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I observe that in an early stage of child Catalan and Spanish, no overt subjects are used. At
this same age and MEAN LENGTH OF UTTERANCE (MLU), child speakers of overt subject languages
such as French, German, Dutch, and English use at least some overt subjects optionally. I explain
this crosslinguistic variation by suggesting that the adult target grammars vary with respect to
the position in which overt subjects are realized. In the overt subject languages, subjects are
realized in the canonical specifier-of-IP position, whereas in the null subject languages (such as
Catalan and Spanish), subjects are located in a topic/focus position, which becomes accessible
only later in development. As evidence for this, I show that overt subjects, fronted objects, and
WH-questions begin to be used at the same point in development in child Catalan and Spanish. I
also argue that subject agreement constitutes an incorporated pronominal subject in Catalan and
Spanish and that children converge on this parametric option very early. The inability of child
Spanish- and Catalan-speakers to use discourse-pragmatic information is explained as a delay in
the development of the interface between grammar and discourse-pragmatics.*

1. InTrRODUCTION. It has been suggested that the tremendous creativity of human
thought is likely due to the creativity of grammar itself, in that ideas can be expressed
in ever more complex ways in the same way that natural language grammars allow a
potentially infinite set of expressions. It is important to note, however, that these
thoughts incorporate ideas that do not come from the domain of grammar itself, but
rather from a wide array of cognitive domains including numerical, musical, and spatial
cognition. In adult language, the ability of grammar to interface with these domains is
relatively well-developed; however, there appears to be a general delay in cognitive
development in the interfaces between grammar and other domains of cognition.

In this article, I examine how the syntax of child Spanish behaves in the apparent
absence of an ability to interface with discourse-pragmatic competence. While it appears
that children are sensitive at least to discourse notions such as new vs. given information
from infancy (cf. Baker & Greenfield 1988), the part of the clause that most interacts
with discourse-sensitive information, namely the left periphery or complementizer
phrase (CP), does not appear to be active in production from the beginning. Concretely,
overt subjects, which I argue are discourse-sensitive left-peripheral constructions in
adult Spanish and Catalan, do not occur in production until some time later, when other
left-peripheral constructions begin to be used.

The status of the left periphery in recent generative syntactic theory has been much
debated (e.g. Giorgi & Pianesi 1997, Rizzi 2000). In particular, it has been proposed
by Ordoéiiez (1997) for Spanish and Catalan that overt subjects in these languages are
left-peripheral constructions, contrary to predominant assumptions that they occur lower
in the clause structure in the inflectional phrase (IP) (e.g. Belletti 1990, Cardinaletti
1996, Rizzi 1990). Ordéilez further argues that the element of the clause that receives
nominative case and the subject’s theta role is in fact an incorporated pronominal that
has been assumed to be subject-verb agreement until now. In what follows, I attempt
to show that overt subjects arise in production at close to the same time that less

* For invaluable help with this project, I would like to thank Nina Hyams, Susan Curtiss, Teun Hoekstra,
Carson Schiitze, Terry Au, Rochel Gelman, Francisco Ordéiiez, Anoop Mahajan, and Claudia Parodi. During
the preparation of this article I received support from the National Science Foundation (Grant #SBR-9602911)
and the National Institute of Mental Health (Grant #R03 MH65410).
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controversially left-peripheral constituents do. I take the position that this timing of
emergence supports the argument of Ordéiiez (1997) to the effect that overt subjects
in Spanish are in fact left-peripheral, CP constituents. In this way, my aim is to contrib-
ute not only to a clearer understanding of child language development, but also to a
sharpening of adult syntactic theory.!

2. RESEARCH METHODS AND DATA COLLECTION. The data used in this study comes
primarily from two sources. The source for the Catalan child data are the four monolin-
gual Catalan-speaking children recorded in the Serra and Solé study in 1986, which
now form part of the CHILDES database (MacWhinney & Snow 1985). These children
were recorded during monthly visits which lasted approximately 30 to 45 minutes and
were transcribed in CHAT format. The children (two boys and two girls) were studied
for approximately two and a half years each in their homes as they interacted with
their parents, caregivers, and the investigators.

The second source of data are three monolingual Spanish-speaking children that I
have studied. My study was a longitudinal project following the grammatical develop-
ment of these two boys and one girl, who were cared for by stay-at-home parents. Each
child was followed over the course of a year. The study began when the subjects were
all 1;6 and continued until the children reached 2;6. The subjects were videotaped once
a week for approximately one hour while they played and interacted with their relatives
and the investigator for the first year. Subsequent taping has occurred monthly for
approximately one hour per session.

Approximately 60 of the roughly 140 hours of videotape-recorded data were tran-
scribed and coded for this study. I then coded the transcripts for subject type (null,
postverbal, or preverbal), verb tense, and clause type (interrogative, declarative, or
imperative). For the majority of the analyses presented here, specific structures had to
be manually searched for and counted. Where possible, a computer search program
was used to facilitate culling and tallying the data. This program consisted of a routine
written in PERL for use on a UNIX machine.?

3. THE OCCURRENCE OF OVERT SUBJECTS IN CHILD CATALAN AND SPANISH. In child
Catalan, Spanish, and Italian, there is an early period during which no overt subjects
are used. This phenomenon is interesting because it contrasts markedly with the early
stage of overt subject languages such as English, Dutch, German, and French, where
overt subjects are used from the very beginning. Thus, as shown in Figures 1, 2, 3,
and 4 for four Catalan-speaking children, Figures 5, 6, and 7 for three Spanish-speaking
children, and Figure 8 for one Italian-speaking child, all of these children pass through
an early period during which many verbal utterances are produced, none of which
includes an overt subject.> These figures include the numbers both of overt subjects
and of null subjects produced in a recording session. Chronologically, these children
appear to begin to use overt subjects around 2 years old. There is, nonetheless, individual
variation, as indicated by the ages below the points in the figures when overt subjects
first begin to be used.

! Though my main theoretical goal is to contribute to generative linguistic theory, I have benefited from
important work done in many theoretical frameworks, which I hope will be obvious to the careful reader.

2 My thanks to Joe Allen for his patience and help in this regard.

3 A similar early no-overt-subject stage is reported in Berman 1990 and Armon-Lotem 1997 for child
Hebrew, but the kind of quantitative data necessary to compare child Hebrew to the languages reviewed
here is not available, to my knowledge.
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Ficure 1. Gisela’s use of null and overt subiects (Catalan).
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FiGURE 2. Guillem’s use of null and overt subjects (Catalan).
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FiGure 3. Laura’s use of null and overt subjects (Catalan).

147
\
I
1\
126 I
7 T\
/1 A
\
! \ |\
i —
,A9‘ ,’ I\ %92 I| \I A 91
\”‘ 83 In Iy /, — -a— - Null Subjects
1\ I LKL TT —a— Overt Subjects
A7° o |
/63 ‘/ I‘ I || 1
LN 7 | T\ ]
I / H H
] 50 [ \ 50
[ Y A
I'; slx II ‘\ II
/ WV ogebf
AV \! A II 23

IR URES NS
N @Y o N e e E

2 AN S ~ 2 N AR

N3 Q QO @ @ 8

Age

FIGURE 4. Pep’s use of null and overt subjects (Catalan).
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FiGURE 5. Graciela’s use of null and overt subjects (Spanish).
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FiGure 6. Eduardo’s use of null and overt subjects (Spanish).
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FiGUuRE 7. Carlos’s use of null and overt subjects (Spanish).
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FiGure 8. Rosa’s use of null and overt subjects (Italian).
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3.1. SUBJECTS OF NON-VERBAL PREDICATES. While overt subjects with verbs are not
produced early on, it is not the case that there is any sort of general ban on subjects.
Thus, during the period in which verbs do not occur with lexical subjects, lexical
subjects are found with other constituents, such as the locative adverbs in 1-4 and
8-10, the temporal adverb in 5, and the participials in 6 and 7.

Catalan
(1) Pep (1:8.0)
Una coseta aqui.
‘A little thing here.’
(2) Gisela (1;8.24)
Aquest aqui.
“This here.’
(3) Gisela (1;8.30)
Aqui llapis.
‘Here pencil.’
(4) Gisela (1;10.7)
Aqui la iaia.
‘Here the granny.’
(5) Gisela (1;10.7)
Ara aixo.
‘Now this.’
(6) Laura (2;2.13)
Boca oberta.
‘Open mouth.’
(7) Pep (1;6.23)
Llapis perdut.
‘Pencil lost.”
Spanish
(8) Graciela (2;1.1)
Aqui la chu-chu.
‘Here the choo-choo.’
(9) Carlos (1;10.3)
Aqui ratén.
‘Here mouse.’
(10) Eduardo (1;10.12)
Uno aqui.
‘One here.’

These utterances support the contention that early verbal utterances that lack overt
subjects are not missing overt subjects because of a general grammatical prohibition
on overt subjects.* Rather it is only verbs that appear to follow this restriction.

4. THE OCCURRENCE OF OVERT SUBJECTS IN CHILD OVERT SUBJECT LANGUAGES. Unlike
these child speakers of null subject languages, child speakers of overt subject languages
use overt subjects from the very beginning. More precisely stated, at similar MEAN
LENGTHS OF UTTERANCE (MLUS), child speakers of overt subject languages use overt
subjects while child speakers of null subject languages do not. While the validity of
MLU as a crosslinguistic indicator of language development has not been demonstrated,

4 See Grinstead 2000a for evidence against a processing explanation of the absence of overt subjects
based on utterance length (as in Bloom 1990, 1993 and Valian 1991) in child Catalan and Spanish.
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it is for the moment the best means available. Furthermore, the utterances presented
below from child overt subject languages were the earliest available in their corpora, and
the children consistently used overt subjects even in these earliest recording sessions.’

The MLUs of the four Catalan-speaking children in the recording sessions just preced-
ing the ones in which overt subjects appeared are listed in Table 1. The corresponding
MLU:s for the three Spanish-speaking children are given in Table 2.

AGE MLU
Gisela 1;11.11 1.25
Guillem 1;9.12 143
Laura 2;2.13 1.67
Pep 1:8.30 1.56

TaBLE 1. The MLUs of the recording sessions just preceding the sessions in which
overt subjects first appeared in child Catalan (average = 1.48).

AGE MLU
Eduardo 1;10.12 1.60
Graciela 2:1.1 1.66
Carlos 1;10.10 1.35

TaBLE 2. The MLUs of the recording sessions just preceding the sessions in which
overt subjects first appeared in child Spanish (average = 1.53).

As can be seen, their MLUs range from 1.25 to 1.67 (average = 1.48). Consequently
I tried to find overt subject language-speaking children whose MLUs are close to this
average or range in order to make a fair comparison.

Nina, for example, from the Suppes Corpus retrieved from the CHILDES database
(MacWhinney & Snow 1985), has an MLU of 1.78 for her earliest recording session
and therefore is comparable to the Catalan children studied here. In that recording
session, 36% of the verbs she produced occurred with overt subjects, as illustrated in
Table 3. In general, it seems clear that a substantial number of her verbal utterances
contained overt subjects.®

SESSION NAME AGE NULL SUBJECTS OVERT SUBJECTS TOTAL
nina0l.cha 1;11.16 93 64% 52 36% 145

nina02.cha 1;11.24 41 64% 23 36% 64
nina03.cha 1;11.29 88 53% 77 47% 165

nina04.cha 2;0.3 83 67% 40 33% 123
nina05.cha 2;0.10 39 21% 43 79% 82
nina06.cha 2;0.17 26 62% 16 38% 42
nina07.cha 2;0.24 99 58% 72 42% 171

nina09.cha 2;1.6 58 41% 85 59% 143
ninalO.cha 2;1.15 77 35% 143 65% 220
ninall.cha 2;1.22 53 29% 131 71% 184
ninal2.cha 2:1.29 66 31% 148 69% 214
TOTAL 723 47% 830 53% 1553

TaBLE 3. Overt vs. null subjects in Nina’s first 12 recording sessions.

5 Some sort of grammatical vs. chronological index of development is of course necessary because, as
illustrated by Figs. 1-8, there was substantial variation regarding the AGE of onset of overt subject use (e.g.
1;8 in the case of Pep and 2;2 in the case of Laura) in the children studied here.

6 Notice that while Spanish has richer inflectional morphology than English, it has many fewer overt
subjects. Consequently, MLU comparisons between these two languages may be roughly on the right track,
while this is less obviously the case between Spanish and German, which has overt subjects and rich inflection.
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Percentages like these contrast dramatically with the complete absence of overt subjects
in child Catalan, Spanish, and Italian.

While Nina’s first recordings occur at 1;11 with an MLU of 1.78, there is a younger
English-speaking child, with a lower MLU, who also uses overt subjects. Eve from the
Brown corpus (CHILDES database, ibid.) used overt subjects at least optionally in her
earliest recording session, in which her age was 1;6 and her MLU was 1.52. This MLU
falls in the middle of the range of child Catalan-speakers’ MLUs (1.25, 1.43, 1.56,
1.67), making her extremely comparable to them. Some of her utterances are illustrated
in 11.

(11) Eve (Age: 1;6.0, MLU:1.52)
a. Block broke.

b. Idid it
c. Eve find it.
d. Neil sit?
e. Car coming.

f. Doll eat celery.
In this recording session, Eve used overt subjects 40% of the time (42/106), in contrast
with null subjects which she used 60% of the time (64/106). It thus seems clear that
overt subjects are used frequently at an MLU in child English at which overt subjects
do not occur in child Catalan.

Similarly, child speakers of French and Dutch appear to use overt subjects at similar
MLUs. For example, Gregoire from the Champaud corpus (CHILDES database, ibid.)
used overt subjects in his earliest recording sessions, as in 12.”

(12) Gregoire (1;9.18)
a. Est bobé [ = tombé] éfant.
‘Is fallen elephant.’
b. Est pas la Zounours.
‘Is not there Zounours.’
c. Ouil est?
‘Where is he?’
Gregoire was quite young at the time of the recording session in question, and he is
the youngest French-speaking child in the CHILDES database. His MLU in his earliest
session in the database was 2.11, the lowest of the French-speaking children in
CHILDES. This MLU is somewhat higher than that of the Catalan-speaking children,
but it nonetheless suggests that the child was using overt subjects at a very early age.

Similarly, Katrina, a child speaker of German, (Wagner 1985, CHILDES, ibid.) also
used overt subjects from a very early age (1;5.15; see ex. 13). In this recording session,
her earliest, Katrina’s MLU was 2.01; this is also somewhat higher than that of the
Catalan children, but it is close.

(13) Katrina (1;5.15)
a. Papa eibt.
‘Papa is writing.’
b. Ei it Papa.
‘Egg, eats Papa.’
c. Datin macht baput.
‘Katrina makes broken.” [Katrina breaks it.]

7 Phillipe of the Suppes et al. 1973 corpus had an MLU of 3.01 in his earliest recording session and was
thus not an appropriate choice for comparison with the grammatically younger Catalan children.
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In child Dutch, there is a very close MLU match to the Catalan-speaking children
in the speech of Peter (Groningen corpus, CHILDES, ibid.). Peter’s MLU was 1.68 at
the age of 1;9.20. In this recording session, he produced many verbal utterances with
overt subjects, some of which are illustrated in 14.

(14) Peter (1;9.20)
a. Peter doen.
Peter do.INF
‘Peter to do.’
b. Mama roere.
Mama stir.INF
‘Mama to stir.’
c. Peter duwen.
Peter push.INF
‘Peter to push.’
d. Peter vangen.
Peter catch.iNF
‘Peter to catch.’

In summary, it appears to be the case that at similar MLUs, children speaking overt
subject languages use overt subjects while children speaking Spanish and Catalan do
not. I take this to be evidence of fundamentally different developmental sequences in
the two language groups.

5. A PREVIOUS ACCOUNT AND THE CURRENT PROPOSAL. One proposal for explaining
the facts in child Catalan, Spanish, and Italian within the framework of generative
grammar was advanced in Grinstead 1994 and 2000a; it argues that overt subjects are
missing in the early stage because nominative case-checking is impossible. This seemed
plausible in light of the fact that overt subjects seemed to emerge at the same point at
which tense and number morphology began to be used in much more adult-like ways.
There are, however, two important problems with this earlier formulation.

The first problem is that, as shown above, overt subjects begin to be used much
earlier in overt subject languages, in spite of the fact that tense and number appear to
be similarly unspecified early on (see Grinstead 2000a for details). Consequently, the
account of the absence of overt subjects in Spanish, Catalan, and Italian cannot be
extended to the overt subject languages, which appear to have at least some overt
subjects present from the earliest moments of two-word speech. A language-particular
theory of subject-licensing is clearly undesirable if there is one universal subject-licen-
sing principle, as is frequently assumed (Chomsky 1981, 1995, Schiitze 1997, Rothstein
1983, Marantz 1991).

A second weakness in the case-based account is that the early ban on overt subjects
does not follow naturally from the null subject nature of the adult target grammar. Such
a formulation would be desirable because it would capture the generalization that this
phenomenon is limited to null subject languages.

In what follows, I attempt to construct an account along these lines by claiming that
the early absence of overt subjects results from the child grammar possessing only a
subset of the adult system. Thus, the adult grammar consists of the child grammar plus
an additional component. What child and adult grammars have in common is that
they are both pronominal argument subject languages. In languages of this type, the
incorporated pronominal subject in the head of agreement satisfies the case and theta
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requirements of the subject. I refer to this parametric option as the PRONOMINAL ARGU-
MENT SUBJECT PARAMETER (PASP).®

(15) PRONOMINAL ARGUMENT SUBJECT PARAMETER: Overt subject licensing may per-
mit subjects either in the specifier of IP or in its head.

I propose that, like Arabic and other languages, Spanish and Catalan realize overt
subjects pronominally on the verb and that this pronominal subject is licensed by the
same mechanism that licenses subjects in [Spec, IP] in English and French.® I assume,
by economy, that if the subject can be expressed in the head of agreement, it cannot
be expressed in its specifier as well. I assume that children set this parameter to the
adult value very early and are, consequently, like adults in that their grammars cannot
express overt subjects in [Spec, IP]. I further argue that in adult Catalan and Spanish,
the nonpronominal correlate to the pronominal argument subject (referred to as the
overt subject in Catalan and Spanish up until now) occurs in topic or focus position
in the left periphery of clause structure. This is the aspect of the adult grammar that I
claim children lack. Thus, the child A-bar system is generally unavailable to host
topicalized or focused constituents, including correlates of the pronominal argument
subject. Once the A-bar system becomes generally available, these subjects and other
topicalized and focused constituents begin to be used.

6. SUBJECTS AS LEFT-PERIPHERAL ELEMENTS IN CATALAN AND SPANISH.

6.1. PReLIMINARIES. Why should one believe that overt subjects are left-peripheral
(CP) constituents? Ordéiiez (1997) presents arguments from ellipsis, negative quantifier
extraction, and quantifier scope against the predominant idea in generative syntax
(Belletti 1990, Rizzi 1990, Cardinaletti 1996) that overt subjects occupy the specifier
of IP, as in 16.

(16) CP
/\
Spec C’
/\
C 1P
/\
Spec I
/\
I VP
AN
El  cantinero/pro trajo la cuenta.

the bartender/pro bring.3sG.pasT the bill
‘The bartender brought the bill.’

8 This follows in the spirit of Ordéfiez 1997, Fassi-Fehri 1993, Baker 1996, and Jelinek 1984.

° For more on the consequences of this claim for the status of ‘optional infinitives’ in child southern
Romance, see Grinstead 1998.
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This predominant approach assumes that when direct objects and indirect objects
are preposed, as in 17 and 18, these constituents are IP-external and that [Spec, IP] is
occupied by pro or the overt subject.

(17) Las llaves [p pro se las  dio Juan a Pedro.]'°
the keys cl.oaT cl.acc give.3sG.pasT Juan to Pedro
‘It was the keys that Juan gave Pedro.’
(18) A Pedro [ip pro le dio Juan las llaves.]
to Pedro cl.DAT give.3sG.PAST Juan the keys
‘It was Pedro that Juan gave the keys to.’

While the preverbal objects in 17 and 18 are assumed to be IP-external, the preverbal
overt subject of a sentence such as 19 is taken to be IP-internal.

(19) [1p Juan/pro le dio las llaves a Pedro.]
Juan/pro cl.DAT give.3sG.PAsT the keys to Pedro
‘Juan/pro gave the keys to Pedro.’
Ordoéfiez argues that this asymmetrical treatment of subjects and objects conflicts with
evidence from ellipsis and extraction of quantificational elements.

6.2. ELripsis. Following Brucart (1987), Ordéiiez points out that VP ellipsis under
certain particles (también ‘also’, tampoco ‘neither’, si ‘yes’, and no ‘no’) seems to treat
the first position of the sentence the same way regardless of whether the element in
the first position is a subject, as in 20, a direct object, as in 21, or an indirect object,
as in 22 (the material deleted by ellipsis appears within square brackets).

(20) El le dio unos libros a Piay Pepe también [le
he cl.DAT.SG give.3sG.PAST some books to Pia and Pepe also cl.DAT.SG
dio unos libros a Pia].

give.3sG.PAST some books to Pia.
‘He gave some books to Pia and Pepe did, too.’

(21) Unos libros le dio Juana Piay unos cuadros
some books cl.DAT.SG give.3sG.PAST Juan to Pia and some paintings
también [le dio Juan a Pia].
also cl.DAT.SG give.3sG.PAST Juan to Pia.

‘Juan gave some books to Pia and some paintings, too.’

(22) A Piale dio Juan unos libros y a Sara también
to Pia cl.DAT.sG give.3sG.pasT Juan some books and to Sara also
[le dio Juan unos libros].

cl.DAT.SG give.3SG.PAST Juan some books
‘Juan gave some books to Pia and (some) to Sara also.’

If the same constituent is elided in every example, as seems plausible, then it would
appear that the subject is as IP-external as objects are. That is, ellipsis does not appear
to treat first position as if it were IP-internal for subjects, as in 23, and IP-external for
objects, as in 24, but rather as if it were the same for both subjects and objects, as in
25. Ordéiez indeed proposes that, when preposed, all of these elements move to a
single IP-external topic position, as in 25.

(23) Preposed subjects: [1p subject [vp . . . 1]
(24) Preposed objects: [topic DO/IO[p subject [yp . . . 1]
(25) [rtopp XP(subject/DO/IO) Top] V

19 Here and throughout ‘cl’ stands for clitic (a weak pronoun).
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Evidence from ellipsis thus supports the proposal that preverbal subjects occur external
to IP in the left periphery.

6.3. NEGATIVE QUANTIFIER EXTRACTION. Additional evidence provided by Ordéiez
for the proposition that preverbal overt subjects do not inhabit [Spec, IP] comes from
negative quantifiers. Negative quantifier subjects, direct objects, and indirect objects
can all occur in preverbal position, as in 26 through 28.

(26) Nadie le debe la renta a Maria.
no.one cl.DAT.SG owe.3SG.PRES the rent to Maria
‘No one owes rent to Maria.’
(27) Nada les debe Juan a sus amigos.
nothing cl.DAT.PL owe.3sG.PREs Juan to his friends
‘Juan does not owe anything to his friends.’
(28) A nadie le debe Juan la renta.
to no.one cl.DAT.SG owe.3sG.PRES Juan the rent
‘Juan owes rent to no one.’

Again, the predominant assumption has been that overt subjects occupy [Spec, IP].
This assumption implies that the structure of the fronted negative quantifier sentences
in 26-28 would be as in 29-31, where the fronted objects in 30 and 31 are IP-external
and the fronted subject in 29 is IP-internal.

(29) [1p Nadie le debe la renta a Maria]
no.one cl.DAT.SG owe.3SG.PRES the rent to Maria
‘No one owes rent to Maria.’
(30) Nada [p pro les debe (Juan) a sus amigos.]
nothing cl.DAT.SG owe.3sG.PRES (Juan) to his friends
“There is nothing that Juan owes to his friends.’
(31) A nadie [p pro (le) debe (Juan) la renta.]
to no.one (cl.DAT.SG) owe.3sG.PRES (Juan) the rent
‘There is no one to whom Juan owes the rent.’

If the structures in 30 and 31 were correct, it would be difficult to explain 33 and 35,
where negative quantifier objects cannot occur with a preverbal subject. Examples 32
and 34 illustrate that such utterances are possible with postverbal subjects.

(32) Nada le debe Juan a sus amigos.
nothing cl.DAT.SG owe.3sG.PRES Juan to his friends
‘Juan owes nothing to his friends.’
(33) *Nada Juan le debe a sus amigos.
nothing Juan cl.DAT.SG owe.3sG.PRES to his friends
‘Juan owes nothing to his friends.’
(34) A nadie le debe Juan la renta.
to no.one cl.DAT.SG owe.3SG.PRES Juan the rent
‘Juan owes the rent to no one.’
(35) *A nadie Juan le debe la renta.
to no.one Juan cl.DAT.SG owe.3SG.PRES the rent
‘Juan owes the rent to no one.’

The examples in 32—-35 can be explained as cases in which there is one left-peripheral
position to which both preverbal subjects and fronted objects move. Now let us turn
to evidence from quantifier scope from Orddiiez 1997 which strengthens the case that
overt subjects are in a left-peripheral position.
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6.4. QuaNTIFIER scoPE. English and Spanish contrast with respect to the availability
of narrow and wide scope readings between a subordinate clause universal quantifier
and a wH-element that has been extracted from that subordinate clause. Thus, both
readings are available in English, as illustrated in 36, where the interpretation may be
either that there is one thing that everyone bought (narrow scope) or that each person
bought a different thing (wide scope).

(36) What do you think that everyone bought? (May 1985)
In Spanish, however, both readings are available only when the universal quantifier
subject is postverbal (as pointed out in Uribe-Etxebarria 1992).

(37) (A quién dices que amaba cada
to whom said.2sG.PRES that love.3sG.PAST each
senador?—wide and narrow

Senator
‘Who did you say each Senator loved?’
(38) (A quién dices que cada senador

to whom said.2sG.PrEs that each Senator
amaba?-narrow only (1 loved person)
love.3SG.PAST

‘Who did you say each Senator loved?’

This is explained if the universal quantifier in preverbal position is in an A-bar position,
given the fact that wide scope interpretations are frequently denied to elements that
have been topicalized. In 39, from Lasnik & Uriagereka 1988, there exists, marginally,
a wide scope interpretation meaning that for each problem Mary solved, a different
person thinks she did so.

(39) Someone thinks that Mary solved every problem.—wide and narrow
(40) Someone thinks that every problem, Mary solved.—narrow only (one
someone)

This marginal, but possible, wide scope interpretation is completely impossible in 40.
This contrast constitutes further evidence that preposed subjects in Spanish occur in
A-bar position.

The predominant assumption in generative approaches to southern Romance syntax,
that overt subjects occur in [Spec, IP], is thus unsupported by the parallel ellipsis facts
between constructions with preverbal subjects and constructions with preverbal objects.
Moreover, I have presented evidence that the position occupied by overt subjects dis-
plays the same properties as that of left-dislocated objects, lending credence to Ordé-
fiez’s proposal that all of these arguments occupy a left peripheral (A-bar) position
when they occur in the preverbal environments described.

7. SuBiEcTs As Topics. The evidence just presented leads to the conclusion that
overt, preverbal subjects are IP-external in Spanish. Ordéfiez suggests that the same
holds true for Catalan. So now the question becomes: where on the left periphery do
these constituents reside? Let us begin by laying out our assumptions regarding the
structure of the left periphery.

Rizzi (2000) postulates that the functional projection referred to as CP is in fact
made up of four separate projections, much in the same way Pollock (1989) argued
that IP should be broken down into smaller atomic units. The LEFT PERIPHERY (LP) in
this view serves as a kind of interface between the clause and its superordinate structure
(either a matrix clause in the case of subordinate clauses or the larger discourse for
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root clauses). The LP is made up of two obligatory projections (Force P and Finiteness
P) as well as two optional projections (Topic P and Focus P). Force P is the outward-
facing projection that indicates the clause’s type, as in Cheng 1991, and Finiteness P
is the projection that more directly reflects clause-internal properties, such as whether
or not a clause is tensed. In between these two obligatory projections, Rizzi proposes
that there are a Topic P and a Focus P, which are projected only when the clause
contains either a focused element or a topicalized element. The basic structure of the
left-periphery in this view is as in 41.

According to Rizzi, topicalized elements move to the specifier of TopP, a functional
projection which takes a ‘comment’ as its complement. Focused elements, similarly,
move to the specifier of the FocP, a functional projection that takes a presupposition
as its complement. WH-elements also move to the specifier of FocP. Movement to these
positions is forced by the economy principle LAST RESORT, hypothesized in Chomsky
1995, in order to satisfy criteria such as the WH-CRITERION in Rizzi 1991, the NEGATION
CRITERION in Haegeman 1995. and the cLITIC CRITERION in Sportiche 1992.1!

41) ForceP

SN

Spec Force'

N

Force TopP

Spec/\
N

Top FocP

AN

Foc TopP

Spec
Top FinP

Spec/\
N

"I The fact that TopP occurs twice in 41 results from the fact that more than one topic per sentence is
possible, while only one focus is possible.
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Assuming Rizzi’s framework for concreteness, let us return to the question of where
in the left periphery overt subjects sit. Ordoéfiez argues on the basis of the quantifier
scope data that they appear to be in an A-bar position, which he assumes to be the
topic position. The status of subjects occurring in topic position, however, is disputed.

As Rizzi (1986) points out, topics do not appear to support quantifiers, as illustrated
in 42, 43, and 44.

(42) Italian
*Nessuno, lo ho visto.
no.one cl.acc have.lSG.PRES see.PART
‘No one, I saw him.’
(43) Catalan
*A ningg, el vaig veure.
no.one cl.ACC g0.1SG.PRES See.INF
‘No one, I saw him.’
(44) Spanish
*A nadie, lo vi.
no.one cl.Acc see.lSG.PAST
‘No one, I saw him.’

Rizzi distinguishes topics from focus constructions on the basis of two further diag-
nostics: the occurrence of a clitic and intonation. According to Rizzi, topics carry a
clitic and have an unmarked intonational pattern. Their focus counterparts, as in 45-47,
on the other hand, require increased phonological prominence on the focused constituent
and exclude the possibility of a clitic.

(45) Italian
NESSUNO ho visto.
no.one have.1SG.PRES see.PART
‘NO ONE I saw.’
(46) Catalan
A NINGU vaig veure.
no.one £0.1SG.PRES SEE.INF
‘NO ONE I saw.’
(47) Spanish
A NADIE vi.
no.one see.1SG.PAST
‘NO ONE I saw.’

Rizzi accounts for the ungrammaticality of 42—-44 by claiming that topics cannot be
quantificational. If this is true, then Ordéifiez’s proposal that preverbal subjects are
topics seems less plausible in light of the fact that negative quantifiers may occur in
preverbal subject position, as in 48.

(48) Nadie comid las manzanas.
no.one eat.3sG.PAST the apples
‘No one ate the apples.’

In response to this objection, Ordéfiez argues that the ungrammaticality of 42-44
results not from the inability of quantifiers to occur in topic position, but rather from
the incompatibility of accusative clitics and negative quantifiers, citing analogous evi-
dence of the incompatibility of accusative clitics with negative quantifiers in clitic-
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doubling constructions in Romanian (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990) and River Plate Spanish
(Suiier 1988).

Thus, Ordéiiez presents evidence that overt subjects occur IP-externally and claims
that they move to topic position. While this claim is not uncontroversial, the evidence
from ellipsis, negative quantifier extraction, and quantifier scope suggests that topic
position is a likely landing site for subjects.

8. THE EMERGENCE OF THE LEFT PERIPHERY IN CHILD SPANISH AND CATALAN. The
hypothesis being put forward here, then, is that overt subjects do not show up in child
Catalan, Spanish, or Italian because these languages do not have overt subjects, where
OVERT SUBJECT is defined as the element that occurs in [Spec, IP]. Rather, the overt
nominal elements that are used in a subject-like way in these languages are located in
the left periphery in Rizzi’s (2000) topic-focus field, which is not active in the beginning.
Perhaps this should not come as a surprise given that these projections are optional
even in adult clause structure by Rizzi’s hypothesis. I claim that these projections are
inactive in child Catalan and Spanish as a result of child grammars being generally
unable to access discourse competence.

If overt subjects occur in the topic-focus field and if their absence in early language
results from the initial inactivity of this field, then one would expect other topic and
focus-related constituents to be absent at the same time. Further, if there is one underly-
ing discourse deficit bleeding the occurrence of these constituents, then one might
expect the emergence of discourse sensitivity to precipitate the emergence of all topic-
focus constructions at the same time, all else being equal. We turn now to an empirical
investigation of this prediction.

The first constructions whose emergence is compared with overt-subject emergence
are topicalized objects. When searching the child Spanish and Catalan data for topi-
calized objects, I used cooccurrence with a coreferent clitic, following Rizzi 2000, as
the criterion for determining whether a fronted object was topicalized (in which case
it cooccurred with a clitic) or was focused (in which case it did not cooccur with a
coreferent clitic). However, for reasons presented below, I instead refer to topicalized
objects more neutrally as ‘fronted objects with clitics’. Some examples are given in
49-53.

Fronted objects with clitics
(49) Guillem (2;9.8)
Aquest ho trec, vale?
this one cl.acc.sG.M take out.1sG.PRES okay
“This one I’ll take out, okay?’
(50) Gisela (2;8.0)
A mi no m’ agrada.
to mi not cl.DAT please.35G.PRES
‘I don’t like it.”
(51) Gisela (2;11.0)
A Taltra  noia li donarem  un bebe.
to the-other girl cl.DAT.3sG give.2PLFUT a baby
‘To the other girl, we will give a baby.’
(52) Pep (2;5.4)
Aixo0 ja ho hem fet!
that already cl.acc.sG.m have.lPL.PRES dO.PART
“That, we have already done.’
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(53) Laura (3;5.13)

Es que a mi no em va be aquest
be.3sG.PrRES that to me not cl.BEN.1SG g0.3sG.PRES well that
espinete.

espinete (name of doll)
‘It’s that that ‘‘espinete’’ doesn’t work well for me.’
(54) Graciela (2;3.25)
Ese, no lo agarre.
that not cl.acc.1sG grab.2sG.imp
‘That, don’t grab.’
Thus, direct objects have been fronted in 49, 52, and 54, indirect objects in 50, 51, and
53. All include a clause-initial DP as well as a coreferent clitic lower in the clause.!?

OVERT FRONTED OBJECTS
SUBJECTS WITH CLITICS
Gisela 2;1.23 2:8.0
Guillem 1;11.13 2:9.30
Laura 2:4.11 3:5.13
Pep 1;10.6 2:5.4

TaBLE 4. The emergence of overt subjects and fronted objects with clitics in child Catalan.

OVERT FRONTED OBJECTS
SUBJECTS WITH CLITICS
Eduardo 1;11.29 —
Graciela 2:1.26 2:3.25
Carlos 1;10.13 —

TaBLE 5. The emergence of overt subjects and fronted objects with clitics in child Spanish.

In Tables 4 and 5, one may compare the point of emergence of fronted objects with

that of clitics with overt subjects.!® The criterion used to determine emergence in this
instance was first occurrence of a nonrepeated topicalization. It seems that overt subjects
appear significantly earlier than do these fronted objects with clitics.
The question arises, however, as to whether these constructions in fact constitute the
first occurrence of topicalizations. It could be that topicalizations occur earlier, but do
not appear to be topicalizations because they lack object clitics, which are our only
means of distinguishing topicalizations from focalizations in the transcripts.'# In such
a view the development of object clitics would be seen as independent of the ability
to topicalize.

What do we know about the early occurrence of clitics in southern Romance lan-
guages? Guasti (1994) and Grinstead (2000b) note that child speakers of Catalan, Span-
ish, and Italian appear to use clitics correctly from the beginning in the sense that they
do not commit errors of commission, such as using an accusative in the place of a
dative, as in the unattested 55.

12 1n 53, the topicalized DP occurs in the left periphery of the subordinate clause.

13 Only one of the Spanish-speaking children, Graciela, used a fronted object of any kind. When more of
this database is transcribed, the results for Spanish may be made clearer.

14 This is so because the transcripts provide no indication of increased phonological prominence of any
of the fronted constituents, making it impossible to use prosodic information as a further diagnostic of
whether a fronted object has been topicalized or focused.
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(55) Lo di el chocolate a Miguel.
cl.acc.sG.M give.l1sG.pasT the chocolate to Miguel
‘I gave the chocolate to Miguel.’

Nonetheless, it has also been shown that Italian-speaking children do not always use
object clitics where they are required. Hence, children do commit errors of omission.
For instance, Schaeffer (2000) conducted an elicited-production experiment in which
the youngest group of children (2-year-olds) failed to produce accusative clitics in
obligatory contexts 64% of the time. These same children used a full DP without a
clitic as an alternative strategy 14% of the time and correctly produced accusative clitics
22% of the time. These results suggest that for 2-year-old Italian speakers, object clitics
are optional and, in fact, not preferred.

In light of this optionality of clitic use, what might one expect 2-year-old topicaliz-
ations to look like? In the absence of prosodic information regarding the loudness of
the fronted object, topicalizations without clitics would look just like focused object
constructions, as in 56—60.

Fronted objects without clitics
(56) Laura (2;4.11)
Un gorro ara trec.
a hat now take out.1SG.PRES
‘A hat, I'll take out now.’
(57) Pep (1;10.6)
Lleteta vol.
milk  want.3SG.PRES
‘Milk, he wants.’
(58) Pep (2;3.10)
Pernil dol¢ menja el tigre.
ham sweet eat.3sG.PRES the tiger
‘Ham, the tiger eats.’
(59) Guillem (2;7.25)
Aix0 no vull jo.
that not want.1SG.PRES |
‘That, I don’t want.’
(60) Graciela (2;3.25)
Eso, no agarre.
that not grab.2sG.Imp
‘That, don’t grab.’

The examples in 56—60 are of fronted objects with no lower coreferent clitic. Such
utterances are significant because they begin to be used in PRECISELY the same recording
session as overt subjects do for three of the four Catalan-speaking children studied, as
illustrated in Table 6. For the one child who had fronted objects arise four months later
(and not in exactly the same session as the first overt subject), I used a binomial test
to determine the probability of a fronted object occurring before the onset of overt
subjects, given the relative frequencies of overt subjects and fronted objects, once
fronted objects began to be used. This test, for Laura, showed that there was no signifi-
cant difference between the onset of fronted objects and the onset of overt subjects in
her speech (p = 0.596). Because four children in the study were evaluated, a Bonferroni
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correction was applied, though the result would also be nonsignificant if alpha equaled
0.05.13

OVERT FRONTED OBJECTS
SUBJECTS WITHOUT CLITICS
Gisela 2;1.23 2;1.23
Guillem 1;11.13 1;11.13
Laura 2:4.11 2:8.30
Pep 1;10.6 1;10.6

TaBLE 6. The emergence of overt subjects and fronted objects without clitics in child Catalan.

These results provide strong confirmation of our hypothesis. The close correlation
between the emergence of overt subjects and fronted objects is suggestive of a single
underlying cause. I assume that this is the result of the emergence of the topic and/or
focus projections, to which both constituents move.

In Table 7, we see that Graciela, the one Spanish-speaking child to use any fronted
objects, produced her first fronted object two months after she produced her first overt
subject.!® This relatively longer delay between the onset of overt subjects and the onset
of fronted objects may be due the low frequency of fronted objects in the child Spanish
data (Graciela produced four fronted objects as compared to approximately ten per
Catalan child).

FRONTED OBJECTS

OVERT SUBJECTS WITHOUT CLITICS
Eduardo 1;11.29 —
Graciela 2;1.26 2:3.25
Carlos 1;10.13 —

TaBLE 7. The emergence of overt subjects and fronted objects with clitics in child Spanish.

While one cannot say definitively that the fronted objects that begin to be used at the
same time as overt subjects are topics and not focused elements, it remains a distinct
possibility in light of the clitic-development facts.

Further evidence that at least some of the fronted objects without clitics are actually
topicalizations with unrealized clitics comes from the fact that topicalizations with
clitics appear at the point at which clitic use in general becomes much more frequent.
According to Schaeffer’s experimental results, clitic omissioN by the child Italian-
speakers she studied plummeted from 64% at 2 years old to 15% at 3 years old. Simi-
larly, correct usage of an overt accusative clitic rose from 22% at 2 years old to 62%
at 3 years old. Keeping in mind that chronological ages vary with respect to grammatical
development, one would therefore expect the occurrence of clitics in topicalizations to
dramatically increase between 2;0 and 3;0. Indeed, we see in Table 8 that fronted
objects with clitics begin to be used between 2;0 and 3;0. This contrasts with fronted
objects without clitics, which begin to be used substantially earlier, as seen in Table
9. Again, Graciela’s four fronted objects all occur in one recording session, which I
attribute to the overall infrequency of fronting in her sample.

!5 The Bonferroni correction divides alpha (.05) by 4 (for the four children), producing 0.125 as the
threshold below which the probability would have to fall before being considered significant. This is necessary
to ensure that the likelihood of any of the four children reaching significance purely by chance is only 0.05.
My thanks to William Snyder for his help with this test.

16 Because Graciela’s one fronted object was produced in the very last recording session considered here,
the binomial test, which requires information about later fronted object use, could not be used.
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FRONTED OBJECTS FRONTED OBJECTS
WITHOUT CLITICS WITH CLITICS
Gisela 2;1.23 2:8.0
Guillem 1;11.13 2;9.30
Laura 2:8.30 3;5.13
Pep 1;10.6 2:5.4

TaBLE 8. The emergence of fronted objects with and without clitics in child Catalan.

FRONTED OBJECTS FRONTED OBJECTS
WITHOUT CLITICS WITH CLITICS
Eduardo — —
Graciela 2:3.25 2:3.25
Carlos — —

TaBLE 9. The emergence of fronted objects with and without clitics in child Spanish.

how can one discern whether fronted objects without clitics are topicalized or
focused? If early fronted-object constructions include at least some topicalizations with
unrealized clitics in the early stages of development, fronted objects should occur with-
out clitics only in the beginning and should begin to be used with clitics later. For three
of the four children in question, this prediction is borne out. Thus, Guillem (Figure 9),
Laura (Figure 10), and Pep (Figure 11) all have early occurrences of fronted objects
without clitics which are later joined by occurrences of fronted objects both with and

without clitics.
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FiGure 9. Guillem’s use of fronted objects (Catalan).
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FiGure 10. Laura’s use of fronted objects (Catalan).
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FiGure 11. Pep’s use of fronted objects (Catalan).
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Bwiclitics
Ow/out clitics
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FiGure 12. Graciela’s use of fronted objects (Spanish).

Graciela (Figure 12), the lone Spanish speaker to produce fronted objects, and Gisela
(Figure 13) begin to produce fronted objects both with and without clitics in the same
session. Notice that they both produce twice as many fronted objects without clitics as
fronted objects with clitics in the first session. This can be seen as consistent with the
trend established by the other three children.

In summary, the available data confirms the hypothesis that children begin to use
topicalized objects at the same time that they begin to use overt subjects. The initial
impression that topicalized objects begin to be used before focused objects appears to
be mistaken in light of the fact that more adult-like clitic use coincides with the onset
of fronted objects with clitics, and that early uses of fronted objects without clitics
appear to precede and later be joined by fronted objects with clitics. If this assumption
is correct and topicalizations are used early and are simply clitic-less, then a left-
peripheral topic position may begin to be used for fronted objects at the same time that
overt subjects begin to occupy the same position.!”

Another construction that Rizzi assumes to involve movement to the left periphery
is wH-movement. Rizzi assumes that wh-elements move to the specifier of Focus P.!8
WH-questions also emerge at the same time as overt subjects, though not as closely as

7 Note that Rizzi (2000) assumes that Topic P is recursive. In this way the simultaneous occurrence of
a fronted object and an overt subject in a single sentence, as in (i), is possible.
(1) Aix0 nosaltres no vam  menjar.
that we not aux.lPL eat.INF
‘That we didn’t eat.’
18 Intuitively, this seems consistent with Rizzi’s assertion that Focus P takes a presupposition as its comple-
ment. Thus, wH-questions all involve a certain kind of presupposition, as in the following examples.
wH-questions and their presuppositions
(i) Who left?-Someone left.
(i) Why did you hit me?-You hit me.
(iii) What did he say?—He said something.
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FiGure 13. Gisela’s use of fronted objects (Catalan).
OVERT SUBJECTS WH-MOVEMENT
Laura 2:4.11 2:4.11
Pep 1;10. 1;11.6
Guillem 1;11.13 2;2.28
Gisela 2;1.23 2:8.0

TaBLE 10. Onset of left-peripheral elements in child Catalan.

fronted objects do. Table 10 shows that with the exception of Gisela, the onset of wH-
questions was quite close to the onset of overt subject use in the four Catalan-speaking
children. Given that one of the four children (Laura) used her first overt subject in the
same recording session as her first wH-question, I applied the same binomial test men-
tioned earlier (again with the Bonferroni correction) to the remaining three children:
Pep, Guillem, and Gisela. For Pep, there was no significant difference between the
onset of overt subject use and the onset of wH-question use (p = 0.248), nor was there
for Guillem (p = 0.051). For Gisela, however, there was a significant difference (p
< 0.00001).

In the child Spanish data, all of the interrogatives produced were yes-no questions
and as such do not involve XP movement to the left periphery. Thus, they are not
informative regarding the question at hand.'?

' The one wH-question produced by all three of the Spanish-speaking children was ‘;Dénde estd?’ or
‘Where is it?’. The fact that it was the same question for all the children in all cases makes it likely that
these were lexicalized units and not syntactically generated. Consequently, they were not counted as WH-
questions.
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If wa-elements move to the specifier of Focus P while overt subjects and fronted
objects (topics) move to the specifier of Topicalization P, then it appears that these
two projections emerge at roughly the same time. It may be that TopP is activated
slightly before FocP. Because the evidence is not completely clear in this regard, how-
ever, I simply assume that the topic-focus field is initially inactive.

Thus far, I have attempted to show that overt subjects and less-controversially left-
peripheral constituents such as wH-questions and fronted objects begin to be used at
the same time in child Catalan and Spanish. I have also shown that overt subjects
appear to be used at a much earlier grammatical and chronological age in the overt
subject languages English, French, Dutch, and German. This argument would be strong-
est, of course, if I could show that in the overt subject languages overt subjects begin
to be used before wH-elements and fronted objects. While I am unable to demonstrate
this in a careful manner for all of these languages here, it appears to be the case that
the two monolingual child Dutch-speakers described in van Kampen 1997 do indeed
begin producing overt subjects well before wH-elements or topicalized objects (van
Kampen, p.c.).

9. ToPIC-FOCUS DELAY AND THEORIES OF DELAY. In support of the proposal that topi-
calized subjects, objects, and wH-elements begin to move to the left periphery at the
same time, we have seen that their onsets are very close in time, and that prior to this
emergence, these elements are not used. There are a number of current theoretical
proposals that might plausibly account for the early absence of these elements. The
first is what one might call the No-CP hypothesis, variants of which have been proposed
by Radford (1990), Clahsen (1990), and Meisel and Miiller (1992). What these proposals
hold in common is the idea that the entire C projection is initially absent from clause
structure. If this is correct, we would have an explanation for the parallel absence and
simultaneous emergence of overt subjects, focused objects, and wH-questions, because
there would be no landing sites for these elements to move to.

Another theoretical account that might explain the phenomenon in question is Rizzi’s
(1994) TRUNCATION hypothesis. This hypothesis is geared toward explaining the occur-
rence of root infinitives in child language, which it accounts for by suggesting that
children may truncate their clause structure at any point below CP. The IP and CP
layer are thus optionally absent in child grammar. This explains the appearance of verbs
without inflectional material, as in root nonfinite verbs. In support of this analysis,
Rizzi points out that if children did possess a higher node in their clause structure in
root infinitive constructions, one might expect to find at least some root infinitives
occurring in wH-questions. However, these are unattested (Roeper & Rohrbacher 1994).
It is important to point out that, unlike the no-CP proponents, Rizzi does not argue that
the C-system is categorically unavailable. Rather, children may produce either a trun-
cated clause or a full clause at the same stage of development. This point is crucial
because root infinitives occur in child grammars at the same time that finite verbs do.

In evaluating the relevance of these theoretical accounts to the left peripheral delay
observed here, we should look at imperatives in early Catalan, Spanish, and Italian.
Imperatives are relevant because, at least in the analysis presented by Rivero and Terzi
(1995), imperatives move to C in adult southern Romance languages. This movement
is visible in clitic constructions. To illustrate, notice that imperative verbs precede
clitics, as in 61 and 63, while declarative verbs normally follow clitics, as in 62
and 64.
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(61) ;Termina-lo!
finish-cl.acc.sG
‘Finish it!”
(62) Lo terminé.
cl.acc.sG finish.1SG.PAST
‘I finished it.”
(63) {Da-me-lo!
give.2sG.IMP-cl.1sG.DAT-cl.ACC.SG
‘Give it to me!’
(64) Me lo dio.
cl.1sG.DAT cl.Acc.SG gave.3SG.PAST
‘He gave it to me.’
Under the assumption that clitics have a stable, left-edge of IP position, as in Sportiche
1992, imperatives are assumed to move over clitics, while declarative verbs stay lower
in clause structure.

Thus, if children display correct positioning of imperatives relative to clitics, this
would argue against the no-CP analysis. Indeed, imperatives are placed correctly with
respect to clitics from the very beginning of verb usage in child Catalan, Spanish, and
Italian.?° In the first two recording sessions in which Guillem begins to use verbs, for
example, he places a clitic correctly after the imperative verb in 65 and the infinitive
verb in 66, while correctly placing a clitic before the verb in finite, present tense
utterances such as 67.

(65) Guillem (1;9.12)
Ajuda’-m.
help-cl.1sG.acc
‘Help me.’
(66) Guillem (1;8.0)
Papa, vull probar-ho.
Papa want.1SG.PRES try.INF-cl.ACC.SG.M
‘Papa, I want to try it.’
(67) Guillem (1;9.12)
Et rento.
cl.acc.sGM clean.1SG.PRES
‘I am cleaning you.’

Graciela, a Spanish-speaking child, similarly uses enclitics correctly with impera-
tives, as in 68, and proclitics correctly with finite verbs, as in 69.
(68) Graciela (1;10.2)
Da-me.
give.2SG.IMP-cl.DAT.1SG
‘Give me (that).’
(69) Graciela (1;10.2)
(La pone aqui?
cl.AcCc.F.sG put.3sG.PRES here
‘Will you put it here?’
The fact that imperatives occur to the left of clitics while finite verbs occur to the right
of clitics in early child Spanish and Catalan is evidence that this movement is adult-

20 See Guasti 1994 for facts and analysis of child Italian clitic use.
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like. If Rivero and Terzi are correct with regard to the position to which imperatives
move, then the categorical claim made by the no-CP hypothesis that (no part of) the
C projection is available must be mistaken.?!

According to Rivero and Terzi, imperatives move to check imperative ‘illocutionary
force’ features in C. Translating this proposal into a split CP framework in which
clause structure would be represented as in 70, imperatives move to check imperative
illocutionary force features in the head of ForceP.*

If Rizzi’s truncation hypothesis is correct, and if Rivero and Terzi are correct about
imperatives moving to check force features, then the imperative utterances found in
child Catalan, Spanish, and Italian imply the projection of the entire left periphery, at
least in imperative sentences. Notice that the existence of these sentences does not
imply that any part of the left periphery must ALwAYS be present in Rizzi’s theory.
Because Rizzi’s proposal allows OPTIONAL truncation anywhere below CP, his account
could permit the projection of CP in imperatives, for example, while optionally allowing
CP not to project in the cases in which truncation would explain the absence of overt
subjects and wWH-questions.

(70) ForceP

N

Spec Force'

N

Force TopP

Spec/\
N

Top FocP

N

Foc TopP

Spec/\
N

Top FinP

Spec/\
N

Fin

2! See Grinstead 2000b for more on this question.

22 This is similar in spirit to Cheng’s (1991) clause-typing hypothesis for wh-questions.
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Perhaps the most serious problem for the truncation hypothesis posed by this data
is precisely the nonoptionality of the phenomenon in question. That is, if children were
optionally able to project all of the functional categories of the left periphery, then one
might expect at least one overt subject, wH-question, or fronted object in this early
period. The fact that examples of these constructions are not found at all implies that
something more categorical is at work.

In summary, I have argued that overt subjects occur in the topic-focus field in null
subject languages, and that the topic-focus field is inactive in early development. This
explains why overt subjects are available from the very beginning in child overt subject
languages, while they are absent in the beginning in child null subject languages. Two
basic approaches to explaining the absence of the left peripheral constituents in child
language were examined. The no-CP hypothesis is empirically challenged by the fact
that imperatives are used productively and correctly from the beginning of child Spanish
and Catalan, which, following Rivero and Terzi (1995), implies that at least some part
of the left periphery is available from the very beginning. On the other hand, Rizzi’s
(1994) truncation hypothesis predicts the OPTIONAL projection of clause structure up to
the level of CP, which is not consonant with the fact that the occurrence of left peripheral
constituents appears not to be optional, but rather to be completely prohibited at the
early stage.

10. LEFT-PERIPHERAL DELAY AS AN INTERFACE DELAY. Generative linguistics has tra-
ditionally assumed that the mind is constructed in a modular fashion (Chomsky 1957,
Fodor 1983). Thus, grammar, though an autonomous module, interacts with other men-
tal faculties. For example, sentence processing research has provided insight into the
relation between grammar and memory (e.g. King & Just 1991, Gibson 1998). Similarly,
work has been done on the interface between spatial cognition and grammar (e.g.
Landau & Jackendoff 1993) as well as on the interface between the mental modules
of grammar and number (e.g. Grinstead et al. 1998). The essential insight from much
of this work is that nongrammatical domains of the mind, though autonomous from
grammar, may affect the way in which grammatical principles are manifested, and
conversely that grammar may represent knowledge from other domains of the mind
only in limited, particular ways. In the case of the interface between discourse-pragmatics
and grammar, it appears to be the case that discourse-pragmatics facilitates certain kinds
of grammatical representations that would be impossible in its absence. The argument
thus far has been that in the early development of Catalan and Spanish, there indeed exists
a grammar that operates with very limited access to discourse-pragmatic information.

In previous work, apparent grammatical delays and deficits have been attributed, not
to a problem with the interface between grammar and discourse-pragmatics, but rather
to a delayed development of children’s discourse-pragmatic competence itself. For
example, Maratsos claimed that children’s use of definite articles in contexts in which
an indefinite article is required is due to ‘difficulty in the exacting task of keeping track
of their listener’s referential knowledge’ (1974:454), that is, the child’s inability to
understand that the definite article is used only after the noun to which it refers has
been made specific to both listener and hearer. The locus of the deficit is, therefore,
not in grammar, but in the discourse-pragmatic domain. Similarly, Schaeffer (2000)
argues that children’s delay in developing adult-like scrambling of DPs in Dutch and
clitic production and past participle agreement in Italian is due to ‘an immature prag-
matic system’. Avrutin (1994) makes similar claims to explain the delay in the develop-
ment of adult-like use of pronouns in child English and Russian, phrased in terms of
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children’s ‘limited inferential resources’. There is thus a core of research that argues
that apparent expressive and receptive grammatical delays in typical child language
are due to some sort of failure in the domain of discourse-pragmatics and not in the
domain of grammar.

The hypothesis I have been arguing for thus far is slightly different from this line
of argument, however. I claim that children likely possess the discourse-pragmatic
competence they need for adult-like language use but are unable to access it. This claim
is based on evidence from developmental psychology that claims that children possess
an understanding of discourse-pragmatics before they come to use it in language for
the adult-like expression of overt subjects, clitics, pronouns, and so on. For example,
Baker and Greenfield (1988) argue that children’s ability to attend and habituate to a
stimulus and then switch attention to a newly presented stimulus constitutes the cogni-
tive underpinnings of information structure. They review evidence that supports the
position that infants’ early vocalizations (Muir & Field 1979), as well as early one-
word speech (Lempert & Kinsbourne 1985, Wachs & Chan 1986), result in children’s
abilities to distinguish new vs. given information in their linguistic environments.?* In
the spirit of the work of Schaeffer and Avrutin, I also claim that the syntax of the
children studied here appears to be relatively adult-like. That is, with respect to subject
use, there is no reason to suspect that the incorporated pronominal subjects they use
are other than adult-like. So, if there is reason to believe that the cognitive abilities
underlying the discourse-pragmatic competence of these children are relatively adult-
like and their syntactic competence also seems relatively adult-like, how do we then
explain the delay in adult-like use of constructions that crucially involve discourse-
pragmatic competence?

I claim that the answer to this question is that there exists an immature interface
between grammar and the discourse-pragmatic domain. Along these lines, returning to
the topic-focus field, Rizzi notes that these categories are projected IN THE ADULT LAN-
GUAGE on an ‘as needed’ basis. My proposal is that child grammars do not have ACCEss
to discourse-pragmatic knowledge of new vs. old information or an understanding of
presupposition, and that as a consequence, their topic-focus field is not realized. This
is not a grammatical deficit per se, but rather a deficit that is manifested in the part of
clause structure that interfaces with the aspect of cognition that regulates understanding
of presupposition and information structure. Once the grammar-discourse interface be-
gins to handle this information, the topic-focus field can be projected and the movement
of subjects, objects, and wH-elements can take place.

An interface delay explanation of this kind gains plausibility relative to the discourse-
pragmatic deficit hypotheses when one considers that other mental faculties appear to
have similar difficulties integrating at early stages of cognitive and linguistic develop-
ment. Take the example of grammar and spatial cognition. It appears to be the case
that children have highly developed spatial cognition from very early in their develop-
ment. For example, von Hoftsten (1980) argues that even 4-month-old infants are capa-
ble of predicting the trajectories of moving objects, and Landau (1999:358) states that
‘multiple representations of objects exist early in development, probably prior to lan-

23 This argument goes on to attempt to explain two-word speech patterns crosslinguistically in terms of
information structure and not in terms of the adult syntactic system being acquired, which seems less plausible
given the depth of knowledge children appear to have of their syntax from the beginnings of two-word
speech. However, that part of the argument may be mistaken while the former part, implying that children
do indeed have the cognitive machinery necessary to distinguish new from given information, remains correct.
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guage learning’. Children thus appear to have relatively advanced spatial competence
early on, but they are delayed in learning the language-particular ways in which these
geometric shape and location concepts are expressed. Landau (1999) cites numerous
studies in which children’s abilities to express shape and location improve over time,
implying that it is initially difficult for grammar to use this information that is apparently
already available.

Similarly, it has been shown that even infants have highly developed numerical
competence and can, for example, distinguish arrays of two objects from arrays of three
objects and arrays of three objects from arrays of four objects (Antell & Keating 1983,
Starkey & Cooper 1980, Strauss & Curtis 1984). However, there is evidence that inte-
grating this numerical competence with language to the point where children can count,
in language-particular ways, may take children until they are 3;6 (Wynn 1990, 1992).
As before, children appear to use quantifiers and other aspects of grammar necessary
for counting in very adult-like ways before they begin counting reliably. Consequently,
it appears that there is again some sort of delay in the development of the ability of
grammar to recruit resources from the numerical domain for use in the counting process.
In summary, the INTERFACE DELAY HYPOTHESIS of the relationship between syntax and
discourse-pragmatics in development gains plausibility by virtue of its status as a sub-
case of this more general phenomenon of interface delay.

11. ConcrusioN. To summarize, I have presented evidence from production data
collected from a previous study of spontaneous child Catalan and from data collected
from a new study of spontaneous child Spanish that there is an early period during
which overt subjects do not appear to be used. Further, I have shown that this contrasts
with early stages of child overt subject languages such as English, Dutch, German, and
French in which children appear to use overt subjects from the beginning of two-
word speech. In an attempt to explain this crosslinguistic contrast, I have adopted the
framework presented in Ordéiiez 1997, which hypothesizes that overt subjects are left-
peripheral constituents, as are fronted objects and wH-elements. This framework further
argues that languages such as Spanish express subjects through incorporated subject
pronouns, heretofore considered to be subject agreement. Thus, children converge on
the language-particular strategy for expressing overt subjects from the very beginning.
Overt subject language-speakers use [Spec, IP], while null subject language-speakers
use agreement itself as a referentially specified subject.

Adopting this theory allows us to explain the early absence of overt subjects in the
southern Romance child languages and also to explain why no apparent examples of
‘optional infinitives’ appear in these languages, namely, because finite third-person
present tense verbs with incorporated pronominal subjects are homophonous with nonfi-
nite bare stem verbs.?* I have presented evidence that overt subjects emerge in the
development of child Catalan at the same time as certain other left-peripheral elements,
such as fronted objects and wH-questions, to support Ordéfiez’s contention that overt
subjects are left-peripheral constituents. In this way, child language evidence is brought
to bear on a question of adult syntactic theory and supports Ordéiiez’s hypothesis.

In conclusion, a theory of GRAMMAR-DISCOURSE INTERFACE DELAY was presented, and
the inability of children’s grammars to recruit information from the discourse-pragmatic
domain was seen as a subcase of a more general phenomenon of interface delay, which
implicates multiple areas of cognition and their relationships with linguistic cognition.

24 See Grinstead 1998 for more on this proposal.
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A further implication of this theory is that, given the numerical, spatial, and other
abilities of nonhuman animals, the aspect of our nature that sets us apart is certainly
grammar; in order to have anything to say, however, this grammar must be able to
interface with other domains of cognition. Consequently, the development of this system
of interfaces, in which domain-specific representations of color, hue, angle, frequency,
amplitude, shape, and trajectory, among others, must somehow be translated into a
linguistically representable form, is perhaps the most important step in cognitive devel-
opment. What are the symbols and computations that carry this information from mu-
sical cognition, for example, into grammar, presumably through the lexicon? How can
information from perceptual systems designed to compute angle and hue be converted
into something that can be included in a grammatical computation? The lexicon would
again seem to be the obvious place to locate this interface. But these and other questions
must await further research.
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