Child English bare verbs: One surface form, two sources
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What are child English bare verbs?

Root Infinitives (RIs)? (see Wexler 1994, among others)

Controversial claim because:

- English RIs are more frequent
English:  75%-81% (Brown 1973)
Dutch: 16%-36% (Weverink 1989)
French: 20%-49% (Pierce 1992)
Swedish: 38%-56% (Platzack 1992)

- Eventivity Constraint (EC) not found in English bare verbs (Hoekstra & Hyams
1998), but found in German (Becker & Hyams 2000), French (Ferdinand
1996), and Dutch (Jordens 1990, Wijnen 1998) Rls.

Phonological reduction? (Song, Sundara & Demuth 2009).
A) Lack of infinitival morphological ending can lead to confusion between

phonologically reduced forms and underlyingly inflected forms:
Phonological reduction tack +3™s.—s tax pass+p. tense  past

taek]+[s] taek] paes] +[t] paest]
CCR: taek] taek] paes) paes
Surface: taek] taek] paes) paes
Lack of Inflection tack +0 tax pass+Q@ past

toek] toek] paes] paest
Surface: taek] taek] paes) paest

Because English inflectional morphemes consist of codas and coda clusters,

they are variably deleted in phonologically marked environments even in adult

speech (Schreier 2005):

I. Bimorphemic forms like passed are less likely to be reduced than
monomorphemic forms like past.

ii. Reduction is more likely before a consonant, least likely before a pause.

Coding

1. Verbs in declarative sentences with target /t,d,s,z/ endings extracted.

2. Expands upon Song, et al. (2009) by including prevocalic tokens, an analysis
of past tense, and by comparing reduction in monomorphemic tokens to
bimorphemic tokens.

3. Exclusions: Homorganic phonological environments, verbs which require
schwa insertion, irregular verbs.

4. Pre-pausal 3" singular —s tokens coded for eventivity (Figure 6).

* Examples of eventive verbs include bite, fly, hurt and tickle.
e Examples of stative verbs include like, want, need and fit.

Grammatical Morpheme status

Features Bimorphemic: [hi want tu waff tivi] [a1 knvad Ozet bad]

he want-@ to watch t.v.

“He wants to watch t.v.” “l covered that bird”
Monomorphemic: [fis it]

“Fix it”
Phonological Target obstruent
features Fricative [hiflaeps hizaimz] “He flaps his arms”
Stop [sn_go] “set go”

Consonant cluster status

Complex [hifleeps hizaimz] “He flaps his arms”
Singleton [sn_ go] “set go”
Following Environment

Consonant [en nA kao sez mu:] “And the cow says moo”
Vowel fis it] “Fix it”
Pause daes hats] “That hurts”

Other MLU

The Questions

How do Adult phonological and morphosyntactic constraints on reduction
compare to child phonological constraints?

Predictions

- If prosodic licensing alone determines production of inflection, rates of
reduction should be the same for bimorphemic and monomorphemic tokens.
- If children follow adult constraints, bimorphemic tokens should disfavor
reduction when compared to monomorphemic clusters.

- If morphosyntactic acquisition constraints influence reduction, bimorphemic
tokens should favor reduction when compared to monomorphemic tokens.
Controlling for phonological constraints, do child English bare verbs display
similar properties to Ris in other languages?

- Is the difference in frequency of reduction closer to those in other languages?
- Can an eventivity constraint be identified?

Initial Results
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* Unlike adult speech, -t/d deletion is favored bimorphemic words.
» -z/s deletion is also favored in bimorphemic words.

3" singular -s Results

Figure 4: Phonological constraints —s deletion
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Dutch: 4% to 18% (Blom 2008), German 0-5% (Becker & Hyams 2000),
Russian: 5% (Brun & Babyonyshev 2003), French: Rlis restricted to eventive
verbs (Ferdinand 1996) .

* English unrestricted environments: 30% (Torrence & Hyams 2004).

* English before a pause: 9%.

The Data
Speaker  |Gender  |Agerange

From the Davis corpus (Davis
MacNeilage, & Matyear 2011)

Georgia Female 0;08.25-2;11.05 _

on CHILDES (MacWhinney
Cameron Female 0;07.11-2;11.24 2000).
Charlotte Female 0;10.12 — 2;11.22
Nick Male 0;10.20 — 3;01.02
Rowan Male 0;10.23 —2;10.19

-Naturalistic, spontaneous, and longitudinal recordings.
-Transcriptions in IPA were double checked against audio recordings.

Regression Results

_ogistic regression

DV: reduced or full

V: MLU, Target obstruent, Consonant cluster status, Following environment,
Morpheme status Figure 3: Regression results
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Conclusions

* Phonological constraints are similar to adult speech: codas before consonants
are more likely to be deleted than before a pause. A following vowel is
intermediate to pause and consonant.

e Unlike adults, these constraints apply to fricatives, as well as stops.

* Even including phonological constraints, morphosyntactic categories emerge
as significant in the regression, with lexical codas more likely to surface when
compared to inflectional codas.

* Unlike adults, bimorphemic codas favor reduction in child English.
Phonological constraints alone do not fully explain patterns of reduction.

e Rates of stative bare verbs are similar to rates of stative Rls in other
languages when restricted to pre-pausal environments.

This evidence supports the notion that some English bare verbs are
underlyingly uninflected, while others are the result of phonological reduction.

Cited References

Becker, M. & Hyams, N. 2000. Modal reference in children’s root infinitives. Proceedings of the 30th Annual Child Language Research Forum 30: pp. 113-122.

Blom, E. 2008. The Acquisition of Finiteness. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Brown, R. 1973. A First Language: The Early Stages. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

Brun, D. & Babyonyshev, M. 2006. Aspectual properties of root infinitives verbs in child Russian. Proceedings of BUCLD 30 (pp. 48-59). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press.

Davis, B. L., P. F. MacNeilage & C. L. Matyear. 2011. Acquisition of Serial Complexity in Speech Production: A Comparison of Phonetic and Phonological Approaches to First Word Productions. Phonetica.

Ferdinand, A. 1996. The development of functional categories: The acquisition of the subject in French. The Hague: Holland Institute of Generative Linguistics.

Hoekstra, T. & N. Hyams. 1998. Aspects of root infinitives. Lingua 106: 81-112.

Jordens, P. 1990. The acquisition of verb placement in Dutch and German. Linguistics 28: 1407-1448.

MacWhinney, B. 2000. The CHILDES project: Tools for analyzing talk. Third Edition. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Pierce, A. 1992. Language acquisition and syntactic theory: A comparative analysis of French and English child grammars. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Platzack, C. 1992. Functional categories in early Swedish. In J. Meisel (Ed.), The acquisition of verb placement. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Schreier, D. 2005. Consonant change in English worldwide: Synchrony meets diachrony. New York: Palgrave MacMillan.

Song, J. Y., M. Sundara, & K. Demuth. 2009. Phonological constraints on children’s production of English third person singular —s. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 52: 623-642.

Torrence, H. & Hyams, N. (2004). On the role of aspect in determining finiteness and temporal interpretation in early grammar. In J. van Kampen & S. Baauw (Eds.), Proceedings of GALA 2003 (pp. 481-491).
Utrecht: LOT.

Wexler, K. 1994. Optional infinitives, head movement, and the economy of derivations in child grammar. In Verb Movement, N. Hornstein and D. Lightfoot, (eds.), (pp. 305-350). Cambridge MA: Cambridge
University Press.

Weverink, M. 1989. The subject in relation to inflection in child language. M.A. thesis, University of Utrecht.

Wijnen, F. 1998. The interpretation of Dutch children’s root infinitives: The effect of eventivity. First Language 18: 379-402.



mailto:maryekohn@gmail.com

