Luigi Rizzi                                     Psicolinguistica: Acquisizione

Le basi grammaticali dello sviluppo del linguaggio

0. Domande di base

(1)  Quale è la natura dei sistemi grammaticali infantili? Come possiamo esprimere similarità e differenze rispetto ai sistemi di competenza adulta?

(2) Come si sviluppano questi sistemi nel tempo? Lo sviluppo del sistema  della produzione e della comprensione sono paralleli?

(3) Che cosa causa il cambiamento nel tempo? L’accumulo di esperienza? Fattori endogeni, maturativi?

1. Apprendimento per dimenticanza

(4) Apprendimento per dimenticanza :  “L’apprentissage d’une langue se traduit en fait par une perte partielle, par la sélection de certains contrastes et l’oubli d’autres, qui ne sont pas pertinents… Les tout petits bébés discriminent tous les contrastes auxquels ils sont confrontés, tandis que vers huit ou dix mois , ils montrent la même aptitude, mais seulement pour les contrastes de leur propre langue. A douze mois, ils se conduisent comme des adultes et ne sont plus sensibles aux contrastes étrangers”  (Mehler & Dupoux 1990, 236).

(5) Il concetto di “apprendimento per dimenticanza” è rilevante per la sintassi?

(6)  Modello dei principi e parametri (Chomsky 1981):

       Grammatica universale (GU): sistema di principi e parametri

       Grammatica particolare: GU con un particolare insieme di valori parametrici

       Acquisizione della sintassi: fissazione dei parametri

(6) La nozione di fissazione dei parametri ci avvicina all’”apprendimento per dimenticanza” in sintassi: alcune opzioni computazionali generate dalla mente sono selezionate sulla base dell’esperienza, ed altre sono scartate.

(7) Ma abbiamo prove di  effetti di sviluppo direttamente riconducibili alla fissazione dei parametri, con un certo valore parametrico attivo ad un certo punto dello sviluppo, e disattivato successivamente?

(8) Sappiamo pochissimo sulla fissazione dei parametri sintattici nel sistema della comprensione. Invece molto lavoro è stato fatto sulla produzione, grazie all’analisi dei corpora di produzioni naturali e agli esprimenti di produzione elicitata.    

2. Forgetting parametric options?

(4) Early production sometimes overtly manifests the fact that the child explores parametric options which are not target-consistent: 

a. short-lived and individually variable but consistent uses of “exotic” constructions (sometimes quite stable: inversion with why);

b. elicited production  of rare, complex constructions, in which the evidence available to the child may have been too limited, so that she directly appeals to UG resources (“UG-guided grammatical invention”);

c. in some cases of grammatically determined omissions, very stable and uniform patterns observable in natural production corpora.

2.1. Elicited production of Wh extraction from embedded clauses:

(9) R. Thornton (1995: 21 children, 2;10 – 5;5 (M=4;3))

Elicited production of complex Wh questions with children gives rise to non-target consistent structures which reflect parametric options adopted in other languages.

(10)  I know that Big Bird thinks that a Smurf has roller skates on, but I don’t know which smurf. Please, ask him.

(11) Adult English:

     Which Smurf do you think [___ has roller skates on]?

(12)  Child English:

a. Which Smurf do you think [who has roller skates on]?  

b. What do you think [which Smurf really has roller skates]?

(13)    Adult French: Agreement in C (also Flemish, Irish, etc.)

   Quel homme politique crois-tu qui va gagner les élections?

       ‘Which politician to you believe who will win the elections?’

(14)    Colloquial Adult German: Partial Movement (also Romani, Hindi, Ewe,…McDaniel 1989)

Was glaubst du welchen Mantel Jakob heute angezogen hat?

‘What do you believe which coat Jakob put on today?’       

2.2. Negative Wh Questions

Thornton (1995): 7 children 4;1 – 5;4

(16) Adult English: 

       What (food) didn’t the spaceman like?

(17) Child English

       a  What did the spaceman didn’t like?                (97%) 

       b   What food did the spaceman didn’t like?       (71%)

       c   What food (that) the spaceman didn’t like?   (29%)

(18) Certain adult languages have I to C movement blocked by negation, e.g., Paduan  (Zanuttini 1997)

      a   El vien                 d  * No vien-lo

      b   Vien-lo?               e     Nol vien?

      c    Nol vien

1. Subject omission in the early phases of the acquisition of a non-NSL

(1) English (Brown 1973)

      a ___ was a green one           (Eve, 1;10)

      b ___ falled in the briefcase  (Eve 1;10)

(2)  French (Hamann, Rizzi, Frauenfelder 1996)

a___ a tout tout tout mangé      (Augustin 2,0)

‘___ has all all all eaten’

b___ ôter tout ta                        (Augustin 2,0)

‘___ empty all that’

(3)  Danish (Hamann & Plunkett 1997)

a___er ikke synd                   (Jens 2,1)

 ‘___is not a pity’

b___ikke køre traktor            (Jens 2,0)

‘___not drive tractor’

(4) Hamann, Rizzi & Frauenfelder (1995): Early Null Subjects in French  (Augustin)

Age      V utt      NS        %

	2;0;2
	49
	23
	46.9

	2;0;23
	23
	14
	60.8

	2;1;15
	15
	7
	46.6

	2;2;13
	44
	16
	36.3

	2;3;10
	33
	10
	30.3

	2;4;1
	53
	29
	54.7

	2;4;22
	46
	22
	47.8

	2;6;16
	100
	37
	37.0

	2;9;2
	141
	35
	24.8

	2;9;30
	133
	19
	14.2
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                                                                                  (from Hamann & Plunkett 1998)

2. Mis-setting of the Null Subject Parameter?

(5) Is the omission of subject pronouns  just a particular case of a general strategy of omission of functional elements (determiners, infinitive markers, auxiliaries, copula, complementizers), possibly determined by some general processing constraint operating on the production system? 

(6) Subject omission is selective: Subject / Object asymmetry (Bloom 1990)

                            Adam (2;3-2;7)      Eve (1;6-1;10)     Sarah (2;3-2;7)           Total

      Subjects            57%                        61%                      43%                         55%

      Objects               8%                          7%                       15%                           9%

(7) Not just a consequence of the fact that there are more pronouns in subject position: in the same corpus, 51% of overt subjects are pronominal and 24% of overt objects are pronominal, so there is an asymmetry in the occurrence of subject and object overt pronouns, but the asymmetry with respect to omissions is much stronger.  

(8) Hyams (1986):  

I. Early Null Subject is a grammatical phenomenon. 

II. It results from the mis-setting of the Null Subject Parameter 

(9) Italian:

     a   ___ era uno rosso

     b   ___ ha mangiato tutto

     c   ___ non è un peccato

(10) Null Subject Parameter: Is pro licensed by V-infl?  {yes, no}       (Rizzi 1982, 1986, 2000)

3. Early fixation of other parameters

(11)a   Michel dort                     b   Michel dort pas 

       b   Michel dormir                 b   Michel pas dormir

(12) Montée du V à  I en  français enfantin (3 enfants, 1;8 - 2;3), Pierce (1992)

                  +FIN    -FIN                                                          

      V-pas     185         2                                                             

      pas-V       11       77       

(13) Montée de I à  C en allemand enfantin (1 enfant, 2;1), Poeppel & Wexler (1993)

                  +FIN    -FIN

      V-2        197         6

      V final      11        37

(14) Positions clitiques:             ___V+I                 Il le voit                

(15) Positions non-clitiques: 

        a. V (adv) ___    *Il dit (toujours) le            Il dit (toujours) ça

        b. P___              *Il parle de le                   Il parle de ça

        c  LD                  *Le, je le connais             Ca, c'est beau

        d  RD                  *Je le connais, le              C'est beau, ça

        e  Isolation           Qu'as tu vu?  *le              ça

(16) Hamann, Rizzi & Frauenfelder (1995): Augustin (2;0-2;9) 281 occurrences of unambiguous clitic forms (je, tu il, on ils, ce, me, te, se, le, les, y, en) all in clitic position (12); 129 occurrences of ça in all contexts of (13).

4. The Root Subject Drop Generalization

(9) English: Valian (1991), 21 learners of English (1;10-2;8) produced 9 null subjects out of 552 non-subject Wh questions (1.6%)

(10) (Adam  2;8, from Roeper & Rohrbacher (1994))


a       Where dis goes?      

    
b (*) Where ___ goes?

    
c       (dis) goes there

(11) Root Subject Drop Generalization: Early Subject Drop is only possible in the Specifier of the root. (Rizzi 1992)

Confirmed for Early French, Early Dutch, Early German.

(12)French, , from Crisma 1992) 


a    ___ est perdu xxx celui-la     (Philippe 2;2)            


     '___is lost  that one'

       b    Où il est le fil?                        (Philippe 2;1)

             'Where it is the wire?

(13) French: Crisma (1992), Philippe (2;1-2;3)

                             Tot            NS          

    DECL              1002         406   (40.5%)

     WhQ                114              1   (0.9%)

(14) Levow (1995) based on Grégoire 1;9-2;3, Nathalie 1;9-2;3, Daniel 1;8 - 1;11: 55% of null subjects in declaratives (779/1412) vs only 5% of null subjects in post Wh environment (2/39).  

(15) Hamann (2000): null subjects in French wh in situ questions are about as frequent as in declaratives (Augustin 2-2;4: 49%  and  2;6-2;10: 26%)

       a   ___ marche sur quoi Cedric? (Augustin 2;6,16)

          ‘ ___ walks on what Cedric?’

       b   ___   est où maman? (Augustin 2;6;16)  

          ‘___ is where mummy?’          

(16) Haegeman (1995a-b) on Child Dutch

                                                                      Tot        NS

Thomas   (2;3 - 2;11)    Decl  (S) V O         2334      570    (24.4%)

Hein         (2;4 - 3;1)     Decl  (S) V O         1920      443    (23.1%)   

Niek         (2;8 - 3;10)   Decl  (S) V O         2148      495    (23%)

(17)                                                                Tot        NS

Thomas                        Wh  V (S) O              321       9        (2.8%)

Hein                             Wh  V (S) O              152       2        (1.3%)

Niek                              Wh V (S) O              209       4        (1.9%)              

(18) Clahsen, Kursawe and Penke (1995) on Child German: 134 recordings from 9 children 1;7 - 3;8. Only 4% of post wh subjects were null. It is not possible to determine from this study the number and proportion of initial null subject in the same corpus. But initial null subjects are a robust phenomenon in Child German (e.g. Duffield (1993) reports over 2000 null subjects in Simone’s files 3-22, i.e., over a quarter of the subject environments), so that it’s very likely that early German will reproduce the sharp asymmetry that Haegeman found in Early Dutch.

(19)a  ___  went in the basement ... that what we do ... after supper   (Eve 19)

       b  ___  know what I maked   (Adam 31) 

(20) Valian (1991): No null subjects out of 123 finite embedded clauses. Same result in Roeper & Weissenborn (1990) for German.

5. Adult Null Subject Languages are not Root Subject Drop

(21)a   Dove ___ va?

           ‘Where ___ goes?’

       b  ___ so che cosa ___ hai detto

           ‘___ know what ___ have said’

(22) So, the Root Subject Drop Generalization  argues against the hypothesis of the initial mis-setting of the NS Parameter: the distribution of null subjects in NSL’s is not sensitive at all to first position. 

6. What happens in the Acquisition of a NSL?

Data from Cipriani et al. (1991)

(23)a    ov'è?    (1;8)          c    Pecché  piangi?  (2;3)

           'Where is?'                    'Why (you) cry?'

      b    cos'è ?   (1;10)        d   Quetto cosa fa? (2;5)

           'What is?'                       'This what does?'

(24)   Guasti (1995):  (Martina 1;8-2;7, Diana 1;10-2;6, Guglielmo 2;2-2;11): 104 non-subject Wh questions out of 171 had null subjects.

(25) Conclusion: the Null Subject Parameter is correctly fixed early on, as is shown by the sharp difference between Early Italian and Early English, French, Dutch, German in the non initial (post-Wh) environment. Learners of non-Null Subject Languages quickly fix the NS Parameter on the negative value, but have the independent Root Subject Drop option.

7. Against  extra-grammatical explanations

(26) The Root Subject Drop Generalization  also argues against certain extra-grammatical explanations. The pragmatic explanations assumes that children tend to drop old information material (Greenfield & Smith 1976). But a  post Wh subject in general is old information, so it should be even easier to drop than the subject of a declarative, contrary to fact.

(27)   A processing explanations (Bloom 1990) assumes that initial elements are more likely to be dropped because the processing load is maximal at the beginning of the sentence. But this would predict a slow decrease of the frequency of pronoun drop from left to right if “the processing load at every point is proportional to the number of yet-to-be-expanded nodes that must be kept in working memory” (Bloom, cit., 501), rather than the sharp distinction which has been observed between first position and everything else.

(28)   Nevertheless, Bloom(1990) provides interesting evidence for a processing account: sentences with null subjects tend to have longer VP’s in Child English. In previous work, L. Bloom (1970) had observed that early subject drop is more frequent in negated than in non-negated sentences.

(29) These observations can be reconciled with the clear evidence for the grammatical nature of the phenomenon by making the natural assumption that a grammatical option may well be used to alleviate a processing problem, and still it retains its status of  grammatical option, a formally legitimate computational operation allowed by the grammatical system. 

8. Subject inversion in Italian alleviates processing difficulties with center-embedding (Chomsky & Miller 1963).

(30)a   Il libro che l’editore che il governo ha finanziato  ha pubblicato ha vinto un premio     (UNPARSABLE)

         ‘The book that the publisher that the government funded published won a prize’

       b  Il libro che pro ha pubblicato l’editore che il governo ha finanziato  ha vinto un premio     (PARSABLE)

           ‘The book that pro  published the publisher that the government funded won a prize’

(31)a   Il libroi [che [l’editorek [che [il governo ha finanziato ___k] ha pubblicato___i]]] ha vinto un premio 

         ‘The book that the publisher that the government funded published won a prize’

       b  Il libroi [che [pro ha pubblicato ___i [l’editorek [che il governo ha finanziato ___k]]] ha vinto un premio 

          ‘The book that pro  published the publisher that the government funded won a prize’

(32)     NPi       NPk      ___k      ___i
(33)     NPi       ___i        NPk       ___k

9. Two kinds of Early Null Subjects

(34)a  (*) Where ___ goes/went/is going?

      b        Where ___ go(ing)

(35) Roeper & Rohrbacher (1994) compared null and pronominal subjects in contexts (16) in Adam 1-18 (2;3-2;11):

                          +Inflected:  6/113 null subjects (5%)

                     - Inflected:  99/204 null subjects (49%)

(36) Early Null Subjects restricted to non-inflected structures? Guilfoyle (1984), O’Grady, Peters & Masterson (1989), Kraemer (1993), Hyams & Sano (1994), Bromberg & Wexler (1995), etc.

(37) Hyams & Sano (1994): Adam 1-20 (2;3-3;00) has 34% subject drop with inflected lexical verbs (29/85) -s -ed.

(37)  Valsecchi (1997): throughout  Eve’s corpus , subject drop with inflected lexical verbs  is even slightly higher than with uninflected verbs (13.6% vs 11.3%), while in Sarah’s corpus subject drop with uninflected V’s is slightly higher (25.4%), but with inflected verbs still is substantial (19.3%).

(38) Against early misanalysis of -s, -ed as non-finite: Adam 1-20 (2;3-3;0) has 4.6%  (2/43) subject drop with inflected lexical verbs in post-Wh contexts.

(39)a   ___ goes/went

      b   Where ___ goes/went?

(40)  Daniel 1-5, Nathalie 1-7, Augustin 1-10

                        Tot            NS

+infl               1229           416   (33.8%)

-infl                  565           457   (80.9%)           (Rasetti 1995)

 (41)                                                                      ec         PRO

+infl  +root          “___ goes/went                        +            -

-infl   +root          “___go(ing)                              +           +

-infl   -root           “Where___go(ing)                    -            +

+infl  -root           “Where___goes/went                -            -

(42)  PRO is licensed in Spec of untensed I, as in adult grammars (via the PRO theorem, or the Null Case approach of Chomsky & Lasnik (1995))

(43)  ec is licensed in Spec of the root.

10. Some Adult Manifestations of the “Privilege of the Spec/Root”

(44)  Topic Drop in Colloquial German (Dutch, Swedish, but not Flemish):

       a   (Ich) habe es gestern gekauft

           '(I)   have it yesterday bought'

       b  Gestern habe *(ich) es gekauft

           ‘Yesterday have (I) it bought’ 

       c   Wann hat *(er) angerufen?

            'When has   he  telephoned?'

       d   Hans glaubt *(ich) habe es gestern gekauft

            'Hans believes I    have it yesterday bought'

       e    Hans glaubt dass *(ich) es gestern gekauft habe

            'Hans believes that I    it yesterday bought have'

(45)     ___ habe ich  t  gestern gekauft

          ‘___have I  yesterday  bought’

(46)a   * ___ wurde viel getanzt

             ‘___ was a lot danced’

       b   *___  hat  viel  geregnet

             ‘___ has a lot rained’

(47)  Diary Registers in non-NSL’s:

      a    A very sensible day yesterday. ___ saw noone. ___ took       

            the bus to Southwark Bridge. 

      b   ___ walked along....           (Virginia Woolf, Diary, from  Haegeman 1990)

      c    ___ m'accompagne au Mercure, puis à  la gare...

           ‘(he) takes me to Mercure, then to the station...’

      d  ___ me demande si ... je lui eus montré  les notes... 

          ‘(I) ask myself if ... I would have shown him the notes’

       (Paul Léautaud, Le Fléau, Journal Particulier, 1917-1930, pp. 60-70) from  Haegeman (1990)

(48)a    ___  can't find the letter that I need

       b * I can’t find the letter that ___ need

(49)   Initial Subject Drop in Colloquial English (Thrasher 1977):

      a   (I) thought I heard something

      b    I thought *(I) heard something

      c   (I) will be there as soon as I finish this report

      d   Are *(you) going to be finished any time soon?  

      e    ((I) will) be there as soon as I finish this report

      f    ((Are) you) going to be finished any time soon?

      g    ___ can’t do it, can I/you/he/she/they/we?

      h   More problems, *(I) don’t need 

      i   What do *(you) want?

(49) Gruyère Franco-Provençal (De Crousaz & Shlonsky 2000)

      a   (i) travayè pra

          ‘(s/he) works a lot’

      b   Portyè *(i) travayè?

          ‘Why s/he works’

      c   (i) travayè kan?

          ‘S/he works when?’

(50) Levantine Arabic (Kenstowicz 1989):

     a   ___ istarat l-fustaan

        ‘___ bought the dress’

     b * Fariid kaal innu ___ istarat l-fustaan

         ‘Fariid said that ___ bought the dress’

     c    Fariid kaal inn-ha  istarat l-fustaan

(51) Brazilian Portuguese (Figueiredo 1996)

      a   ___ comprei um carro ontem

          ‘(I) bought a car yesterday’

       b   * O que que ___ comprei ontem?

               ‘What that (I) bought yesterday?’

       c   * A Maria disse que ___ vendi o carro muito caro

               ‘Maria said that (I) sold the car too expensive’

(52)a  * John put ___ on the table

       b   The book which John put ___ on the table

(53) ECP (Identification): ec must be identified through chain- connection to an antecedent

                                            (obligatory up to virtual satisfiability)

(54) In the Spec of the Root, ECP is not even virtually satisfiable, because the Spec of the Root is the highest category in the tree (apart from the root itself), which c-commands every other category and is not c-commanded by any other category. So, the ECP does not enforce identification within the sentence, and the ec is available for identification in discourse.  

11. Development

(55) As for null subjects in infinitives, they disappear when RI disappear.

(56) As for root null subjects, some developmental mechanism involving the loss of the RSD option must be postulated because:

a. Adult French does not allow RSD in spoken registers

b. Adult English does not allow RSD at least in some spoken registers

c. In languages allowing Topic Drop, the rate of dropped subjects  ( a particular case of dropped topics)  decreases dramatically in adult registers, and the option of dropping expletives disappears, at least in some varieties.

(57)A:    Jean, qu’est-ce qu’il fait?

               ‘Jean, what does he do?’

       B:  * ___ viendra demain

               ‘___ will come tomorrow’

(58) Do adults drop root subjects in finite clauses? Adult French speakers speaking to children do not:

Rasetti (1995, 2000) looked at adults' utterances in 6 files (Daniel 1, Daniel 5, Nathalie 1, Nathalie 7, Augustin 2, Augustin 9). Out of 2130 declaratives, 14 null subjects (0.6%) (of these, 7 faut partir cases, 3 repetitions of child's utterance, 1 dubious case).

(59)  Root = CP         (Rizzi 1992)

(60) When principle (59) becomes operative, the subject positions never is the Spec/Root, even in declaratives, hence the Root Null Subject option is lost in French, Standard English, etc. 

12. Back to parameter setting: Topic Drop Languages and Root Subject Drop Languages

(61) The existence of adult systems like Gruyère Franco-Provençal, Levantine Arabic, etc. make a maturational account implausible and  suggests that genuine parameters of UG are involved. How can one express the parametric options characterizing adult systems taking advantage of the “privilege of the root”?

(62) What is Topic Drop? One could argue that Topic Drop languages have a null pronoun licensed in the left periphery; but this would not account for the fact that it can only occur in main clauses.

(63) The traditional one-layer theory of CP does not offer a natural way to express the Topic Drop parameter, but more structure seems to be involved in the CP zone.

(64)a   Credo  che  dovrei parlare a Gianni

           ‘I believe that I should talk to Gianni’

       b   Credo  di    dover  parlare a Gianni    

            ‘I believe of to have to talk to Gianni’

(65)a   Credo che, domani, Piero dovrebbe parlare a Gianni

            ‘I believe that, tomorrow, Piero should talk to Gianni’    

       b   Credo che, a Gianni, Piero gli dovrebbe parlare domani

            ‘I believe that, to Gianni, Piero should talk to him tomorrow’       

       c   Credo che,  a Gianni, domani, Piero gli dovrebbe parlare

            ‘I believe that, to Gianni, tomorrow, Pietro should talk to him’

(66)  Credo che QUESTO gli dovremmo dire, non qualcos’altro

         ‘I believe that THIS we should tell him, not something else’

(67)     Force    Top*    Foc   Top*    Fin    IP                (Rizzi 1997, 2000a)

(68)a     Credo     che        ieri     QUESTO    a Gianni           avreste dovuto dirgli

                         Force     Top         Foc            Top      Fin     IP

            ‘I believe that   yesterday THIS         to Gianni         you should have said’

       b    Penso              a Gianni,  di    dovergli parlare

                          Force    Top      Fin 

           ‘I think,          to Gianni,         to have to talk to him’

(69)    Is doíche      [ faoi cheann  cúpla lá     [go bhféadfaí imeacht]]

          ‘Is probable at-the-end-of couple day  that could leave’              (Irish: McCloskey 1996)

(70)     Dywedais i  [mai  ‘r  dynion  fel arfer  a [werthith  y ci ]]

            ‘Said         I     C     the men    as usual C  will-sell  the dog’       (Welsh: Roberts 1999) 

(71)   … do   Kofi   ya   gankpa   me we     kponon      le    su     i     do

        ‘…that Kofi Top  PRISON IN Foc    policemen  Pl   shut him there’ (Gungbe: Aboh 1998)

(72)a  A Joana acha que  A MARIA (que) o João encontrou no cinema       (Mioto 1999)

‘Joana thinks that MARIA  João met in the cinema’

       b A Joana perguntou (*que) se o João encontrou A Maria no cinema

          ‘Joana asked if João met Maria in the cinema’

       c A Joana acha que  a Maria, (*que) o João encontrou (ela) no cinema

          ‘Joana thinks that Maria,  João met (her) in the cinema’

(73) Hypothesis: Languages can vary in the categories that can be taken as the root.

(74)  In cartographic terms: in root clauses, different languages can start at different points the universal hierarchy of categories (from Force down to the VP), “truncating” the higher portion:  

   Force   …. |  Top   ….    Fin    … |  AgrS   …    T   …

                     |                                   |

                     |                                   |            

             Topic Drop  Lgs              RSD Lgs

(75)  When syntactically relevant production starts, children uniformly entertain a positive fixation of the RSD parameter (truncation at AgrS), which gives rise to a  phase of systematic omissions of root subjects throughout the third year of life, presumably a developmental universal.  If the target language is RSD (Gruyère FP,…), nothing changes; otherwise (French,…) the learner must reset the parameter on the negative value, but this takes time, whence the developmental effect.  

(76)  This immediately raises a number of questions: 

       a   Why do early systems always start out with the RSD option, in contradiction with the Subset Principle? 

       b   Why does it take so long for the child learning French, etc.,  to abandon the RSD option, in contradiction with VEPS?

       c    In particular, why is fixation of RSDP slow and of NSP fast? 

(77) Subset Principle: when two parametric values generate two languages in a subset-superset relation, the unmarked value is the one generating the smaller language.

(78) VEPS: parameters are set very early, in the perceptual grammar, before production starts (Wexler 1998)

13. A conjecture

(79)When production begins, the production system is not fully up to its task: coordination is necessary between the abstract computational system and the motor programs of the articulatory system; fine tuning and automatization are necessary; the working memory, which makes available on line the ingredients of the linguistic computation, must grow, etc.

(80) When production begins, the child initially assumes all the parametric values which facilitate the task of the immature production system by reducing the computational load (e.g. by dropping material) and which are consistent with her current grammatical knowledge. 

(81) The dropping options are grammatically based, but their initial choice is dictated by the immaturity of the performance system. We thus intend to capture Bloom’s observations and reconcile them with a grammatically based account. 

(82) When the production system is fully in place, the facilitating options are kept if supported by experience (Gruyère Franco-Provençal,…), and are “forgotten”  otherwise (French,…).

(83) Why no early mis-setting of the Null Subject Parameter (NSP) in the acquisition of English, French, etc? Because the positive setting of NSP is linked to certain properties of the verbal morphology: the agreement paradigm must reach a certain threshold of morphological richness, a property which is not satisfied in English, French, etc. So, as soon as the learner has figured out the basic properties of verbal paradigm (which happens early: Guasti 1993/4, Wexler 1994), a positive setting of NSP is inconsistent with her current knowledge of the language, hence it is not considered, under conjecture (80).

(84)Diachronic evidence for the causal link between richness of the agreement paradigm and the NSP: Brazilian Portuguese underwent a progressive loss of the richness of the verbal paradigm in the course of XX century ; concomitantly, the option of referential null subjects was progressively lost  (Kato & Negrao 2000, Duarte 2000).

(85) Categorial Uniformity: Assume a unique canonical structural realization for a given semantic type.

(86)   I say that Mary is happy

(87)   I believe Mary to be happy

(88)   I consider Mary happy
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