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1. Introduction

It has long beelknown that children learningnglish optionally omitfinite
forms of the verlbe (both copula and auxiliary), as schematized inTahle
1 summarizessome ofthe detailedquantitativefindings by Becker (2000,
p.c.)concerninghow oftenbe is omitted; these children arall mentioned
again below.

(1) a. Mommy tired
b. You singing loud

Table 1
Be omissions in five children acquiring English
Child Files  Ages Overtbe Omittedbe Omission rat
Nina 7-13 2;0.24-2;2.6 231 267 54%
Peter 6-11 2;0.10-2;3.24 579 286 33%
Naomi 35-62 2;0.2-2;5.8 350 189 35%
Eve 15-20 2;1.0-2;3.0 157 418 73%
Adam 10-20 2;7.0-3;0.10 101 261 72%

What makeseomissions possible?

An obvious candidatanswerthat haslong beenentertained is simply
this: be is semantically emty, hence a goodhoice to omitunderperform-
ance-related pressurésf. Brown & Fra®r 1963). This would make be
omission expected in all child languageshal/wouldthis hypothesis lead us
to expect about the infinitive form bE? In terms of emantic vacuity, non-
finite beis an even better choice for omission than fibgesince itdoes not
carry tense or agreememformation (as noted by Brown1973)—most
such deletions would be completely recoverable, as can be sgdnviich
consists of invented examples illustrating a range of relevant environments.

1 would like to thank the participantsthae workshop on firskanguage acquisition of the
19" SCL in Tromsg fotheir feedbackand Marit Westergaarfibr her comments on an
earlierdraft. | amgrateful toJohnForemanand Saral/anWagenen-Fox#&r their help
with the datéfor this project,and toMisha Becker and the members of the UCIESy-
cho/Neurolinguistis Labfor discussionThis researctwassupported by aJCLA Aca-
demic Senate grant.

! Becker counted only Adam’s files 10, 15, 18, and 20.
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THE NON-OMISSION OF NONFINITEBE

(2) a. Gonna-beareful
b. He better-baice
c. She’ll bedancing next
d. | wanna-b¢he cowboy
e. Daddy hafta-bbome soon

Furthemore, all else equal, an utt@nce withnonfinite be will be longer
than one with finitdoe (because it could containfiaite auxiliary in addition
to the word “be”), hence higher in processing load and more prooeeo
tion. Thus, thesemantic vacuity hypothesisuld lead us to expeomission
of nonfinitebeto be aleast as frequent amnission offinite be, for a given
child at a given age. Is that how things really are?

The semantic vacuity hypothesian be contrastedith the suggestion
thatbe omission should becorporated into theoriesf the optionality of fi-
niteness,i.e. the Root/Optional Infiitive (Ol) phenomenon (R&z 1994,
Wexler 1994 etc.). Inparticular,the observatiorthat there is atage of de-
velopmentwhen bothfinite be forms andinflection on nain verbs are ap-
parently optional has led to the suggestion that these two phenshuriia
be attributed to the same underlying causedétsiled below, thiiniteness
hypothesisnakes different predictions from the semantic vaduyfyothesis,
both with respect to the distribution of finibe omission andvith respect to
the relative rate ofionfinite be omission;the latter point is théocus of this
paper.

2. Method
The question of how common it is foonfinite be to be omitted is most in-
teresting at a developmental stage that has the following two properties:

1) the word“be” has beerspontaneouslproduced aleastonce, so
that we can be assured that its omission could not be dulexwal gap; all
the counts reported below take this into consideration;

2) omissions of finitebe forms are happening concurrentlg,. there is
reason tahink thatwhateverprocessnduces thos omissions isstill opera-
tive in the child’s grammar; see below for how this has been handled.

The datacome from corpora in the CHILDES8atabase (MacWhney
2000), from files meetingthe two criteria just mentionedITwo children’s
data were counted in fulletail by hand for asmallrange offiles. A further
two children were treated by a semutomatedprocedure thatllowed a
much larger set diles to beexamined. Fothe handcounts, afteidentify-
ing files with a reasonably highoncentration of environments foonfinite
be, a count was made of each occurrence offaéhewing: a finite form of
be (auxiliary, copula, or other), an omissiohan obligatory forman occur-
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rence of the nonfinite form “be,” or an omission of an obligatte.” Imi-
tations,self-repetitionsand very frequenformulaslike be right backwere
excluded, as ere omissions obe that would be grammaticalfor an adult.
Positive imperativedike Be careful! were excludedfrom the nonfinite
counts because omissionlz# in this environmentwould generallyyield an
acceptable aduliitterance Careful!, in which there is noevidence of an
omitted verb.Thus, includingthe overt inperatives wouldchave artificially
inflated the frequencyof overt “be”; it is alsonot self-evidentthat mpera-
tive be is nonfinite. Negative imperatives &e incuded inthe counts,how-
ever, since they do not share thetectabilityproblem:Don’t be rude!ver-
sus*Don’t rude!

The procedure for the samutomatedcounts was agollows. Frst a
computer search for all instances “bé” was conducted.This wasused to
construct goreliminarylist of obligatory environmentdetectable by a par-
ticular word that introduces thenhhis wasaugmentedvith possibilities de-
duciblefrom the adult grammar andwvith other reévantauxiliary-like ele-
ments found in othechildren’s earlyEnglish (cf. Stromswold1990), in-
cluding contracted anather nonadultforms, e.g.hafta, and early verbs
taking verbal or clausal complements, &egme V The completdist of the
searched strings (modulo variations in punctuation) is as follows:

Modals:can, could, may, might, must, shall, should, would, will

Negative modalscan’t, cannot, couldn’t, mayn’t, mightn’t, mustn’t,
shan’t, shouldn’t, wouldn’t, won’t

Contracted modalsd, ’ll

Auxiliaries: do/did/does, don’t/didn’t/doesn’t, has/had/have,
hasn’'t/hadn’t/haven’t

Quasi-auxiliariesbetter, hasta/hafta, never, gotta, supposed, sposta,
‘pose(d), used, usta, gon/goin/going/gonna, need, needn’t

Verbs with nonfinite complementaant/wants/wanted/wanna/wan, liketa,
tryna, let/le/let's/lemme, watch

Infinitival morphemesto, ta

A computersearch was then conducted &flrutterancesontainingone of
these introducers, and the hits were searched by hand for usasiasidns
of “be.” The vastmajority of nonfinite be contexts aredentified by this
procedure.Rates offinite be omissionfor these children werestmated
from another source; see below for details.

3. Data

Tables2—4 conain data from threestages ofSarah’s (Bown 1973)lan-
guageproduction;following eachtable is a ample ofthe utterances that
comprised it. We can observe that in each sample, omissiont®fbe is at-
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tested, use afionfinite be is attestedput there are nanstances obmission
of nonfinitebe

Table 2
Distribution ofbe forms: Sarah, File 66 (3;6.23)
Form
Context Overt Ontted
Finite 30 14 (32%)
Nonfinite 5 0

(3) a. hat the roast cutter
b. | puttin(g) supper on the table
c. this is salad roll

In Table 2, two ofthe uses ofthe word“be” could conceivablyhavebeen
Ols; for example] always bethe mummymight correspond to thergetl
always am/washe mummyalthough itjust asplausibly corresponds td
will/lcan/should always be the mumniyere were no suatases irthe data
from Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3
Distribution ofbeforms: Sarah, File 89 (4,0.28)
Form
Context Overt Ontted
Finite 59 12 (17%)
Nonfinite 3 0

(4) a.you lazy
b. you’re makin(g) one awful

c. this is soft
Table 4
Distribution ofbe forms: Sarah, Files 109-111 (4;5.14— 4;5.29)
Form
Context Overt Ontted
Finite 104 15(13%)
Nonfinite 15 0

(5) a. I not gonna tell you
b. dis can be a poodle
c. it was breakin(g)

Table 5and example(6) present the same sort of data frdRoss
(MacWhinney 2000), with the same outcome: nonfinées never omitted.
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Table 5
Distribution ofbeforms: Ross, File 24 (2;8.16)
Form
Context Overt Ontted
Finite 53 8 13%)
Nonfinite 10 0

(6) a. Marky crying
b. I'll be the alligator
c. you're riding it

Of the 10 uses of the wofte”, there is at mosbne that might havbeen
an Ol: Doctor David Banner take his shirt ofind be the # be thEulk.
The intended meaning seems to be that Dr. Banner will take hio#rartd
then (will) be the Hulk, or that the Doctohabituallytakeshis shirt off and
becomes the Hk. In order forthis to actually be a®I syntactically, the
target would have to have beedr. Bannertakes his shirbff and (then)
(he)isthe Hulk or its counterpart in the past tense.

Table 6presents siitar data for Nina(Suppes 1974)though thedata
for finite contexts are estimatés.

Table 6
Distribution ofbeforms: Nina, Files 17-30 (2;3.14-2;5.27)
Form
Context Overt Ontted
Finite 78% 22%
Nonfinite 17 0

The factthat in 17 norfinite contexts there ar no omissionssupports the
pattern seen in Sarah and Ross.

Similarly, Table 7 estimates the finite data for Adam (Brawi3)? but
reportsprecisecounts of thenorfinite environments, of whicthere are 11
or 12.

? The finite percentages iifable 6 arédbased on Nia’s files 16—-31.They are computed
from the data of Wson (2003, p.c.)pooling auxiliary and copularses ofbe The raw
numbers are 845 overt and 242 omitted cases.

® The finite percentagés Table 7 ardased on Adam’files 10-18.They are computed
from the data of Wson (2003, p.c.)pooling auxiliary and copularses ofbe The raw
numbers are 94 overt and 219 omitted cases.
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Table 7
Distribution ofbeforms: Adam, Files 10-20 (2;7.14-3;0.11)
Form
Context Overt Ontted
Finite 30% 70%
Nonfinite 11 0
(127?) (17?)

The 12" case, if nonfinitebe was the targetwould bethe only instince |

have found ofomission of nonfinitebe the utterance wa$ going big

helper. This would be anomission of nonfinitebe if the target wasome-

thing like 1(*‘m) going (to)-be(a/the) big helperbut there are othguossi-

bilities, such a$m going to see/gethe big helperEven on the former in-
terpretation, onecould argue that what haseally been ungrammatically
omitted isinfinitival to, the elementthat would require orlicense nonfinite
be, so this wouldstill not represent genuine case dbe” being onmssible

in and of itself.

It would be tempting to say thdfable 7 is mre conpelling than the
previous tables because the rate of fioi@ssion is so mch higher, sathat
ceteris paribughe expected number bhite be omissionsgiven 11 or 12
overt uses, is over 25. However, some have speculated that Aelendted
rate offinite be omissionmight berelated tothe possibility that he was ex-
posed to Black English (Dickey & Jackson n.d.); see also below.

4. Discussion

We have seen that the infinitive fortine” is essentiallyneveromitted, con-
tra theprediction ofthe €mantic vacuity hypothesi$his suggestshat the
omission offinite be forms depend<rucially on har involvementwith

Tense asvell as on theitack of semanticghatis, the finitenesshypothesis
of section 1 seems plausible.

* There certainly aretterances, il\dam’s and otherchildren’sdata, thataretranscribed
as omissions oinfinitival to. However,there are twaeasons tajuestionwhetherthis
really provides griori plausibility for the analysis ofi going big helperasI’'m going to
be a big helper.First, the large majority afuch omissiongollow verbs thatvery com-
monly contract witho, e.g.gonna, wannaWe must thereforeely onthe trascribers to
have distinctly heard and consistently cotlesl potentiallysubtle differenceamong, e.g.,
want sing, wanna sing@ndwant to sing Second, the reason wan identifyomissions of
to in the firstplace isbecause th#llowing verb isnot omitted, unlike what issuggested
for Adam’s utterance. For exampleyantto eatsoupwith deletion ofto and thefollow-
ing verb would come out dsvant soupwith no evidence tguggesthere was an infiniti-
val clause in the utterance to begin with.
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We have also seen that the use of infinibeén afinite context, that is,
“be” as an Ol I(ook, doggiebe overthere, is extremely rare (fochildren
learning Standard English). This is consistent with previous literdaurex-
amplethe counts from Becker®000) analysisof selectedfilesfrom four
CHILDES transcripts, summarized {{@). (Here again, Adam looks excep-
tional, perhaps for the same reason mentioned above.)

(7) Number of nonfinite forms (i.e. “be”) out of totahite be contexts:

Nina: 0/231
Peter (Bloonl970): 0/577
Naomi (Sachs 1983): 1/338
Adam: 8/299

Consequentlythe theory ofbe (non)omissionghat we develophad better
not predict the use of “be” as an OI.

Pursuing thdinitenesshypothesis,there isindependentvidencethat
clauses wherbe has been omittediffer from thosecontainingovert (finite)
bein thatbe-omission correlates witfeaturalunderspecification ofNFL. It
Is shown in Schiitz€1997)that utterancewith omitted (finite) be system-
atically show higher rates afon-nominative subjecthan thos with overt
(finite) be the latter typicallybeing zero. Relevantdata aresummarized in
the tables belowincluding three of the didren whosebe-drop wasexam-
ined abové.

®> Due to the way the original coding was carried out, the data in Tébldsexcludefinite
past tensdorms of be and mayspuriously include dew instances of auxiliarjhave
which was pooled withe underthe heading “auxiliary”;however.the use ofthe perfect
auxiliary is very sparse at this age, so the data is not substantially changed by this.

® The data for Adam did not appear in Schiitze (1997), but were computed in the same way
as those that did.
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Table 8
Distribution of 1sg & 3sg subjects: Nina, Files 3-31 (1;11.29-2;5.28)
Be form
Subject Overfinite Omitted
NOM 141 (93%) 96 (57%)
NonNOM 10 (7%) 71(43%)
Total 151 167
Table 9
Distribution of 1sg subjects: Peter, Files 04-13 (1,11.7-2;5.0)
Be form
Subject Overfinite Omitted
NOM 136 (100%) 27 (77%)
NonNOM 0 8(23%)
Total 136 35
Table 10
Distribution of 3sg feminine subjects: Sarah, Files 2646 (2;8.25-3;1.24)
Be form
Subject Overfinite Omitted
NOM 8 (100%) 12 (80%)
NonNOM 0 3(20%)
Total 8 15
Table 11
Distribution of 1sg subjects: Adam, Files 15-25 (2;10.2-3;2.21)
Be form
Subject Overfinite Omitted
NOM 20 (100%) 381 (93.3%)
NonNOM 0 28(6.7%)
Total 20 409

Under the theoryf the development otaseand agreemernput forth
in Schtze(1997) and relatedwork, now known as théTOM (Agree-
ment/Tense Omission Model), a nonNOM subjacist reflectmissing AgrS
features. (AgrS is one ovo elements of INFLclaimed to be optionally un-
derspecified irthe Ol stageof developmentTense beinghe other.)Thus,
our analysis will need to derive the following implications: W(fente) be is
overt, the subject is NOM, and therefore AgrS must be &gdbcified; When
the subject is nonNOMand hence AgrSeatures are omittedge can be
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omitted, i.e. underspecification of AgrSase of thecircumstanceshat can
causebe omission.

5. Toward an analysis

Not all theories of B/Ols ae well-suited to capturing thegeneralizations
just discussed. Inparticular, the findings are problematic for null auxil-
lary—especially null mdal—account®f Ols (cf. Boser etal. 1992, Ingram
& Thompson 1996, Plunke& Stromgvist 1992, Kramer 199F.erdinand
1996). Since children at this stage are esafnperfect in using nonfinitbe
where theadultgrammardemandst, these theories wouldrongly expect
abundant usef infinitival be following a null auxiliary, e.gThey-mightbe
scared, She-cahe (a) pilot as we haveseen,suchutterances are extraor-
dinarily rare, howeverThesenull modal theoriesnight have tried to get
aroundthis prediction agollows: perhaps the reason we do rioid utter-
ances likeThey bescaredis that notonly modalsbut also nonfinitebes are
omitted at this stage, yielding simplyey scareda common utterance type
that shows no evidence of having underlyingly contamadinite be How-
ever, since we have established that omission of nonfi@itevirtually unat-
tested, this escap®ute isunavailable,and null modal theories are stuck
with the incorrecipredictionthat utterancebke They bescaredshould be
abundant.

Other theories ofOls (e.g., Wexler1994, Rizzi 1994, Hoekstra &
Hyams 1998) do not face this immediate problem, bufabtsfrom section
3 do notfall out immediatelyfrom any of themeither. In thispaper will
develop an analysis withitne ATOM, based orthe centralclaim that finite
forms ofbein (adult,and hencehild) English arefused V+l heads, in the
sense of fusion employed in la& Marantz’s(1993) Distributedviorphol-
ogy (DM). I first motivate that claim, then show how it facilitatesdhalysis
of children’s omissions.

5.1. Finite be forms are fused
Descriptively speaking, it is clear thie finite forms ofbe are notsegmen-
table into a stem and an INFL affix:

8) pres 1sg: am leem/
3sg: is 1z/
pl, 2sg: are dr/

past 1/3sg: was hz/
pl, 3sQ: were wor/

This state of affairs could be treatedome of two ways in Disibuted Mor-
phology, given itguiding assumptiothat V andinfl must have beesepa-
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rate heads in thesyntax, andhat each head islacus ofvocabularyinser-
tion. First, one could say thall of these formsonsist of a sterand an af-
fix, but the affixis in most casegerowhile the stem has uttiple suppletive
allomorphs. The forms would be analyzed as in (9).

(9) pres 1sg: l[eem+d/
3sg: kz+@/ or [+z/
pl, 2sg: ar+@/

past 1/3sg: az+d/

pl, 2sQg: Wwor+d/

This is in essence the analysis of Halle (1997)faksas the dtixes are con-
cerned, thenbe does notlook very irregular. Specifically, inthe present
tense all non-3sg suffixes are null, just as with main verbs, and in the past the
tense suffix is uniformly zero, as it is for several irregular verbs patghit,
cut What tosay about the 3sg present formlassobvious. Mthing pre-
vents us from treating juist like allthe other forms, with anull suffix; how-
ever, this would make it the only true verb (as opposed to the modals) in the
language that does not talee On the othehand, if wesplit off the /z/ and
treat it as the regular 3sffix, asHalle does, we would have toaccept
that the remainder of the 3sg present form, Itime lax vowel i/, is large
enough to be a&erb stem.This would violate the generalrequirement that
lexical words be minimally bimoraic iEnglish, assuming as | daere that
finite forms of be are indeed ofcategory V andchot purelyfunctional ele-
merts (seeSchiitze 2001 foarguments). Ido not resolvethe choice of
analysis foiis here.

The second kind of approach to fintie that onecould adopt in DM is
a fusion analysigpursuing an analogy tBobaljik's (1995)argument for fu-
sion of Tenseand AgrS in certairGermanic anguages (includingnglish).
Bobaljik's argument idased orthe fact that thesdwo inflectional features
can never both be affixally markatmultaneously, wich suggestghat only
a single slot is available for insertioha vocabulary itento expresshe two
features—in English, either 3sgjor past-ed but not bothpecause in DM
one cannot insernore thanone vocabularytem under asingle head (ter-
minal node)position. My extension of thisdea isthat finite forms ofbe re-
sult from a structure in which a Verb head Hased with an NFL head.
Thatis, there isonly asingle locus for vocabularyinsertion ofentire finite

’ Attributing the idea to a suggestion | made in class in 1993.
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forms ofbe a syntacticerminalnodewith valuesfor person/numbetgense,
and lexical category that the entries in (10) must nfatch.

(10) am <—> {1sq, pres, V}
IS <—> {3sq, pres, V}
are <—> {pl/2sg, pres, V}
was <—> {1/3sg, past, V}
were <—> {pl/2sg, past, V}

| return in section 6 tohe matterof why only be and notother verbs
will be insertable in this fused atiture. For nowthe pointis that theanaly-
sis in (10) treats all the finitee forms asunsegmentablportmanteaux. This
Is in contrast to the usual behaviorfioite verbs, wherebyhe verb stem is
inserted under a V node and the inflectional affix under an INFL node.

My analysis othe childomissiongrelies critically onthe second, fusion-
based analysis, so | need to arthed there is reason to preferTo do this
| make twoobservationsThe first is that under thezero-affixationanalysis
(9), the fact that thigerb shows massivegemsuppletionand thefact that it
shows zerauffixation acrossthe board (on oneersion ofthe analysis) are
unrelated. We might expect that weould just asasilyfind a verb in Eng-
lish with five suppletivestemsbut regular pasted suffixation, for example;
not only isthere no such verb, geemsntuitively doubtfulthat alanguage
otherwise identicalo Englishwould have one. Ir{10), by contrast, the two
kinds of irregularity—stem suppletiorand lack of regular suffixes—are
boiled down into a single vocabulary entry for each slot in the paradigm.

The second observatias that the choice between the(9) and (10)
analysesnvolves alogical asymmetry. Any set of data that can be treated
with fusion as in (10ranalwaystrivially be reanalyzed as i{@) simply by
addingnull suffixes.However, manyaradigmghat should be analyzed as
stem+suffixcannot beeanalyzed afusionwithout flagrantlylosing gener-
alizations. (For example, treating a completelgularEnglishverb asfused
V+I| would mean analyzing the pastd suffix as ifit were part of thestem.)
Thus, the fusion analys is in somesensethe strongemhypothesis goriori.
This might be a reason for a learneptsit it as an initiahypothesis for this
kind of data set, since it is more readdysifiable than the alternativ€falsi-

® For purposes of this discussiofsiirrelevant thatNFL in (10) was itselfcomposed by
fusion of Tense and AgrS before fusing with V.

® One aspect of (10) that ¢sucial for the upcominganalysis requiresommentfor those
well acquainted witDM: none ofthe vocabulary items iiL0) are featurallyunderspeci-
fied. | assume this can bétributed to theinusual nature diusing alexical headwith in-
flectional features.
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fiable” obviouslynot in the simplisticsensethat it would make descriptive
errors). Or to put a slightly different learnability angle on it, perhapsuid
be advantageous Imiting the learner’'s searcépace if we didhot allow it
to positnull morphemes irsituationswhere the datallow an equallygood
analysis without them.

For the tworeasongust given, ladopt (10) rather tha(®) for the re-
mainder of this paper.

5.2 Analysis

Recallthe centralclaim of ATOM, which isthat at the Obktage, AgrS and
Tense arandependentlyunderspecifiable ichildren’sgrammars. Théasic
idea ofthe analysis ighat thefusedvocabularyitems in (10)cannot be in-
serted in a syntactic structurevitnich INFL featureshave beemnderspeci-
fied, because othe basic principles otvocabularyinsertion in DM: a vo-
cabulary item must not be inserted intslet if the item isspecifiedfor fea-
tures that the slot isot specifiedor. More precisely,the features othe vo-
cabulary item must be a (not necessarily proper) subset of the features of the
node under which it imserted; if nore thanone vocabularytem satisfies
this requirement withespect taa given nodethe vocabulary itenspecified
for the greatest number tdatures ishe one that must bieserted.Thus,
there is no danger thatdifferentfinite form will be substitutedor the ap-
propriately agreeingne—*1 is cannotexpress dused INFL+V complex
when INFL'’s person/number features afesent, because in (18)is speci-
fied for (3%) person, (singular) nuber. Likewise, becausehe entries in(10)
all make reference to the value a#nke, underspecifyinipe Tense value in
the syntacticrepresentation W block all of the finite forms of be We can
now capture the pattern in Tables 8-11, where we found that fonerbe
alwaysrequires a NOMsubject,while be-omission iscompatiblewith non-
NOM aswell asNOM subjets. Overt be arisesonly when both AgrS and
Tense are fully specified; by virtue of the AgrS specification the subject must
be NOM, according toATOM. Null be arisesfrom underspecification of
Tense or underspecification of Ag(& both), which means it isompatible
with NOM or nonNOM subijects.

The remainingrick now is how to ensure that the wotte” itself
does not step in to fill the voin these cicumstances,e. when none of the
finite forms in (10) match theyntacticenvironment. Fusion ithe key to
ensuringthis aswell. Crucially, inthis modelthe absence/underspecification
of features of INFL does notentailthe absence ofthe INFL head(s) them-
selves. In DM sets of competingocabularyitems aredefined bythe cate-
gory of the node under which they anserted. Thus, (10) contaitise vo-
cabulary items for V+I; the items for | arg(3sg present}ed (past), andd
(elsewhere)the itemsfor V areall the verbstems ofEnglish. Thus, at the
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point of vocabulary ing&on, even wherfinitenessfeatures a underspeci-
fied, a finitebe context isstill represented asfased V+ INFL headwhich
for purposes of vocabularnpsertion is a distinctategory from a simple
Verb. The word “be,” however, isist averb, notfused withanythingelse.
It is therefore of the wrong category to ipsertedunder afused V+INFL
head. Similarly, an INFL affix (such asor -ed from the regulaparadigm)
will not be insertablehecause INFLs a distinct category from VHNFL.
Thus, nofinite and nonorfinite forms canbe inserted inthis environment;
instead weget adefault @,i.e. nothing. (In DM it is assumedhat every
paradigm contains a default/elsewhere vocabulary iber®,notspecified for
any feature values. If novert formfits this description, its claimedthat @
Is always available as a universal default.)

6. Open issues

Returning to the issue with which we began, we need to askinbaather
technical solutiorhas to say about thenderlyingreason(s)for children’s
omissionof finite be We had arrived at theuggestiorthat it is acombina-
tion of its involvementwith INFL, which independently habeen shown to
be optional at this stage thfe acquisition oEnglish,andthe lack of content
of the verbbe It is clearhow INFL figuresinto the proposal insection 5,
but perhaps not evident how the semantic emptiness of the verb does. So far
all we have proposed is that a verbiste forms would beomissible ifthey
are portnanteauxwith INFL, i.e. not analyzable aseparate stem araiffix
components. Couldnthis lead toomission ofthe verbgargle just aseasily
as to omission dbe?

To prevent thatindesirableconsequence, duggestthat we should ap-
peal to thavay vocabularynsertioninteracts withthe encyclopedia in DM.
In DM the choiceamong operclassitemssuch asverb stems forinsertion
into a particular syntactic slot is ngdverned by principlesf morphological
competitionand blocking, unlike closectlass itemsyather, thechoice is
made in theencyclopedic comonent, basedn intendedopen-class mean-
ings. This isproblematic ifthe morphosyntax caineely generatdused V+
heads andiocabularyinsertion is late, because arder toavoid a crash’
we shouldallow the system to entertaasoptionsfor insertion only those
verbs that havéused formsHowever,the encyclopediadoes not have ac-
cess to this information, as a matter of principle. d&eger is that the en-
cyclopedia will hand us the vedargle, but it will turn out not to have any
fused forms, in which case there will be no way to realize the structure.

9] assume, following Halle and Marar(tz993)and muchother work in DM, that the
morphological component is purelgterpretiveand cannofilter the output of previous
stages of the derivation.
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By way of excluding this scenario, | appeal tdher work (8hitze
2001) in which | have argued for a formiagtantiation ofthe long-held in-
tuition that be is the default verb, using “default” in its technical sense in
DM to refer to the elemenh a paradignthat isinsertedjust in casall the
more highlyspecifieditems donot have theirconditionsfor insertion met.
This captures theesnantic emptiness dife, and virtually all of its syntactic
distribution as well. Of greatest relevaree is the fadhat onthis analysis
beis the only verb in Englisthat has naepresentation in thencyclopedia,
because it haso “real world” neaning. Theavenue | would pursueould
suggest that, as a resullgis the only candidate for a verb that canfused
with functional elements #hout succumbingo the look-aheagbroblemdis-
cussed in the previous paragraph.

There remains a technical question tesblred,namely tospecifywhat
triggers the fusion operation to begin withh Bobaljik’s (1995)model this is
derived straightforwally usingsyntacticfeature parameters, v ispossi-
ble because ithat case Tns+4rS fusion applies troughout thelanguage.
Here we need V+I fusioto apply just vinen theverb wil turn out to bebe
a fact not directlydeterminable irthe syntax, dueonce again to latenser-
tion. However, our problem mde reducible to anothepecial poperty of
be We know thatfinite beis nearly ungque in English inthat it undergoes
overtV-to-l raising.It remains uncleahow precisely tocharacterizehe dif-
ference betweeraised andunraisedfinite verbs, but somehothis must be
possible. We might then entertain the notizait fusion istriggered obligato-
rily by some propertpf whateverforcesraising to lin finite be clauses. In-
deed, one can imagine thingsning out so thatusionwould beimpossible
without prior V-to-l, for reasons of locality.

If any of this is on the right track, then whould ex¢nd ourinvestiga-
tion to the only other insance ofovert V-to-l in English, namely non-
agentivehave including the perfectauxiliary. Its phonologicashapedoes
not force afusion anafsis upon us, but perhaps the abowonsiderations
lead usto expectfusionanyway. It ishard to test whetheauxiliary haveis
optiondly omitted at the Obtage, because perfects are acquiatider late
by English children: However, in German, whetbe present perfect is the
canonicalexpression ofpast events, perfecparticiples appearearly and
omission ofthe accorpanyingauxiliary (haveor be) is extremely frequent
(Behrens1993, Berger-Morales & Salustr2003). Obviously there are a
great manyfs in this line ofthought, rigorougpursuit of which must béeft
to future work.

1 For example, there are no cla@astances of a perfectrise (withor without the auxiliary
havg in the files represented in Table 4, around age 4,5, a total of some 1200 utterances.
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One further importanguestionnot addressed ithe present paper is
how the analysis miglextend toother child languagesvherebe-drop is at-
tested, in particular, non-Ol languaghat showthis phenomenon, such as
ltalian. See Wexler (1998)r a proposal to eend ATOM for this purpose,
although it seems his account treats only auxilErymission; availablevi-
dencesuggestghat copularomission alsaeeds to beaccounted for(Ca-
ponigro 2000).

7. Conclusion

| have shown that young childrerwquiring English omifinite be but not
nonfinite be | have argued thahis coupling ofobservations constrains the
range ofpossibleexplanationdor finite be omissions to aubset otheories
of Root/Optionallnfinitives. The further observationthat theseomissions
correlate withthe possibility of nonNOM subjects(alongsidethe possibility
of NOM subjects) has led to a proposal for how the underspecification of Infl
triggers theomission ofbe precise technicatletails have beenspelt out
showinghow optionalbe omissioncan be reducetb the sameunderlying
cause as optionamission offiniteness on rain verbs,without incorrectly
predicting use oinfinitival be asan Ol. To my knowledge this ighe first
time a formal account achieving this unification has been presented.
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