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0. Introduction

The phenomenon of root infinitives (RIs) in child language has received alot of atention in the
recent literature. There has been much debate over the ditribution of  the phenomenon both within and
across languages, and dso over the structure underlying RIs. In this paper we focus on the interpretive
properties of RIs, an areawhich has not been very widdy investigated. Aswe will show, there seemsto
be a condraint on the aspectud nature of the verbs occurring in RI-congtructions, viz. only eventive
verbs are dlowed in such congtructions, whereas stative predicates occurring during this same period
typicaly require finiteness. We shdl refer to this as the Eventivity Congraint (EC). Also, RIstypicaly
do not get a deictic tense interpretation, but rather receive amoda interpretation. We cal this Modd
Reference Effect (MRE). Interestingly, both the EC and the MRE found in Dutch and other languages
gppear to be absent from early English bare V' congtructions. The fact that English bare V congtructions
show neither the effects of the EC nor seem to have moda reference suggests that these two properties
are relaed, one of the points which we will arguein this paper.

More generdly, we will address following questions:

0] Wha isthe nature of the Eventivity Congtraint?
(i) Why do RIsreceive modd interpretations and how does this relate to the Eventivity

Condrant?

@iy  Why isEnglish different?

The paper is organized as follows. In section 1, we introduce the RI-phenomenon, and discuss
its main properties as they have emerged from the recent literature. In this section we aso discuss
severa andyses of the RI-phenomenon, focusing on our own underspecification andysis of RIs
(Hoekstra & Hyams, 1995, 1997). We show that various syntactic and distributiond differences
between RIs and English bare V' congtructions can be explained as effects of the different morphologica
sysems. Thisproposd is part of amore generd hypothesis concerning the relationship between the
childds development of morphosyntax and his development of the interface or discourse conditions
governing the expression of the morphosyntax, which we cadl Early Morphosyntactic Convergence. As
we have argued esewhere (Hoekstra & Hyams, 1995; Hyams, 1997), children readily converge on the
specific morphosyntax of the adult target language, but have less restricted interface conditions than
adults. In section 2, we present the empirica evidence for the EC and for the clam that RIs receive
modd interpretations. In this section we aso show how English child language is different in these
respects from other child languages that display the RI-phenomenon. In section 3 we discuss the merits
of another theory of RIs, the Null Moda Hypothesis (NMH), which might account for the modal
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interpretation of RIs. We conclude that dthough the NMH has alot of explanatory potentid, it meetsa
number of insurmountable empirica problems. Findly, in section 4 we directly address the questionsin
(i) to (iii). We introduce our account of the moddity of RI-utterances, and we discuss the relationship
between modadity and aspect, showing how the EC isin fact an immediate consequence of the modality.

Findly, we explain why English is different in these repects from the other languages that have been
dudied. We explain these interpretive effectsin terms of the morphosyntactic properties of the
respective adult languages, which aso show a (limited) RI-effect. In the conclusion we briefly discuss
the interface differences between adults and children that alow children to have amore liberd use of
Rls than adults.

1. The Root Infinitive Phenomenon

1.1. Propertiesof RIs

It has long been noted that children acquiring Dutch, German, Swedish, French and many other
languages pass through a stage in which they use infinitivesin root contexts - so-cdled root infinitives
(RIs) (term dueto Rizzi, 1994) , asin (1).

@ a Papa schoenen wassen.
Daddy shoes washinf. (Dutch, Weverink, 1989)
b. Michel dormir.
Michd deep-inf. (French, Pierce, 1992)
C. Thorstn das haben.
Thorgtn that have-inf. (German, Poeppd & Wexler, 1993)
d. Jag ocksahoppa dar adar.
| dso hop-inf. there and there (Swedish, Santelmann, 1995)

Van Ginneken commented on the existence of RIsin Dutch child language as early as 1917, noting that
such utterances had amodd reference. More recent investigation of a number of child languages
shows that there are systematic patternings of finite and non-finite clauses in early stages. Firg, RIs
gppear in pogtionsin accordance with the target grammar. In French, for instance, finite verbs appear
to the left of the negative adverb pas, while infinitives gppear to itsright (Emonds, 1978; Pollock,
1989). Fierce (1992) shows that smilarly, in French child language RIs appear to the right of pas while
finite verb forms gppear to itsleft, asin (2) (cf. dso Measd, 1990, Verips & Weissenborn, 1992).

2 [+finite] [-finite]
Elle apas labouche. Pas |la poupée dormir.
she has not amouth not the doll deep-inf.
Veux paslolo. Pas manger la poupée.
(1) want not water ' not eat-inf the doll
Marche pas. Pas casser.

(she) walks not not break-inf.
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Catourne pas. Pas tomber bébé.
that turns not not fal baby (Pierce, 1992)

Note that the finite and non-finite formsin (2) occur during the same time period occurring Sde by side
in the same transcripts, so that RIs cannot be treated as an earlier developmenta stage.
Table 1 below shows the form-by-position interactions obtained by Pierce.

Table 1. Finiteness and position of negation in French (Philippe) (Pierce, 1992)

finite verb non-finite verb
neg Vv 11 77
V neg 185 2

Nathdie and Danid corpora: Lightbown, 1977

Smilarly, various studies of Dutch and German and other V2 languages have shown that RIs
aopear inthe pogtion of infinitives (clause findly in Dutch and German, after the negative adverb in the
Scandinavian languages), while finite forms appear in second position (German: Jordens, 1991, Meisd,
1990, Boser et a. 1992, Weissenborn, 1990, Poeppel & Wexler, 1993. Clahsen & Penke, 1992,
Dutch: de Haan, 1986, Jordens, 1991. Swedish and Danish: Plunkett & Stromagvist, 1990). Data from
the German child Andress, presented in Table 2, isilludrative of this generd finding.

Table 2. Finiteness and position of verb in Andreas (Poeppel & Wexler, 1993)

finiteverb non-finite verb
V2-pogition 197 6
Find pogtion 11 37

Andreas corpus. Wagner, 1985; CHILDES, MacWhinney & Snow, 1985

Asdiscussed in Hoekstra, Hyams & Becker (1996) the RI-phenomenon is not due to alack of
knowledge of the rlevant finite morphology nor to alack of knowledge of Spec-head agreement
requirements. When finite forms are used, agreement is almost aways correct. Table 3 provides the
frequencies of agreement errors occurring in finite utterances in severd child languages. The number of
such errorsis under 4%, very low even by the most stringent acquisition standards.
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Table 3: Percentage of subject-verb agreement errorsin early language.

child Language Age n %error | source

Smone German 1,7-2,8 | 1732 1% | Clahsen & Penke 1992
Martina* Itdian 1;8-2;7 | 478 1.6% | Guasti 1994

Diana* Italian 1;,10-2;6 | 610 15% | Guasti 1994
Guglidmo* Itdian 2;2-2,7 | 201 3.3% | Guadti 1994

Claudia Italian 1,4-2;4 | 1410 3% Pizzuto & Casdlli 1992
Francesco Italian 1,5-2;,10 | 1264 2% Pizzuto & Casdlli 1992
Marco Italian 1,5-3,0 | 415 4% Pizzuto & Casdlli 1992
Marti* Cat/Span 1,9-2;5 178 .56% | Torrens 1992

Josep* Cat/Span 1,9-2;6 136 3% Torrens 1992

Gisda* Catalan 1,10-2,6 | 81 1.2% | Torrens 1992

Guillem* Catalan 1,9-2,6 | 129 2.3% | Torrens 1992

(*data available on CHILDES, MacWhinney & Snow, 1985: Martin, Guglielmo, Diana corpora,
Cipriani et a. 1991; Marti, Josep, Guillem, Gisdacorpora Serra& Solé, 1992)

Furthermore, RIs bear correct infinitival morphology, eg. -en in Dutch and German; -ex/ir in
French, -a in Swedish and so on.

The datajust reviewed leads to the conclusion that RIs congtitute a grammatica category in their
own right in anumber of child grammars, with propertiesthat differentiate it from finite congtructions.
This concluson will be further reinforced by evidence we discuss below concerning other distributiona
and semantic differences between RIs and finite verbs.

Let us now turn to English. Wexler (1994) has argued that English speaking children dso show
an Rl-stage. Utterances of the sort in (3), where the verb is missing the 3rd person singular -s, are
andyzed by Wexler as the English andogue of the RI.

3 a Eve gt floor. (CHILDES, Brown, 1973)
a Cowboy Jesus wear boots.

The evidence for Wexler[ls conjecture is obvioudy much less strong than the evidence from other
languages. Firgt, English lacks aclear infinitivd ending. Moreover, in English thereis no postiond
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difference between finite and non-finite verb forms'. However, by assuming thet it instantiates the RI-
phenomenon, thelack of -sinflection in English finds an independently motivated explanaion and it
brings English in line with the other languages sudied. An dternative for English might be to andyze
utterances such asthose in (3) as resulting either from a breskdown in agreement or from the dropping
of the -s affix due to production problems. But neither of these suggestionsis theoreticdly very
compdling. Why would English children make agreement errors or drop finite morphology when
children acquiring other languages do not? In fact, with regard to agreement, Harris and Wexler (1996)
show thét to the extent thet this can be tested given the wesk inflectiona system of English, young
English speaking children do not make agreement errors. Of 1352 sentences containing the first person
subject | from the corpora of severa English speaking children, only .02% occur with averb bearing -s
(e.g. I goes). Many more such errors would be expected if these children smply failed to respect
Spec-head agreement requirements. On the other hand, an account in terms of affix dropping would
not explain the digtribution of negation in early English utterances. Harris and Wexler show that bare
negativesin early English, that is, negeative adverbs unsupported by an auxiliary, only occur with
uninflected verbs asin (4a) and never with inflected forms asin (4b). (@ indicates that the form or
utterance is unattested in the acquisition data)) As Harris and Wexler note, this asymmetry is
unexpected if the bare form results smply from the dropping of finite morphology?.

4 a Mommy nat go.
b. @Mommy not goes.

Despite the theoretical appea of Wexler's conjecture, we will show that it istoo generd. Aswe
will see, there are both quantitative and quditative differencesin the behavior of the English bare form
and the root infinitive in the other languages studied. We will further show that these differences sem
precisgly from the morphosyntactic difference between true infinitives and the English bare form, which
isnot in fact aninfinitive.

"An exception are the verbs have and be, but as we will see later, auxiliary verbs never occur as RIs.

‘Children use both doesn tand don twith third person singular subjects in negative utterances, where the latter
type of utterance could be considered an agreement error. We assume that do is inserted here to support n t. It is interesting
to note that when inverted, auxiliary do is always correctly inflected.
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1.2. The grammatical representation of finitenessand RIs

Now that we have concluded that RIs condtitute a congtruction type in its own right, different
from finite congructions, we turn to the question of their grammeatica representation. Various
approaches are available in the literature. One such approach, championed by Radford (1990) and
others, holds that the RI-phenomenon results from the absence of functional categories. Theideais that
functiona categories are subject to maturation, and that early grammars consst solely of lexica
projections (cf. aso Lebeaux 1988). Since the Infl-projection, or whatever inflectiona projections
comprise the labe Infl, isafunctiona category, the absence of -s in the examplesin (3) is an autométic
consequence of this maturationa theory. It should be noted that this explanation is strongly inspired by
the bare form phenomenon in English, the only language considered by Radford and other proponents
of thistheory. The presence of an infinitivd marker in the RI-utterancesin (1) isless evidently in
congruence with the idea that early grammars have only lexical projections. Moreover, the fact that the
RI-construction occurs dongsde finite clauses and shows different properties argues strongly against
this maturationa account.

Another approach is Rizzi's (1994) theory of truncation, according to which RIs result from
truncating part of the top structure of full clauses. On this approach the child's grammar hasin principle
the full clausa sructure available. The Full Clause Hypothesi's aso underlies various andyses which
postul ate the underspecification of particular functional categories in the top structure of the clause. This
has been the tack that we have taken (cf. Hoekstra & Hyams, 1995, 1996, 1997). Our
underspecification analys's, the details of which we outline below, is part of amore generd theory of
the relationship between two aspects of language, the morphosyntax and the interface (or discourse)
conditions which govern the expresson of morphosyntax. We propose thet children converge on the
morphosyntax of their ambient language very quickly, asis evidenced by the kind of properties we
reviewed above concerning agreement and form-position correlations, but that children are less
redricted than adults in the grammatical options alowed by the relationship between grammar and
discourse. In particular, we take the position that finite and non-finite congtructions are grammetica in
the adult systlem as in the child's system, but that the RI-condtruction is much more limited in the adult
output because of a bleeding relationship that exists between RIs and finite utterances. We shdl return
to this difference between adult and child systemsin section 4. Let us now briefly sketch the
representationa system that we envision.

Our basic assumption with repect to finite clauses is thet they are grammaticaly anchored. By
this we mean that the temporal location of the eventudity denoted by the VP isfixed through atempora
operator, which we assume is located in C, following Eng (1987) and Guéron & Hoekstra (1989). The
notion of finiteness refers to thisfixation, as finiteness makes visible a chain between the operator and
the verb, or, more specificdly, the Tense position. Tense itsdlf is taken to be a pronomind, which
receives the gatus of pronomind variableif it is connected to a tense operator through a visible tense-
chain. Thisisdepicted in (5):

(5) TO Fi..Fy...Tensg VP
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Languages vary with respect to the morphologica extensions that are used to make the tense-chain
vighle Thisisto say that the notion of finiteness is expressed in different ways in different languages.
Some languages give overt manifestation of finiteness in terms of a tense-morpheme, for example,
Japanese. Others express finiteness with person morphology, and yet others through number
morphology. So, in Dutch, a present tense finite verb is morphologicaly marked for singular or plurd,
but not for either person or tense. It is therefore number morphology in Dutch that makes atense-chain
visblein the case of present tense®. A language such as Japanese makes a tense-chain visible through
the morphologica expression of tense, and languages such as Italian, Spanish and Catalan make the
chain visible through the expression of (at least) person morphology.

We furthermore observe that not dl child languages dlow RIs. The empiricd generdization in
this respect isthat RIs occur only in languages where the expression of finiteness may be done
exclusvely through number morphology. Languages where finiteness is aways express with person
agreement, or with tense-morphemes gppear not to dlow RIs. Thiscan be seenintable 4. In thistable
we divide the languages in non-RI languages, where the phenomenon occurs sporadicaly at best, and
RI-languages, where it occurs with much higher frequencies (with some amount of variation depending
on the child and on the language).

‘We take the -t suffix to be an extension of singular number. Its absence in first person follows from the assumption
that first person is unmarked (cf. Kayne 1989). We similarly follow Kayne in assuming that English -s expresses singular
number, the absence of -s in first person following from the same assumption, and its absence in the case of you following
from the assumption that you is grammatically plural, like French vous. The inclusion of German and French among the RI-
languages may be surprising in view of the fact that these languages apparently have person marking morphology. See
Hoekstra & Hyams (1995) for motivation and discussion of this point.
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Table4: Frequencies of roat infinitives in child languaoe.
(partidly based on Sano and Hyams, 1994)

Child Age %RIs
Non- RI languages
Itdian Diana 2,0 .00
(Guasti, 1994) Martina 1;11 .16
2,1 .04
Italian Paola 2,0-2;,5 07
(Schaeffer, 1990) Danide 1;7-2;6 .08
Massimo 1,7-2,6 .06
Garide 1,7-2;,6 .07
Orietta 1,7-2,6 .05
Elissbeta 1,7-2;5 10
Francesco 1,9-2;,5 .05
Spanish Damaiz 2;,6-2;8 .05
(Grinstead, 1994) Juan 1,7-2;,0 12
2;,1-2;4 10
Catdan Guillem1;11-2;6 .03
(Torrens, 1992) Marti 2;0-2,5 .03
Japanese Toshi 2;3-2;8 .02
(Sano, 1995) Ken 2,8-2;10 .08
Masanori 2.4 .10
RI languages
French Nathdie 1,9-2;3 49
(Pierce, 1992) Philippe 1,9-2;6 .20
Danid 1,8-1;11 43
Swedish Frga 1;11-2;0 .38
(Platzack) Tor 1,11-2;2 .56
(from Guasti, 1994) Embla 1;8-1;10 .61
German S 21 46
(Weissenborn) 2,2 40
(from Guasti, 1994)
Dutch Laura 1,8-2;1 .36
(Weverink,1989) Tobias 1,10-1;11 .36
Fedra 1;10-2;1 .26
(Haegeman, 1994) Hen 2,4-3,1 .16
lclandic Bira 2;,0-2;3 .36

(Sigurjongdottir p.c.)
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English Eve 1,6-1;10 .78
Adam 2:3-3.0 .81
Nina 2:4-2;5 .75

It isworth noting that English has the highest frequency of non-finite forms, ranging from 75% to 81%.
We will return to this point below (in section 3) when we discuss the differences between English and
the other RI-languages.

In order to capture this empirica generalization, Hoekstra & Hyams (1995) propose that the
RI-phenomenon results from the optiona underspecification of the functional head Number. If Number
is ungpecified in languages where only number morphology expresses finiteness, e.g. Dutch, no tense-
chain is made visble and the verb is non-finite. In this instance, Tense is not bound as a pronominal
variable by a Tense operator, but rather has the satus of a free pronoun, which getsits interpretation
discursvely. In that case, the structure is unanchored. In person-marking and tense-marking languages
the verb will dways bear the reevant finite morphology since these heads may not be left unspecified
(by hypothesis) and hence RIs do not occur.  Alternative underspecification accounts, which postulate
that tense itself may be optionaly unspecified in early grammar (Wexler, 1994) or that agreement is
absent atogether (Clahsen et a. 1994) do not explain the lack of RIs precisaly in those languages which
exclusvely mark tense, such as Japanese, and the Romance person-marking languages.

The question arises as to why number should have a priviledged status, i.ewhy should number,
but not person or tense, have the option of remaining unspecified in the early grammar. It is quite
understandable that Tense does not have this datus, if we areright in claiming that the RI-phenomenon
basically derives from Spec-Head agreement (cf. Hoekstra, Hyams & Becker, 1996, and section 3
below), and hence is based on a specification in DP. But the question remains as far as the distinction
between number and person is concerned. It would take us too far afield to go into this question in any
depth, but the difference in behavior in this repect is no doubt related to a more fundamenta difference
between the role of number and person in the grammar. Number is anomind fegture, classfying nomina
dructures in a paradigmatic oppogtion. Its grammatica statusis dso evident from the fact that in
normaly isinvolved in various agreement relationships (noun-adjective agreement, for example).
Person, in contradt, is not anomina festure in the same sense: it does not dlassify nomind expressons
aong some dimengion, nor isit generdly found in agreement reationships. Rather, person is deictic,
alowing reference to participants in the speech Situation, and its occurrence in the grammar is often
limited to agreement when Tense, amilarly adeictic category, isdso involved. Thus, if
underspecification in the verba domain (i.e. RIs) isareflex of underspecification in the nominad domain
and if number, but not tense or person, isanomina feature, then we see why underspecification is
restricted to number. How the underspecification of number in child language relates to the deeper
differences between number and person noted above is a question which requires further investigetion.

Having provided a brief overview of the RI-phenomenon, we now turn to the main topic of this
paper, viz. certain digtributiona and interpretative properties of RIsthat have hitherto received far less
attention.

2. The Eventivity Constraint and the Modal Reference Effect
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As discussed above, the observation that children use non-finite verbs has led to the
investigation of digtributional and other syntactic properties associated with different verb forms. A
second line of research, dating back to the early 70s, is more interested in the interpretive correlates of
the different inflections that children use in the early stages of language development. The basic
observation isthat different inflections distribute selectively over different agpectua classes of verbs.
The mogt influentid version of this "aspect-before-tensg” hypothesisis Antinucci & Miller (1976), who
argue that Italian (and English) children use participles not to denote preterites, but rather resulting
dates, and hence, that their distribution islimited to accomplishment verbs (cf. dso Shiral & Anderson,
1995, Bronkart & Sinclair, 1973, Bloom et a. 1980).

Thelink between inflection and aspectua class raises the question as to whether there are
particular agpectua properties associated with RIs. Relevant to this question is the finding of De Haan
(1986), based on early Dutch, that auxiliary verbs do not occur as RIs (see also Sano & Hyams, 1994).
According to De Haan, elements of the AUX category, which expresses time and modality, aways
occur in finite form and in second pogtion, while eements of the category V, which express notions
such as act and change, occur in non-finite form in find position. Jordens (1991) notes, however, that
the finiteness redtriction is not limited to auxiliaries, but applies more generaly to datives. Jordens
(p.1423) describes the digtribution of inflections across aspectud classes of verbsin early Dutch asin

(6):

(6) finite infinitives participles
Satives activities resultatives
resultetive activities

Although we disagree with Jordens characterization of activities and resultatives, thet is not pertinent to
the present discussion. We will focus instead on the point that isimportant for our purposes, which is
the observation that stative verbs are exclusively finite, or, put differently, that RIs do not dlow Sative
predicates, but rather, require event-denoting predicates. We formulate this as the Eventivity Congtraint
(EC), asin (7):

(7) The Eventivity Constraint (EC)
RlIs are restricted to event-denoting predicates

The non-occurrence of auxiliary verbs as RIs noted by De Haan is subsumed under the EC.

Ferdinand (1996) observes that there is an eventivity condraint in early French aswell. During
the RI stage in French, dative verbs are exclusvely finite, while event-denoting verbs occur both in finite
and non-finite forms. In (8) welist the set of ative verbs which Ferdinand finds during this stage.
These verbs occur in finite form only.

(8) Sative verbsin early French: finite only
avoir(have), ére (be), s appeer (be called), manquer (be absent, lack), vouloir (want), croire
(believe), plaire (please), aimer (love), adorer (adore), espérer (hope), savoir (know), se
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souvenir (remember), devoir (must), faloir (be necessary), pouvoir (can), aspectud dler (go)

A particularly good example of the EC at work is Ferdinand's observation that the verb aller (go) does
occur asan RI, but only initsmain verb use. Initsuse as an inchoative auxiliary it is dwaysfinite.
Thus, wefind Mama aller (Mommy go-inf") and Mama vait manger (Mommy is going to eat) but
not *Mama aller manger (Mamago-inf eat-inf).

Wijnen (1996) provides rdevant quantitative data from 4 Dutch children.* Out of 1883 RIsin
their corpora, 1790/1883 or 95% are eventive verbs, and only 93/1883 or 5% are Sative verbs. In
fact, the number of red tative verbs may be even more limited. The most frequently found 'stative
verbs are hebben (have), Zien (see) and horen (hear). But the latter two verbs, while not controllable,
are certainly not stative. Hebben, on the other hand, denotes a state, but the interpretation of hebben in
at least some of these RI-contexts is'get’ rather than 'have, asisaso a possible interpretation of
hebben in adult Dutch (cf. Ik heb een fiets gehad voor mijn verjaardag (I have had (=got) abicycle
for my birthday)), and of have in English (cf. Mary had a baby last night). Thus, the figures given by
Wijnen may actudly overestimate the number of gative RIs, which isdready grikingly low as compared
to eventive RIs. We conclude, therefore, that stative verbs (at least with Sative, i.e. non-inchoative
interpretation) hardly ever occur in RIs. In contrast to the RI Situation, Wijnen finds that the finite verbs
are evenly split between eventive and stative verbs, as shown in table 5.

Table 5: Inflection of eventive and non-eventive verbs
in 4 Dutch children (based on Wijnen, 1996)

finite RIs
evative 350 1790
non-eventive 349 93

‘The ages of the children in Wijnen's study are as follows:

Josse 2:0.7-2:6.22
Matthijs 1;11.10-2;8.5

Niek 2;7-3.2.13
Peter 1,9.6-2;1.26

Josse and Matthijs' data were collected by Gerard Bol and Evelien Krikhaar; Niek's data were collected by Frank Wijnen.
These corpora are available through CHILDES (MacWhinney & Snow 1985).
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finite Ris
tota 699 1883

In Russian, thereisasmilar eventivity congraint on RIs. While the number of RIsin early
Russan isrdatively smdl, Van Gelderen & Van der Meulen (1998) find that 98% of Varyas
(CHILDES, MacWhinney and Snow, 1985; data collected by E. Protassova) Ris are eventive. We
see, then, that in severd typologicdly digtinct child languages, RIs are subject to the EC.

A further interesting property of RIsisthat their reference is not free. As noted previoudy, it is
an old observation that RIstypicaly have amoda interpretation (Van Ginneken, 1917). More recently,
Hoekstra & Jordens (1994) argue for the moddity of Dutch RIs on the basis of patterns of negation.
The child they studied uses two negative forms, the adult negative adverb niet with finite verbs, and the
adult anaphoric negative adverb nee in combination with RIs. This nee stands in opposition to
combinations of moda verbs plus niet, such as kan-niet (cannot) and mag-niet (may not). Nee is
replaced later by moet-niet (must-not). Contextua andyss of nee with RIs confirms this modal
negative meaning. Plunkett & Stromaqvist (1990) make the same observation concerning the modality of
RIsfor Swedish, Ingram & Thompson (1996) for German, and Meisel (1990) and Ferdinand (1996)
for French. Wijnen (1996) provides the following quantitative data on the reference of Dutch RIs.

Table 6. Tempord reference of RIs and finite verbsin 4 Dutch children (Wijnen, 1996)

present future/modal past total
Ris 194 (10%) 1625 (86%) 64 (3%) 1883
finite verbs 657 (93%) 21 (3%) 21 (3%) 699

Table 6 shows that while finite verbs have mostly present tense interpretations, the modal
reference isthe most frequent onefor RIs. Let usformulate thisfinding asin (9):

9 The modal reference effect (MRE)
With overwhelming frequency, RIs have modd interpretetions.

Given that the modd itsdf is not overtly expressed, we can only state the kinds of moda messages that
these RIs seem to convey. These include deontic and boulemaic modality, expressing necessities and
desres. The meaning of the Rl sentencesis inferred from the linguistic and non-linguigtic context of the
utterance.” Some examples follow.

*In Wijnen's (1996) study an utterance was taken to be on-going (present) when the utterance and the eventuality
it referred to co-occurred. This was inferred either from contextual information in the transcript or from the response of
an adult interlocutor. The utterance was classified as 'past' if context suggested that it referred to a past eventuality, and the
utterances was classified as ‘future’ if it referred to an as yet unrealized eventuality; Wijnen notes that these were often
expressions of the child's wishes or desires, as in (i), as is also reflected in the fact that an adult interlocutor would recast the
utterance using a modal, as in(ii) (examples from Wijnen). In our tables we refer to this category as 'future/modal'.
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10) a Eerst kaartje kopen!

firgt ticket buy-INF

'We must first buy aticket.
b. Niekje buiten spelen.

Niekje outside play-INF

'Niek (=gpeaker) wantsto play outside.’
C. Papa ook boot maken.

Papa also boat make-INF

'Papa must also build aboat.' or 'l want Papa to also build a boat.'
d. Jj helicopter maken.

Y ou-NOM helicopter make-INF

"Y ou must build a helicopter.'

() NIE:  Papabouwen
Daddy build-INF
FAT:  geefjij de blokjes maar aan dan
‘well, hand me the building blocks then'
(ii) NIE:  drinke(n)!
drink-INF
FAT:  wil je die kamer drinken?
want you in that room drink
‘do you want to have a drink in that room?'
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Let us now turn to English again. Here the Stuation is very different: neither the EC nor the
MRE seem relevant to the English bare form phenomenon. Let usfirst consder eventivity. Ud Deen
(1997) checked the distribution of finiteness across eventive and non-eventive verbsin the files of Adam
and Eve (Brown, 1973). The verbs which Ud Deen counted as stative were know, need, and want.
Only 3rd person subject sentences were counted o that the finite/non-finite status of the verb was clear.
Repetitions and imperative sentences were excluded. Ud Deen found numerous examples of bare
dative verbs such asthose in (11).

1) a Man haveit.
b. Ann need Mommy napkin.

C. Papa want apple.

Table 7 reports the quantitative results of Ud Deen's analysis®

Table 7. Finiteness of eventive and non-eventive verbsin English
(Adam and Eve) (based on Ud Deen, 1997)

finite bare verb
eventive 81 199
non-eventive 8 65
total 89 264

We seefirg that the English bare form isnot a dl limited to eventives, in contrast to Dutch RIs;
approximately 25% (65/264) of the bare verbs are non-eventive, while only 5% of the Dutch RIsare
(cf. table 5). The difference between English and Dutch is even more striking when we look at the
breakdown of the non-eventives. The English non-eventives occur most often in the bare verb form. Of
the 73 tokens of non-eventive verbs, 65 (89%) are bare forms and only 8 arefinite. Thisisaganin
marked contrast to the Stuation in Dutch where non-eventive predicates are typicaly finite, 349 of 442
(79%) arefinite. And recdl that the 93 non-eventive RIsin Dutch isinflated due to the incluson of
verbs such as hear and see which are not redly sative. Thusin English non-eventive verbs most often
occur in non-finite form. Clearly the EC is not operative on English bare forms.

° The files which are included in this analysis are Eve: files 1-12 (age 1;6-1;11) and Adam: files
1,8,10,12,14,20,22,24,28,30) (age 2;3-3;5) from the CHILDES data-base (Brown 1973; MacWhinney & Snow 1985).



Hoekstra/Hyams Aspects of Root Infinitives 15

Ud Deen (1997) dso looked at the reference of the bare forms, and again, as shown in table 8,
we see that in contrast to Dutch, modal referenceis not the dominant one. Rather, the bare forms have
mostly adeictic tempora interpretation (present or past), with the present tense here-and-now
interpretation being the most frequent. Only 13% of the English bare forms have amoda interpretation

(34/264 collgpsing across eventive and non-eventives). Thisisin contrast to Dutch, where 86% of RIs
have a moda reading.
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Table 8. Tempord reference of bare formsin English (Adam and Eve) (based on Ud Deen, 1997)

Aspects of Root Infinitives

past present future/moda total
eventive 56 (28%) 109 (55%) 34 (17%) 199
non-eventive 3 (4%) 62 (96%) 0 65
total 59 171 34 264

In fact, thereislittle difference between the reference of bare forms and finite forms, as can be seen by
comparing table 8 with table 9 below:

Table 9. Tempord reference of finite formsin English (Adam and Eve) (based on Ud Deen, 1997)

past present future/modd total
eventive 33 (40%) 38(47%) 10 (12%) 81
non-eventive 0 8 (100%) 0 8
total 33 46 10 89

As might be expected, the predominant reference for finite verbs is tempord. Only 10% of the verbsin
table 9 have amoda reading (10/89 collgpsing across eventive and non-eventive), which isvery close
to the 13% modd reading that we find for bare forms. Again the contrast with Dutch in noteworthy; in
Dutch, 86% of RIs have amodd interpretation, while only 3% of the finite verbs do (cf. table 6).

On the basis of this evidence we conclude that the bare form in English is not subject to ether
the EC or to the MR. Thefact that English is different in both respects from the other languages studied,
suggests that the EC and the MR are rdated. Having laid down the empirical groundwork, let us then
return to the questions formulated in the introduction: First, why are RIsin Dutch and other languages
restricted to eventive verbs (the EC); second, how does this relate to the future/modd interpretation
(MR); and third, why is English different in these respect? In the section that follows we present one
possible answer to these questions, the Null Modal Hypothesis (NMH). We will show, however, that
despite its explanatory potentia, the NMH does not provide an adequate account of various properties
of RI-congructions, nor does it provide abasis for explaining the crosdinguistic differences associated
with Rls.

3. The Null Modal Hypothesis

A possible explanation for the EC and MR takes the form of atwo-part hypothesis, asin (12):
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12 O The structure of RI-utterances contains a non-overt moda verb, and
(i) Modal verbs sdlect eventive predicates.

Let usrefer to thisasthe Null Modad Hypothesis. Various suggestions leading to such a
hypothesis can be found in the literature. Plunkett & Stromqvist (1990:48) suggest that negative RIs
(e.g. inte Mamma tvatta'NEG Mummy wash-inf') have amissing moda verb, in order to account for
the observed word order with preverba negation. Boser et a. (1992) adopt a version of the Continuity
Hypothesis, according to which children's apparently non-finite utterances are structurdly identica to
finite adult utterances. They account for sentences which lack afinite verb in German by postulating a
null auxiliary in the underlying structure. The null auxiliary movesto C, which blocks the raising of the
infinitive, thereby explaining the fact that German RIs occur in sentence-find pogition. Krémer (1993)
aso podulates anull moda for RIsin order to account for the Case marking of lexica subjects which
sometimes occur with RIs. Ferdinand (1996) goes one step further. She suggests not only that RIs have
anull moda, but dso that modas sdlect eventive predicates.

The NMH has alarge explanatory potentiad. Firgt, it explains for the presence of infinitivesin
root contexts; the lack of afinite verb is only apparent as there is a phonologicaly null finite moddal verb
and it isthis modd verb that sdlects the infinitival form. The fact that the RI occurs in the podtion where
an infinitive normally occursin the adult language is aso accounted for, as noted above; the null moda
that undergoes V-to-l (to C) and hence the main verb cannot raise. The surface syntax of such
utterances is therefore accounted for. The NMH aso explains the moda reading of RIS, which is
edtablished through the meaning of the null modd itsdf. Findly, to the extent that a connection can be
established between modal verbs and the aspectud nature of their complements, the EC might follow
from it aswell. We return to point this below.

However, despite its considerable gpped, the NMH runsinto a number of theoretical and
empirica problems, some of which are noted in the literature. The gist of some of the problemsiis that
the NMH obliterates the morphosyntactic distinction between finite utterances and RIs. Asareault, it is
unable to capture those properties that are dependent on finiteness, and which are missing in RIs. One
such case concerns topicalization in V2 languages. As Poeppe & Wexler (1993) point out, the NMH
has no proper account for the asymmetry in topicdization in finite and non-finite clauses (this
observation is attributed to David Pesetsky). Under the standard theory of topicalization in (adult) V2
languages (Den Besten 1983), topicdization targets the CP, which itsdlf requires afinite verb to move
into its head-pogtion, yieding the structure in (13b) for atopicaization congruction like (13a):

13) a Aan Marie wil ik een boek geven. (Dutch)
To Mary want | abook give-INF
"To Mary | want to give a book'
b. [cp @anMarie; [co Wil | [p ik een boek tj geven t ]]]

As has been observed by a number of people, including Boser et d., children acquiring V2
languages adhere to the adult restrictions; they topicaize in finite sentences, but not in RIs. Table 10
summarizes the data from 3 V2 languages, German, Dutch and Swedish. It shows that non-subject
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initid RIsare virtudly absent, that is, Rls with objects or adverbs as topics do not occur, while
topicalization of non-subjectsin finite clauses is a robust phenomenon.’

Table 10. Number of subject initial and non-subject initid RIs and finite clauses

Subject initial  Non-subject initial

finite RI finite RI
German 130 24 50 0 Poeppdl & Wexler 1993
Dutch 1223 101 1346 5 Haegeman 1994
Swedish 145 147 61 1 Platzack 1992

Under the view that RIs are genuindy infinitiva structures, aswe argue, this asymmetry isessly
accounted for. According to the NMH, on the other hand, RIs are covert finite clauses and hence
should pattern like overt finite clauses.

Boser et d. (1992) are aware of this problem and suggest the following solution. Because the
auxiliary in Cisanull category, it must be licensed by an overt specifier with the same agreement
features. This condition is satisfied only when the subject occupies the specifier of CP position Sncein
this case the features of the null auxiliary are recoverable from its specifier. If an object or adverb
occupies the Spec,CP position, the null auxiliary is not properly licensed or identified because it does
not share agreement features with the null moda. This then explains why in the presence of anull
auxiliary (i.e. in RIs) the subject hasto be in clause initid pogtion. Apart from the question of how other
features of the moda verb are recoverable (e.g. its modal vaue), the Boser et d. version of the NMH
requires that the null auxiliary be licensed by an overt subject in its specifier. Hence, the andysis
predicts that RIs should only occur with overt subjects. But in fact, as shown in table 11, in various
languages that have been studied the vast mgority of RI-subjects are null. Particularly relevant to the
present discussion are the V2 languages, German, Flemish and Dutch, which Boser et d. specificaly
andyze as null moda languages.

‘Under the standard analysis of V2, subject initial main clauses also arise through topicalization (movement of the
subject from Spec, IP to Spec, CP). However, subject initial clauses are also amenable to a non-movement analysis (cf. Travis
1984, Zwart 1994). Only when a non-subject (object or adverb) occurs in clause-initial position, are we certain that
topicalization has occurred.
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Table 11: Percentage of null and overt subjects in finite and non-finite clauses

19

Finite Verbs Non-finite Verbs
lang. child overt | null total | overt | nul | totd | source
Hemish | Maarten 1;11 5% | 25% | 92 11% | 89% | 100 | Kramer
German | Smone 1,8-4;1 80% | 20% | 3636 | 11% | 89% | 2477 | Behrens 1993
German | Andreas 92% | 8% | 220 | 32% | 68% | 68 Kramer 1993
French* | Nathalie1,9-2,3 | 70% | 30% | 299 | 27% | 73% | 180 | Krédmer 1993
French* | Philippe2;1-26 | 74% | 26% | 705 | 7% 93% | 164 | Kramer 1993
Dutch Hein 2;3-3;1 68% | 32% | 3768 | 15% | 85% | 721 | Haegeman 1994
English | Eve 1,6-2;3 90% | 10% | 86 89% | 11% | 155 | Phillips 1995
English | Adam 2;3-3,0 69% | 31% | 113 | 80% | 20% | 242 | Phillips1995

*for French, only preverba subjects were counted

Note that English does not follow the pattern. English bare forms most often occur with overt subjects

and do not diginguish themsalves from finite forms in thisregard. We return to the idiosyncratic
behavior of English below.
The asymmetrica behavior of finite clauses and RIs with respect to topicaization is mimicked in
WH-congructions. As WH-movement targets the specifier of CP and induces V-movement to C, itis
expected that it will only occur in congtructions with finite verbs®.  This prediction is correct. Astable 12

This expectation is based on the generalization that V-movement to C is restricted to finite verbs. It is not
immediately evident whether this restriction is related to WH-movement (or V-movement to C), or whether it is a corollary
of the requirement on adult grammar that independent clauses be finite. In Hoekstra & Hyams (1997), we in fact argue that
child English has non-finite I-to-C movement, and hence that the finiteness requirement on V to C movement in the adult
grammar is indeed a consequence of the independent requirement on adults that root clauses be finite.



Hoekstra/Hyams Aspects of Root Infinitives 20

shows, in Dutch, German, Swedish and French, WH-questions are virtualy absent in non-finite
utterances, though these languages clearly have non-WH RIs, as shown by the percentages of [-finite]
verbsin the 'dl clauses column.

Table 12: Percentage of RIsin finite and non-finite WH-questions and in al clauses’

All Clauses WH-quedtions
Hinite -finite +inite -finite
Dutch 3768 (86%0) 721 (16%) 88 (97%) 2 (3%)
German 306 (99.6%) 1 (0.4%)
Swedish 675 (99.6%) 5 (0.4%)
French 921 (83%) 195 (17%) 114 (100%) 0 (0%)
English 134 (40%) 203 (60%) 69 (43%) 92 (57%)

The WH-facts bring to light afurther difficulty of the NMH as formulated by Boser et d.
(1992). Under their proposd, it is expected that non-subject WH-RIswill not occur since the null
moda would not be licensed in this case, but that subject WH-RI questions should fredly occur. This
prediction is not borne out. Asjust noted, in Dutch, German, Swedish and French, non-finite WH-
questions are virtually absent and hence we do not find the subject-non-subject asymmetry expected on
the Boser et d. account.™®

‘The data is Table 12 is based on the following sources: Dutch: Hein 2;4-3;1 (Haegeman
1994); German: various children (Kursawe 1994); Swedish: various children (Santelmann 1994);
French: Philippe 2;1-2;3 (Crisma 1992); English: Adam 2;3-3;1 (Phillips 1995).

“Given that there is in fact no difference between subject and non-subject questions, Barry Schein (p.c.) suggests
that the relevant generalization might be that a null auxiliary may not occur in C. Such a suggestion is consistent with the
distribution of ha (have) deletion in adult Swedish, which, according to Holmberg (1986), can occur only in embedded
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Table 12 shows that English differs from the other languages in alowing non-finite WH-
questions, eg. "Where Teddy deep?' Neither does English show the asymmetry with respect to
subject and non-subject questions; infinitival WH-questions include both subject and non-subject
questions (cf. Guasti & Rizzi, 1996; Roeper & Rohrbacher, 1994). The NMH has no basis for
explaining the crosdinguidtic difference, asit is undear why English would dlow null modasin WH-
questions, while the other languages do not.

clauses, where the empty ha would be governed by the complementizer. This hypothesis would indeed capture the non-
occurrence of WH-RIs, but it is unable to explain the actual occurrence of Rls in general, as these always involve a null
modal in C.. One might adopt the non-unitary analysis of V2 (cf. Travis 1984, Zwart 1994), according to which only non-
subject initial main clauses involve V-movement to C, while the verb moves no further than | in subject initial main clauses.
The absence of non-subject initial RIs then follows from Schein's suggestion, assuming now that null modals are allowed in
I, but notin C. However, this would make child grammar different from adult Swedish, in which ha-deletion is also excluded
in subject initial main clauses, which supports a unitary V to C analysis for adult V2 languages.
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For the same reason, the NMH aso fails to provide a basis for explaining the fact that certain
languages exhibit an RI-stage and others do not. Recdl from section 1.2. that RIs are not found in dl
child languages. Rather, whether alanguage shows an RI-stage or not is dependent on the inflectiona
properties of the adult language -- languages which mark number exclusvely show an RI-gage, while
tense and person-marking languages do not. It is not easy to see how the NMH could account for this
generdization. Why would the former languages dlow null modas, and the laiter not? A find point for
which the NMH provides no understanding concerns the range of subject types found in RI-
condructions. Asthe NMH anayzes RIs bascdly as finite clauses with anull finite verb, the only
expectation we may have is that RIs only occur with overt subjects, since these are required to license
the null modal. However, as we dready showed in table 11, this expectation isnot & al borne out.
Reather, with the exception of English, RIs occur predominantly with null subjects™ This null-subject-RI
correlation is expected on our underspecification approach, as we will now explain. Thefollowing
discussion is based on Hoekstra & Hyams (1995), Hoekstra, Hyams & Becker (1996) and Hoekstra
& Hyams (1997). Given that Number is an inflectiona ingredient in both the nomind and the verba
systemn, the underspecification of Number hypothesis leads us to expect cross-categoria effects as well
as correlations between the finiteness specification in the clause and in its subject. More precisdy, we
argue that the optiondity of determiners (e.g. doggie bark) observed in child languages, as well asthe
occurrence of certain types of null subjects, result from the underspecification of Number in the nomina
domain. On our analysis the specification of functiona heads within DP, through definite determiners,

"It is important to be clear about the nature of the null subjects. We assume that the subject of non-finite clauses,
including RIs, is a radically underspecified null element, essentially PRO. On the other hand, there is the pro subject of the
Romance pro-drop language, which we take to be a fully specified pronominal minus a phonological matrix. This is the
element that appears in subject position in finite clauses in Romance child and adult languages. A question arises as to the
identity of the null subject in finite clauses in non-pro-drop languages. Although finite clauses generally occur with lexical
subjects, there is still a percentage of null subjects (cf. table 11). It seems clear that in the V2 languages what is involved is
a null topic, as first argued by De Haan & Tuijman (1988), an option also available in the adult languages, but in a more
restricted way, cf. Dutch Diefilm heb ik al gezien 'That movie have | already seen’ with an optionally null object topic, and
Dat mag niet. "'That may not = that is not allowed' with an optional null subject topic. The evidence for a null topic analysis
is that these null subjects almost always occur in first position (Spec,CP), and not in post-verbal position (spec,IP) (cf.
Poeppel & Wexler 1993 and Haegeman 1995). Null subjects also occur with finite verbs in English, which is not a V2
language. Nevertheless, there is evidence to suggest that these null elements also arise from topic or diary drop. Roeper &
Rohrbacher (1994) show that null subjects in finite contexts drop significantly in WH-contexts, where the WH-phrase
occupies the Spec-CP position.
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pronouns, or plurd marking, resultsin "finite" DPs whose reference is obtained through grammatical
anchoring viaa D-chain, the nomina counterpart of a T-chain. On the other hand, underspecified DPs,
for example certain null subjects and bare N subjects, are pardld to RIsin that they lack a D-chain and
are therefore grammaticaly unanchored structures.

In section 1, we established that children by and large observe the requirements of Spec-Head
agreement. We assume that the presence or absence of finiteness on the verb is determined by the
functiond specification within the subject DP with which it agrees. Assuming that a null subject does not
carry aspecification for Number, the verb likewise should be unspecified for Number, hence non-finite.

The correlaion between Rls and null subjects bears out this expectation.

It can be seen from table 11, however, that despite the high frequency of null subjectsin RI-
utterances, there are dso afair number of overt subjects with non-finite verbs. This result is not
surprising once we understand that not al overt DPs have equa status. In our analysis, we distinguish
between specified DPs (=finite DPs), whose anchoring is visible either through a definite determiner or a
plural marker, and unspecified DPs, conssting of bare Ns (e.g. doggie). We a so take pronouns to be
specified DPs since they occupy the D head. Given that bare-N DPs are not marked for the
agreement features relevant for Number, they should fredy occur as subjects of RIs. Alternatively,
specified DPs (pronouns, DPs with determiners, plurals) can license an inflected verb, but they should
not in principle occur with RIs. Consider table 13, where we lay out the different DP-types that occur
with finite and non-finite utterances in Dutch child language:

Table 13. Distribution of overt subjects for Dutch children (Niek and Hein'?)

Non-finite V FiniteV
n % n %
overt Det 4 1% 382 99%
Purd 2 1% 180 99%
Pronoun 169 4% 4407 96%
0-det (bare N) 28 6% 423 94%

As expected, specified DPs occur overwhelmingly with finite verbs. Infinitives, on the other hand, which
are negatively marked for finiteness, do not occur with specified DPs, again as predicted. Somewhat
unexpected in this table is the fact that O-dets also occur with finite verbs in the mgjority of cases (eg.
hondje zit hier 'doggie Sts here). Hoekstra & Hyams (1997) explain thisin the following way: the verb
formin these cases is the sngular form, which in Dutch, asin many languages, is the default form. We
understand 'default’ here in avery specific sense to mean that a marked form (i.e. third person singular)
islicit without there being a specified nomind subject that licensesits features. This Status can be more
directly observed in the use of default formsin impersona constructions, such asimpersond passves

“The analysis and counts of Hein s data was done by Yvonne Heynsdijk, whose help is hereby gratefully
acknowledged. The category Det includes determiners and demonstratives, but not quantifiers.
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(e.g. Er wordt gelachen 'there islaughed' = People are laughing.) which lack any kind of nomind
subject. Note that being default does not mean being exempt from agreement requirements. Agreement
requires non-conflict of features. Therefore, even though it is a default form, the third person singular
verb form may not take a subject that conflicts with its feetures (e.g. afirst person sngular subject). The
notion of default just means that the form islicit even if there are no features that it correspondsto in the
Specifier.

Let us now turn to English, and consder the same partitioning of subject types. In table 14 we
have collgpsed the various types of specified DPs (pronouns, DPs with overt determiner, and plurds),
and we contrast them with bare-N DP's (O-dets).

Table 14. Diribution of overt subjects for English children (Ninaand Adam)

Non-finite V FiniteV
n % n %
Specified DP 406 32% 877 68%
O-det 96 92% 8 8%

The most noteworthy observation in thistable isthat O-det DPs are virtudly excluded with the finite -s
form. This difference with Dutch isimmediately explained once we redlize that the -s form in Englishis
not a default form, unlike the Dutch -t form. As amarked and non-default form, it islicit only if its
feature specification is licensed by agreeing features in the specifier. Since 0-det DPs do not have these
features specified, it will not license the -s form.

The second way English differs from Dutch concerns the occurrence of fully specified DPs with
the non-finite (bare) form (32%) (e.g. the doggie bark). Thiskind of subject is excluded with Dutch
infinitives since infinitives are marked as non-agreeing forms, as noted above. Thisis not the case for the
English bare form, however. The English bare form is not negatively marked for agreement, but just
unmarked. The difference between the bare form and ared infinitiveis crucid and is responsible for a
range of differencesin the two languages. Since Spec-head agreement is formulated as a non-conflict
condition, the occurrence of a specified DP in the specifier of an unmarked form does not trigger a
Spec-head agreement violation. Hence, we find in early English, the examplesin (14a) while we do not
find the Dutch examplesin (14b).

14 a The doggielhe bark.
b. *Het hondje /hij hier zitten.
the doggie /he here St-inf.

Why then do adults not produce sentences such as (14a)? The difference with respect to agreement
between the child's grammar and the adult grammar isthat in the adult grammar the more specified form
must be sdected. Thisis adifferent requirement than Spec-head agreement, which merely requires non-
conflict of features, and which is adhered to in both the child and adult grammar..

The result of this discussion isthat functiondly, the English bare form is ambiguous between an
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infinitive, i.e. an unanchored structurein our terms, and afinite form, i.e. an anchored structure™, in
which an unmarked form is selected rather than the more specific marked form. This ambiguity of the
bare form resolves many of the problems raised by Wexler[ds conjecture. On the one hand, the English
bare form, because of its unmarked status, occurs with the full range of subject types. This accounts for
the higher percentage of lexica subjects occurring with bare forms than with red infinitives (cf. table
11). On the other hand, the dua function of the bare form accounts for its overal higher frequency as
compared to RIs (cf. table 4).

Thefact thet the form thet functions as an infinitive is a bare form in English, while it isamarked
form in the other languages that we discuss, means that while V raisesto Infl in the latter languages, Infl
does not attract the bare form in English. This difference accounts directly for the asymmetry that we
observed in table 12 with respect to infinitiva WH-questions. We follow Rizzi (1990) in assuming that in
WH-questions a WH-feature raises from Infl to C. In English, this movement may take place as pure
feature movement, whereas in the languages with ared infinitive, festure movement necessarily affects
the entire category, i.e. theinfinitival verb form (cf. Chomsky 1995). Astheinfinitive is marked asa
non-agreeing form, this results in ungrammaticality. We refer to Hoekstra & Hyams (1997) for further
discusson of WH-questionsin English vs. red infinitive languages.

In this section we have established that atrue infinitive is different from the bare form in English.

This difference dlows us to understand (&) the quantitetive differences in frequency between RIs built
on red infinitives and the bare verb form congtruction, (b) the distribution of subject types, and () its
occurrence in WH-questions. In the next section we will address the question of whether this difference
between red infinitives and the English bare form is dso respongble for the differences we find with
respect to the eventivity congiraint and the moddity of the congtructions, discussed in section 2. Note
that by discarding the null moda hypothesis we are left with the question of what the observed modality
of RIs stems from, and how this relates to the Eventivity Congtraint. It isto these questions that we now
turn.

“The question of what it means for aform to be finite or non-finiteis not so easily answered. However, we can
isolate, on syntactic grounds, positionswhereinfinitives are required (e.g. afterto, asinto be happy), aswell as positions
wherefinite forms are required (e.g. inthat-complements, asinthat he is happy), where different forms of the verb occur,
if there are such different forms available. Given the poverty of English inflection, thisis most often not the case, asin
to go there and that you go there Two solutions can be thought of: oneisto enter the form go twice (or more often), with
different feature matrices; the other isto have one unmarked form, chosen as the el sewhere form if the context does not
require amore specific form. It isthe latter approach that we opt for. Hence, the bare form is marked neither asan infinitive
nor as afinite form, but is compatible with syntactic positions of either sort.
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4. Modal Reference and the Eventivity Constraint

4.1 The modality of infinitives

Although an infinitive is not inflected for person, number or tensg, it is not a sem form ether.
Hence, the andysis of the infinitive should not only be negetive, that is, in terms of absence of tense and
agreement, but should also address the relevance of the infinitivd morphemeitsaf. The absence of an
infinitival affix in the English bare form has consequences for itsinterpretation. Giorgi & Pianes (1996)
note that the English bare form denotes not only the processud part of an event, but includes the
completion of that event. In this respect it differs from redl infinitives, as the contrastsin (15) show™.

15 a *| see John cross the street.

b. | saw John cross the street.

C. Ik ziefzag Jan de Straat oversteken.
| see/saw John the street cross-INF
'l see/saw John cross the street’

Giorgi & Pianes argue that English verbs have the feature [+perfective]. Hence, the bare form
complement denotes the entire event, including its completion. Thisis incompatible with the present

“Giorgi & Pianesi note that the reason for the ungrammaticality of (15a) is basically identical to the reason why event-
denoting verbs cannot occur in the simple present in English. As is well known, this restriction only applies in as far as such
sentences are denoting ongoing events. So, under any kind of quantification, the simple present with event-denoting verbs
is fine, as in (i).

(i) a. John often visits his parents

b. When John visits his parents, he ...
Neil Smith (p.c.) observes that the bare verb complementation in (15a) is equally fine under quantificational conditions, as
in (ii):
(i) a. I can see John cross the street
b. Whenever I look out of the window these days, I see John cross the street
That the completion of the observed event is nevertheless included can be seen in the oddness of (iii). Its Dutch translation
with an infinitive does not have this oddness.
(iii) ?? I saw John cross the street when he was hit by a car
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tense of see, but it is compatible with the past tense saw, whence the contrast in (15a,b). The Dutch
infinitive, in contragt, is not inherently perfective, but may refer to the processud part of an event. Inthis
respect, it islike the English -ing form, which may occur in the complement of present tense perception
verbs aswell (cf. | see John crossing the street). The other Germanic languages, aswell asthe
Romance languages, dl of which have genuine infinitives, al work like Dutch in this respect.

As anon-finite form, the infinitive contrasts with the participle in an aspectud sense. Wheressa
paticiple refers to the completion of an eventudity, the infinitive denotes that the event is not yet
redized. Thisaspectud vaue of the infinitive makes it understandable that in the Romance languages,
the future tense is built on the infinitive, cf. Frenchj'arriver-ai 'l shal arrive, built on arriver ‘arrive-
INF'.

We want to argue that it isthis agpectua vaue of [-redized] that is the basis for the modal
interpretation. Children's RI-utterances contrast with finite utterances precisdly in this respect: while
finite utterances describe actud states of affairs, RIs do not refer to actua eventudities, but to
eventudities that are not redlized, and are therefore interpreted as statements of desire with respect to
these eventudities. Importantly, children's Rls are very similar to RIsin adult language in this respect.
Adult RIs have a much more restricted use, but to the extent that they occur, they have asimilar [-
redlized] agpectua vaue, with an imperative or counterfactual meaning. Consider the following two
categories of adult RIs (cf. Wijnen, 1996)."

"Wijnen also mentions as an instance of an adult RI an infinitival response, as in (i):

(i) a. Wat ben je aan het doen?
What are you at the do-INF = What are you doing?
b. Plaatjes draaien.

Records play-INF = Playing records
However, (ib) is not a Rl-utterance, but a kind of nominal infinitive. Such an infinitival response is impossible with full object
DPs, or other material typical of full clauses, as shown in (c).
C. *mijn nieuwe plaatje draaien.
my new record play-INF = Playing my new record



Hoekstra/Hyams Aspects of Root Infinitives 28

(16) jussives
Hier geen fietsen plaatsen!
here no bicycles place-inf
'Don't put bicycles here

(17) Mad Magazine sentences
Jan met mijn zus trouwen? Dat nooit.
John my sgter marry-inf. That never.

Jussves are closest to the kinds of RIs used by children. Like most of the children's Rls, they involve
deontic modality. The category of Mad Magazine sentences likewise denotes non-redlized eventudities.
The posshility of the eventudity is mentioned, which is then commented on in the next atement. So
we maintain that the modd interpretation of children's RIsis determined by the inherent qudity of
infinitives as being marked [-redized]. And thisisafeature of adult RIsaswell.

It isimportant that the modality isindeed present in the structure of RIsitsdf. In this respect,
our anadysis contrasts with a recent andysis of the modality of German RIs provided by Ingram &
Thompson (1996). While Ingram & Thompson aso regecting the null moda hypothesis, they present an
explanation of the modality of RIsin terms of a mode which we may cal 'Acquisition by Association'.
According to thismodd, children produce RIs because they form a semantic association between the
infinitive and moda meanings. This associaion is based on the input they receive, sentencesin which
the infinitive occurs in the context of an overt moda. For example, the German child will hear
connected discourse asin (18) or complex sentences such as (19), in which the infinitive occur with the
moda willen (want)..

(18) Waswill der? Mit dem Auto fahren?
What wants he? With the car drive-INF?

(19) Ich glaube der will mit dem Auto fahren, wohl?
| think he wants with the car drive, right?.

Asaresult of such input the child comesto 'associate moddity with the infinitival form of the verb.
Ingram & Thompson propose that in language acquigtion ‘whet [the children] hear, iswhat you get'.
They dam that "children will by the nature of their conservative learning srategies show surface forms
that look like the input language to which they are exposed.” (Ingram & Thompson, 1996:101).

In one sense, Ingram & Thompson's clams aretrivialy true; a child exposed to English acquires
English, not Swahili. In another sense, however, the daim is quite Smply false since children produce dl
sorts of things that they do not get in the input, for example, overgeneraized forms such as goed instead
of went and mouses instead of mice, sentences with missng functiona eements, such as Teddy
deeping,Where dragon? S0, if it istrue that children are consarvative and stick to what they hear, why
do they s0 often go astray, producing forms distinct from adult forms, but which nevertheless have a
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sysematicity of their own?

We agree with Ingram & Thompson that children's RIs have amodad meaning. The difference
between their view and oursis that they assume that the modal meaning comes about through the child's
asoaiding infinitives with modals in the input, while our position is that the moda meaning is based on
an dement that is part of the gramméticd representation of the R, viz. the infinitivad morpheme. The
fact that RIs aso occur -- be it in amuch more limited way -- in adult grammar with amoda meaning,
supports our view. Ingram & Thompson's association moded begs the question of why the infinitivesin
the adult language aso have amoda vaue (cf. examples (16) and (17)). Moreover, the clam that the
moda vaue is assigned to infinitives on the basg's of input with overt modals predicts that English
gpesking children's bare forms should aso have amoda value since they too occur in the input with
modals (viz. John can/may/will go.). Aswe noted earlier, the bare forms produced by English
gpesking children typicaly do not have moda vaue (cf. table 9). Our andlyss explainsthis difference
between English and languages with true infinitives*®

4.2 The Eventivity Constraint

Now that we have established the source of the modality of RIs, we are in a position to address
the question about the source of the eventivity congtraint. Let usfirst look somewhat more closdy at a
particular aspect of moddlity.

Asiswdl known, modd verbs are crosdinguisticaly ambiguous between epistemic and deontic
reedings. This ambiguity istriggered not by alexica ambiguity in the modd itsdf, but rather is
determined by the nature of the complements with which it combines. Let us consder the moda must,
which denotes necessity’. When combined with a stative predicate, we normally obtain the epistemic
reading: the truth of the state denoted by the complement is evidentialy necessary, eg. in view of the

* Ingram & Thompson also argue that children are conservative in their acquisition of inflectional morphology,
representing individual inflected verb forms holistically rather than as morphologically complex forms. Thus, for such a child
kommt ‘comes' is not grammatically related to geht 'goes' or any other 3rd person singular verb since the child does not
analyze the -t suffix. In asimilar fashion, it must be that the child does not relate gehen 'go-inf'., kommen 'come-inf' or any
other infintival form since infinitives are also morphologically unanalyzed. Ingram and Thompson's child does not have any
verbal categories, in fact. There is no category of 'infintive' and hence no way of capturing any generalization over this
category, including the one that forms the basis of their paper, that infintives have a modal value. They also have no way of
describing the various syntactic generalizations distinguishing finite and non-finite forms discussed in the text and elsewhere.

"“We are obviously not interested in alethic truth.
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available evidence. Alternatively, the state denoted by the complement can be said to be necessary in
order to comply with some condition. Consder the following examples:

(200 a John must be British
b. If Bill wants to qudify for thisjob, he must know French

(20a), a pure case of epistemic moddity, states that, based on some kind of evidence, it is necessarily
true that John is British. In (20b), where necessity comes out as a requirement, Bill's knowing French is
presented as a necessity for him to qualify for ajob.

When combined with an event-dencting complement, on the other hand, must doesn't denote
the necessary truth of the event, but rather the necessity of the event taking place, ie. deontic modality.
Since the event itsalf cannot be evaluated asto its truth, must is prospective. Thisisillustrated in the
examplesin (21), where (21a) asserts that at the moment of speech there is some obligation for some
future event to take place, and (21b) smilarly assertsthat there is future event of bresking down the
house that must happen.

2) a John must read this book
b. The house must be broken down

We seg, then, that deontic modality arises in combination with event-denoting predicates, while
epistemic moddlity istypicaly found with state-dencoting predicates. More or less the same can be
observed in Dutch. Consder the following examples:

(22) deontic epigemic
a Jan moet/kan het antwoord weten. ? +
John must/can the answer know.
b. Jan moet/kan dit boek lezen. + ?
John must/can this book read.

The epistemic reading is most eesily available in (22a). It is possible to give a deontic reading, but that
requires an eventive, i.e. inchodtive, interpretation for know, viz. as "come to know". Conversdly, with
an event denoting complement, asin (22b), the deontic reading is the most easily accessible reading.
The epistemic reading can Ao obtain, but requires an imperfective reading of the infinitive, something
which is possble in Dutch, but not in English since the English bare form is inherently perfective, aswe
discussed above. So, the epistemic reading of (22b) is basicaly identica to the epistemic reading of
English sentence John must be reading this book, with the progressive, while the deontic reading is
equal to (21a).

The relationship between dativity and epistemic readings can aso be brought out by considering
unambiguoudy epistemnic predicates, such as seem and believe. Asiswell-known, these complements
require stative predicates when infinitiva, as shown in (23) and (24).
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John seems to know French.

John seems to be reading this book.
John seems to have read this book.
* John seems to read this book.
John seems to dance.

(23)

®aop o

(29 Jan schijnt het antwoord te weten.
Jan schijnt dit boek gelezen te hebben.

C. Jan schijnt dit boek te lezen.

o

Agan, while the English example in (23d) is ungrammaticd, Snce it only dlows a perfective event
interpretation, the Dutch (24c) is grammatical because the infinitive can be construed as continuous,
without perfectivity, and hence gives rise to areading smilar to (23b). (23e), with the event-denoting
verb dance, is grammatical, but only has the reading of 'John being a dancer’, hence a sative (property
reading), not that of 'he seemsto be dancing'.

We therefore conclude that epistemic modality requires states, while deontic modality requires
events. To the extent that RIs occur with stative predicates, most notably hebben 'have, the deontic
moda imposes an inchoative interpretation on it, so that Thorstn Ball haben (‘'Thorsten ball have)
means "Thorsten must get the ball'.

Barbiers (1995:ch. 5) provides an explanation for these corrdations. He argues that modas are
not inherently ambiguous between epistemic and deontic meanings, but that the difference between these
two readings comes about as a function of different scales upon which the modd operates. In the case
of epistemic modality, this scae involves the truth value of the proposition that the moda modifies,
ranging from O (false) to 1 (true), with moeten/must taking the value 1, and kunnen/may taking some
intermediate value on the scae of 0to 1. Deontic modality, on the other hand, involves what he cdls a
‘polarity trangtion’, the scae referring to the necessity or probability of the trangtion taking place. The
expression moeten/must P, where P is the proposition modified by the modal, presupposesthat Pis
not the case, and states that the trangtion from not P to P isrequired. With kunnen/can moddity, the
trangition is said to possibly take place. Hence, John must have a gun presupposes that "John has a
gun” is not the case, and requires atrangtion so that "John hasagun” isthe case. Given thistrangtion, P
cannot be a dtative predication, but requires predications of an eventive nature. For our purposes here,
we can summarize these observations asin (25).

(25)  Epigemic moddity isfound in combination with Stative predicates.
Deontic modality is found in combination with event-denoting predicates.

Let usassume that (25) is correct. The next important result that has been widdy established in
the literature is that children under three years of age do not seem to have the an epistemic use of
modality (Wells, 1979, Shepherd, 1981, Pea et al. 1982, Stephany, 1986). We remain agnogtic asto
the reason for this developmenta delay of epistemic moddity, which may be ether of a purdly linguistic
nature, or determined by adelay in the child's conceptua development. However, this early restriction
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to deontic modadlity coupled with the result in (25) provides an immediate account of the EC. As deontic
modality is the only moddlity thet children have at their digposal, the fact that only event-denoting
complements are found in moda environments is a consequence of this restriction.*®

A find point about the modality of RIS concerns the observation that they seem to express boulemaic
(desiderative) modality, i.e. that Thorstn Ball haben would mean Thorgten wants to have the bal'
rather than Thorsten must have the bal'. These readings are obvioudy hard to distinguish. Asargued in
Hoekstra (1994), deontic modality, which involves ‘obligation’ or ‘permission’, has two parameters. the
source of the obligation/permission and the target of the obligation/permission. Consider the following
examples.

(26) a Jan moet meespelen (van zijn vader).
John must with-play (of his father)
‘John isrequired (by his father) to play with the team.’ or
'Itisrequired (by John's father) that John play with the tesm’
b. Er moet een doel punt gescoord worden.
there must agoa scored become
"It isrequired that agoal be scored.’

Consder firg the target of obligation. (26a) is ambiguous in this respect. The obligation to play with the
team may be directly on John, viz. John's father orders John to play with theteam. Alternatively, the

* An alternative way to think about the eventivity constraint is in terms of denotata. Eventive predicates denote
objects in the world, viz. events, at least when they have an on-going activity interpretation. Statives, on the other hand, denote
properties of their subjects. This idea is inspired by the distinction argued for in Kratzer (1989), according to which events,
but not states have an event argument. Following our idea that RIs receive their temporal reference through discourse context,
that is, T functions like a free pronoun, it can only refer to objects in the world, and hence not to properties. For this reason
stative Rls are excluded. We initially took this line of reasoning (Hyams & Hoekstra 1995; cf. also Wijnen 1996 and Avrutin
1996), but rejected it later on. One problem for this proposal is that the overwhelming majority of RIs in Dutch, German,
etc. do not refer to on-going events, but rather have a modal interpretation. This is unexplained on a denotational account.
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target of obligation might be someone other than John, viz. the coach of the teeam must put John on the
team, or the other children must alow John to play with them, etc. The availability of this second reading
is clear in (26b), where the obligation cannot be on the subject 'agod’. As (26a) shows, in Dutch the
source of the obligation may be overtly specified by avan-phrase, here by van zijn vader. We would
liketo argue that in children's Rls, it isthe child, i.e. the speaker, who is the source of the obligation.
This makes a deontic moda very much like a boulemaic modd, which is equally prospective, and where
the subject is dso the source of the desire.

Let us now return to English. Recall from section 2 that English bare form utterances are
quditatively different from RIsin other languages in not having moda reference, and aso in not being
subject to the EC. We are now in aposition to explain thisresult. Since the moddity of RIsis
connected to the infinitival morpheme, we do not in fact expect English bare forms to induce moda
interpretations. And since the sensitivity to the EC isa direct consequence of the kind of modality
inherent in RIs, neither do we expect English bare form utterances to be subject to the EC. The English
bare form, though functiondly an infinitive, is very different from atrue morphologicd infinitive. This
difference manifestsitsdf most dearly in child language because there exigs a gage in which infinitives
can be used more fredly (i.e. in root contexts). Y e, the difference is not limited to child language, but
aso shows up in the limited use of unanchored infinitives in the respective adult languages. Consider the
jussive and Mad Magazine sentences discussed above. In Duitch these are subject to the EC, just like
children's RIsin Dutch are. Thisis shown in the examplesin (27)-(28). On the other hand, remarkably,
the only adult English type of bare form congtruction, the Mad Magazine sentences, does not seem to
be subject to the EC. Thus (29) isfine.

(27)  jussives
*Morgen ale antwoorden weten!
tomorrow all answers know-INF

(28) Mad Magazine Sentences
* Jan dle antwoorden weten? Dat geloof ik niet.
John al answers know-INF? That believe | not.
(29)  John know al theanswers? | donlJt bdlieveit.

5 Concluding remarks

By way of concluson, let us add afew words concerning the difference between children and
adults with respect to the use of RIs. Asjust noted, RIs are not ungrammatica in adult grammar, but
amply have amuch more limited use. We assume that this difference between adults and children does
not reflect agrammaticd difference between the two populations, but rether a difference at the interface
of grammar and discourse. Broadly put, children seem to have more options available to satidfy interface
requirements. Functiona categories stand squarely at the interface of grammar and discourse; C isthe
grammaticd expression of the pragmetic force of a sentence, whether interrogative, emphatic,
declardtive, etc., D isrespongble for the referentiaity of nomina expressions, and | carries the finiteness
which fixes the tempord reference of a sentence vis-avis gpeech time. These categories anchor the
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sentence into a discourse representation and thereis, we believe, an inherent tension between the
grammar and extragrammeatical mechanisms with respect to this anchoring. In the adult system the
grammar generdly wins out, while in the child's sysem there is a greeter reliance on discourse, and
presuppositiond information .

On our andysis, RIs are unanchored structures in which the eventudity is not fixed through the
grammatical mechanism of syntactic binding of avarigble by a syntactic operator. Rather, it is
discursvely interpreted in the manner of a free pronoun. Pronoun resolution depends on discourse and
other contextua and presuppositiona information. Thereis atenson between syntactic binding and
pronoun resolution, aong the lines discussed above. Astable 8 shows, the predominant reading for the
English bare V congruction is atempora here-and-now (or past) interpretation. In other words, the
child's bare form congtruction, in as far asit ingantiates an unanchored structure, has areading which is
indistinguishable from a properly anchored (i.e. finite) sructure. When this Stuation arises in the adult
system, that is, the Situation in which a reading obtained through syntactic binding is indigtinguisheble
from areading obtained through free pronoun resolution, the grammetically determined interpretation
takes precedence (cf. Reinhart 1983 and later work for this perspective in the case of pronouns). Thus,
RIsare normally blocked in the adult system except in particular registers (e.g. Mad Magazine
sentences). In the child's language, in contragt, both the grammeatica and discourse-related mechanisms
are avalable in the interpretation of functiond materid. This lends some substance to the intuition often
expressed that children's language is more heavily discourse dependent than the adults.

In Dutch and other languages, where RIs are inherently modal, the competition does not come
from the dternative in which the infinitive is replaced by afinite verb, but rather from a structure with an
overt modal (eg. Papa moet de toren bouwen 'Papa must build the tower"), the latter representing the
grammatica solution. In such languages, the unanchored RI does not receive the here-and-now
interpretation of the English bare V because the infinitival morpheme imposes amoda reading. This
difference between English and the RIs languages with respect to the locus of the competition accounts
for the often noted fact that RIsin child language decline in tandem with the rise of moda verbs (cf. ao.
Jordens, 1991, Wijnen, 1994). Our expectation for English, yet to be tested, is that the bare V forms
will decline rddive to deictic finite forms, while the proportion of modal sentences will remain roughly
congtant.™

*The research for this paper was made possible through a grant from NWO (Dutch Organization for
Pure Scientific Research) to NinaHyams, and a UCLA Faculty Senate Grant. This support is hereby
gratefully acknowledged. We thank the audience attending a presentation of thiswork at the University
of Southern California, March 21, 1998, for their comments and questions. We aso thank Carson
Schiitze, Neil Smith and two anonymous Lingua readers for their comments.

*We would include here not only sentences with true modals such as can, must, should, etc. but also expressions
of modality such as hafta, wanna, gonna, oughta, and so on.
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