclusion
Around the age of three years, children acquiring English typically produce negative sentences with do uninflected for agreement; such uninflected forms freely alternate with the inflected forms for  several months in some children's productions; at the same time, children almost always inflect interrogative do in the C system. The sharp contrast between the two kinds of do has led us to develop an analysis which is based on the different syntactic positions that they fill: interrogative do is moved to the C system, so it is certainly higher than the structural layer in which subject agreement is checked; negative do, while being moved to the higher part of the IP on a par with other functional verbs, does not have to move in the overt syntax to the highest IP layer, as properties of adverbial distribution suggest; so, arguably, it does not have to move to the position in which subject agreement is checked. In order to capitalize on this positional difference, we have introduced a principle determining the way in which morphology reads and expresses syntactic specifications: if a morphosyntactic feature is checked in the overt syntax, it is expressed by the morphology (principle (15)); if a feature is left unchecked in the overt syntax (and will be checked in the covert syntax through the devices introduced in Chomsky (1995)), then UG offers no guidance as to its morphological expression: whether it is realized or not is a matter of a language‑specific morphological rule, a property which may vary across closely related systems and fluctuate within the same system. The optionality of agreement with negative do in Early English is a manifestation of this fluctuation, which may remain stable for a longish period in development, as we may expect for a language specific rule which is not enforced by the core system of UG principles and parameters. On the contrary, interrogative do must move overtly to the C system because of the familiar well‑formedness constraints on question formation, it must then pass through the agreement position in the overt syntax due to Relativized Minimality, therefore agreement is checked syntactically and its morphological expression is enforced by principle (15) in Early (as well as in Adult) English. If negative do (and other functional verbs) moves in the overt syntax at least as far as T (as is shown by its fixed order with negation, among other things), then the observed pattern provides evidence  that the position in which subject agreement is checked is distinct from and higher than tense.
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APPENDIX 1
Negative questions including "do" or "does" with 3rd person subjects in the period in which don=t and doesn=t alternate 

Why it don't work ? (Adam26)

Why he <don't> [/] don't know how to pretend ? (Adam29)

He don't need it? (Adam31)

Why he doesn't ? (Adam29)

Why dis doesn't work ? (Adam32)

Why it doesn't stay on ? (Adam32)

Mama # he doesn't stand up real # huh? (sarah91)

This doesn't open? (Nina28)

It doesn't come out? (Nina29)

Why doesn't this soldier have a pee+pee ? (Ross36)

Why doesn't Mommy get any sleep ? (Ross40)

Why doesn't he ? (Ross43)

Why doesn't he ? (Ross44)

Why doesn't the big boy get the big package ? (Ross44)

He worries about the world # doesn't he ? (Ross48)

Doesn't Bozo talk? (Sarah93)

Spells dolly # doesn't it? (Sarah97)

Doesn't it? (Sarah102)

Doesn't it # Dad? (Sarah102)

Doesn't it? (Sarah102)

Doesn't she look like Baby+Boo? (Sarah110)

Doesn't she look graceful like that to you? (Sarah110)

Doesn't it? (Sarah128)

Sentences with be
How # tiger be so # healthy # and fly # like kite? (Adam11)

Robin always be naughty # when he break pens . (Adam28)

When he be naughty # he break pencil # an(d) you put him in de chair ?  (Adam28)

The Hulk # Doctor David Banner take his shirt off and be the # be the Hulk . (Ross24)

Because that why he be a penguin . (Ross30)

Yeah # because that why he be the penguin . (Ross30)

Because I want to because that why he be a penguin . (Ross31)

He be nice . (Ross31)

You be the witch and him be the black cat and you be the bat and I be the pumpkin . (Ross32)

You be the witch and him be the black cat and I be the pumpkin. (Ross32)

You be the black cat and you be the witch and her be the bat and Ibe the pumpkin ! (Ross32)

You be a bat and you be the witch and him be the black cat and I [!] (Ross32)

You be the big papa bear # and Mommy be the mommy bear (Ross42)

And Marky be the big sister . (Ross44)

That be funny ?  (nina33)

(a)n(d) # this be in it ? (Sarah71)

On here # so it be nice . (Sarah111)

Y(ou) mean like dis # so it be easy ? (Sarah120)

Easter be coming too . (Sarah120)

Child
Files
Age range

Adam
1-40
2;3-3;11

Sarah
1-138
2;3-5;1

Nina
1-56
1;11-3;3

Ross
20-53
2;6-4;6

Peter
1-20
1;9-3;1

Table 1. Sources of data (CHILDES, MacWhinney and Snow, 1995)

Context
Adam

Age (file)
Sarah

Age (file)
Nina

Age (file)
Peter

Age (file)
Ross

Age (file)

NEG don't +3

first occ
2;4  (3)
3;0  (42)
2;1 (12)
2;6 (15)
2;8  (24)

NEG don't +3

last occ
3;5  (33)
5;0 (137)
3;2 (51)
2:9 (18)
4;3  (50)

NEG don't -3
2;5  (5)
2;3  (1)
2;1 (11)
2;3 (10)
3;0 (33)

NEG doesn't +3
2;8  (11)
3;2  (50)
2;1 (12)
1;9 (1)
2;6  (20)

NEG didn't 3
2;11 (19)
3;2   (49)
2;4 (23)
2;4 (12)
2;9 (25)

INT do +3

first occ
3;4  (28)
4:5  (107)
none
3;1 (20)
3;7 (43)

INT do +3

last occ
3;5  (33)





INT do -3


2;9  (14)
3;10 (49)
2;3 (16)
2;3 (10)
2;6  (20)

INT does +3
2;9  (13)
3;6  (65)
2;2 (15)
2;4 (12)
2;8  (24)

INT did 3
2;6 (7)
3;3  (53)
2;0 (5)
3;1 (20)
2;7  (22)

Table 2. First (and last) occurrence of different form of "do" in negative sentences and interrogatives

 
 Do
 Does                  

NEG
144
220 

INT 
    5
270

 X2 = 128.29   p < 0.005

Table 3. Do vs. does in negative 

and interrogative sentences 

for the 5 children investigated

Do
 Does

NEG
12           8

INT
 3
 78

X2 = 40.19  p < 0.005

Table 4. Do vs. does in negative 

and interrogative sentences in Adam's 

production  (file 11 - 33)

 Do
Does

NEG
40
 55


INT 
 1
 76

X2 = 39.0 p < 0.005

Table 5. Do vs. does in negative 

and interrogative sentences 

in Sarah's production (files 50-137)

 Do
Does

NEG
20
72

INT 
 1
51

X2 = 10.47 p < 0.005

Table 6. Do vs. does in negative 

and interrogative sentences 

in Ross's production (file 24-50)

 Do
 Does

NEG 
65
 65

INT 
 0
 62

X2 = 46.86 p < 0.005

Table 7. Do vs. does in negative 

and interrogative sentences 

in Nina's production (file 12 - 51)

 Do
 Does

NEG
  7
 20

INT
  0
  3

X2 = 1.01 not significant

Table 8. Do vs. does in negative 

and interrogative sentences 

in Peter's production (files 15-18)

 Do
Does

-INV
 3 
  6

+INV
 0
14

Table 9. Don't vs. doesn't in negative 

questions as a function of inversion

 

 +Nom
-Nom

Don't
 
46

13

Doesn't
 79

 0

Table 10. Distribution of 3rd person 

nominative and non-nominative suject 

pronouns as a function of the presence of

don't or doesn't 

X2 = 19.21 p < 0.005


don't
V-finite
V bare

she
1
2
2

her
13
4
44

Table 11. Nina's subjects according to verb forms (files 28-31)

CHILD
IS
BE

Adam
751
3

Ross
614
11

Nina
650
1

Peter
285
0

Sarah
720
4

Total
3020
19

Table 12. Occurrences of be and of is with with third person subject in declarative and interrogative sentences during the whole periods investigated


     1. In the system of Chomsky (1998) this generalization would be expressed as follows: if a feature is checked as part of the complex operation Amove@ (Aagree@ plus Asecond merge@) it must be overtly expressed in the morphology; if it is checked by Aagree@ only, individual languages may or may not express it in the morphology.


     2. Of course, if a language does not have the appropriate morphological paradigm, this system applies vacuously, e.g., in Mainland Scandinavian Agr features are presumably checked syntactically, determining nominative case on the subject, but are not expressed on V as the verbal morphology of the language lacks this option; the same conclusion holds for English modals, past forms of the auxiliary "have", etc.


     3. Agreement of the past participle in passives is fully obligatory in French as well:


�SEQ AutoList4_0 \* roman \r 1�i�)	La voiture a été mise/*mis dans le garage





 	The car-FEM-SG has been put-FEM-SG/put-MASC-SG in the garage


This suggests that agreement in passive past participles occupies a different and lower position than agreement in perfect past participles perhaps a position immediately higher than a Voice head (see Cinque, 1999) and lower than the aspectual head of Belletti (1990). It is arguable that this position is always reached by French passive participles, with the morphological expression of agreement compulsory under (15). The obligatoriness of agreement in (i) is significant as it shows that the contrast between Italian and French in (17) is not a trivial consequence of the phonetic weakness of French past participle agreement in comparison to Italian. Interestingly, 1st and 2nd object clitics in Italian differ from 3rd person object clitics in that they trigger agreement only optionally, as displayed by the contrast below:


ii)	Gianni vi ha visto/visti


Gianni you-PL has seen-MASC-SG/seen-MASC-PL


iii)	Gianni li ha visti/*visto


Gianni them-PL has seen-MASC-PL/seen-MASC-SG


First and 2nd person clitics always are positioned to the left of 3rd person clitics in Italian. If this linear order constraint corresponds to a hierarchical difference, the optionality of agreement in (ii) may be directly amenable to our analysis through the assumption that 1st and 2nd person clitics trigger agreement on a higher projection than 3rd person clitics, one that is not (necessarily) reached by past participles in the overt syntax.


      4. If n't is not the clitic form of not, but the head of a higher NegP, as is suggested by the possible cooccurrence of the two negative markers in examples like the following (from Kayne 1989),


i) He couldn't not have accepted


the analysis remains essentially the same, except that does raises at least as far as the head of this higher NegP, placed in between Agr and T, to pick up n=t. On the possible cooccurrence of multiple NegP=s in different languages see Zanuttini (1996).





      5 Our analysis of non agreeing do in EE immediately carries over to other bare verbal forms in this language, e.g. the cases in (2). Uncontroversially, lexical verbs do not raise to the highest inflectional heads in English (if they move at all from the VP-internal position), so that Agr is unchecked in overt syntax, principle (15) is inoperative and the marking of agreement is a matter of a language specific morphological rule. We thus expect a


certain instability in the Cs marking, which is witnessed by the adult varieties of English which do not take this option (Labov 1985); we also expect instability in acquisition, with a longish period in which Cs may be omitted, as in fact we observe in acquisition corpora. This has immediate consequences for the analysis of uninflected verbal forms in Early English. Granting that such forms may arise as the English specific variety of Root Infinitives (Wexler 1994), our analysis leads us to conclude that they may also arise as full finite structures with the verbal inflection that fails to be morphologically expressed. This dual structural possibility leads us to expect a non homogeneous behavior of uninflected verbal forms in Early English, which may help explain many peculiarities of such forms with respect to genuine Root Infinitives in other early languages (e.g., the fact that uninflected verbal forms in Early English continue to be produced well after the end of the early null subject period, as originally pointed out by Ingham (1982), whereas genuine root infinitives in other languages never survive after the end of early null subjects). We will not explore the consequences of this extension of our analysis in this article.


      6. Notice that this case is not naturally amenable to the analysis of uninflected structures in Early English by Schuetze and Wexler (1996), Schuetze (1997). According to this analysis, clauses with verbs lacking the Cs marking can arise through the omission of either T or Agr (or both); but in (29) both layers should be syntactically present, if our assumptions are correct.





      7. Strictly speaking, in adult English the form be is not limited to nonfinite contexts because it occurs in subjuctive clauses such as "I demand that he be released". But it is conceivable that in such cases be is not the subjuntive form of the verb, but rather the infinitival form selected by a null subjunctive modal (the null counterpart of should in "He should be released" (Emonds, 1976, Roberts, 1985). 


      8. Examples like "John probably isn't ready" would then involve movement of the subject to a specifier position higher than the agreement layer (see Cinque, 1999 for discussion about the location of the agreement projection in English).





      9. This structural analysis clearly is more appealing than the one based on the fact that be inherently expresses nonfiniteness; on the other hand, if we take Vikner's observation as criterial for V-raising to Agr, the structural analysis may lead us to expect be/is oscillations before agreement distinctions of be in the present and past paradigms are mastered. Not knowing the full developmental course of acquisition of the paradigm of be, we prefer to leave the room open for both alternative analyses of the be/do asymmetry. 
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