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The present paper attempts to elucidate a few properties of adjunct constructions by ex-

amining data that have hitherto been virtually inaccessible. Alternatives will be explored,

where necessary, to properly accommodate the relevant data, and several configurations will

be presented as the discussion proceeds.

0. Introduction

A great deal has been argued in the linguistic litera-
ture for and against the null operator movement analysis
of infinitival purposive adjuncts often referred to as pur-
pose clauses. Very few works, however, have ever come
forward with any detailed analysis of longitudinal data
that would surely have much to say in determining the
correct representation of the relevant constructions.
Nishigauchi and Roeper (1987) present themselves as an
outstanding exception with longitudinal data that no ling-
uist of any persuasion has ever dreamed of coming up
with. This paper, with its own configurations, will re-
view the data and exposition they put forth and then
seek to contribute its share toward a better understand-

ing of the constructions.

1. Data and Discussion

In children’s utterances sentences that are almost
identical with purpose clauses in adult grammar are not
rare. We provide below the data Nishigauchi and Roeper
(1987) give in the course of their discussion — in a full

range so that the reader can enjoy a complete inspection :

. Toys are for to play with.

. These buttons are for to sew on you.

. This milk is for to drink.

. You can have a pocket for to put them in, Dad.
. Let’s bring a bench for to jump in.

. I have a place for to put my girls, right here.

. You can have a pocket for to put them in, Dad.
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. (What do you want to get in there for?) For to

eat.

9 .1 can draw something, but I need a pencil for to.
10. There’s one for Mom for to brush he’s, too.

11. Vitamin C is for to grow.

Longitudinal studies reveal that the above sentences are
preceded, in children’s utterances, by sentences such as

those listed below :

12. 1 forgot my pants to pull up.

13. I want my something to drink to hold.

14. Mommy, will you help me with my brocoli to eat?
15. T want something to eat on the way to bring.

16. I'm making some for you to pull ( = to pull you).

17. Let’s make a list ice cream to get.

Unlike the sentences 1-11 the sentences 12-17 are only
remotely similar to purpose clauses in adult grammar
and disappear when sentences such as 1-11 are firmly
incorporated in children’s grammar. It is therefore quite
reasonable to assume that the sentences such as 12-17
have eventually developed into sentences such as 1-11,
and it is the aim of this paper to present a rough picture
of how the process has taken place.

Let us first settle the problem of how sentences such

as 12-17 are represented in configurational terms.

12. 1 forgot my pants to pull up.
13. I want my something to drink to hold.

What children mean by 12 and 13, for example, are 12°
and 13’, respectively :

12’. 1 forgot to pull up my pants.
13’. 1 want to hold my something to drink.
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The following representations, therefore, suggest them-

selves :

12”. 1 forgot [[my pants]; [PRO to pull ¢ up]].
13”. I want [[my something to drink]; [PRO to hold &]].

Let us examine what the correct landing sites of my pants
and my something to drink would be. We cannot maintain
here that the landing sites are in COMPs, because it is
most likely that children do not make use of S’ node ( =
CP node in Chomsky (1986))(cf. Phinney (1981a) and
Phinney (1981b)). We are thus led to the assumption that
my pants and my something to dvink are both adjoined to S

nodes ( = IP nodes).

G P
VRN
NP I’
I/ X
o VP
VRN
v P
SN
want - NP P
R GRN
my something to drink NP P’
VRN
I VP
[
hold e

Another possibility can be explored by taking advantage
of “free adjunction” available in children’s grammar
(which presumably is to be replaced by subcategorization
in adult grammar). The following are two possible con-

figurations :
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The configuration (B) illustrates IP adjunction of {PRO to
hold e}, the configuration (C) VP adjunction of the same
constituent. It should be kept in mind that no movement
is involved in (B) and (C) and that the constituent [PRO fo
hold €] is base-generated, as a result of free adjunction
available in children’s grammar.

Nishigauchi and Roeper (1987) seem to be non-com-
mittal about these free adjunction options, but in order to
see if they are indeed viable options we need to look
closely at the above representations. As mentioned ear-
lier no movement is assumed to have taken place in (B)
and (C), so presumably we have to ensure that the empty
categories (es) be controlled by appropriate controllers.
The configuration {C) would present us no problem, but

in (B) my something to dvink fails to c-command the empty
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category e and it is not entirely clear whether control re-
lation can obtain between these two. Let us therefore dis-
card the (B) option. Notice here that the (C) option is
similar, in configurational terms, to purpose clauses in
adult grammar. We will depart from the analysis offered
in Nishigauchi and Roeper (1987) from this point on and
assume that they are indeed one of the configurations
that children would have in mind when confronted with
the task of appropriately processing the example 13. In
defiance of the technique of good mystery writing we
present at this point what we believe to be the correct

picture of the developmental stages that start with 13 :

| want my something to drink to hold.
RN
(C) reading (A) reading
74 N

(purpose clauses such as|)
You can have a pocket for
to put them in, Dad.

2

-You can have a pocket to
put them in, Dad.

| want to hold my
something to drink

One problem stands out for the configuration (C) ; (C)
(and (B) for that matter) deviate(s) from the representa-
tion 13" in that the verb want does not take the proposi-
tion [PRO to hold my something to drink] at any point in
the derivation. The verb takes just the NP my something
to drink as its object. This is problematic if Chomsky and
others are correct in assuming that the Projection Princi-
ple (cf. Chomsky (1981)) (or the Extended Projection Prin-
ciple (cf. Chomsky (1982)) is a constraint on language ac-
quisition (indeed we have tacitly assumed the Projection
Principle in presenting the representation 13”). However,
we see no particular reason why the configuration (C),
which is derived from “free adjunction,” cannot coexist in
children’s grammar with (A), which lives up to the letter
and spirit of the Projection Principle. In effect we are
saying that children, faced with data such as 13, have
two options in mind ; one taking a propositional IP as ob-
ject (in conformity with the Projection Principle) and the
other taking an NP as object.

Our speculation about language acquisition process

naturally leaves us two things in need of explanation,

that is, we have to characterize and explain what is hap-

pening in (D) and (E) :

Q) (C) reading () (A) reading
N N

(purpose clauses such as ) | want to hold my
4.You can have a pocket for  something to drink.
to put them in, Dad.

Before we take up that topic, it would be worthwhile to
check what empty categories there are in the e slots in
(A) and (C). Let us consider the configuration (C) first.
The ¢ cannot be a trace, since no movement is assumed to
have taken place in (C) (furthermore my something to
drink, which would fix the value of the ¢, is in A-position
and it is generally assumed that children initially do not
have Move NP, untill the maturation of A-chain (cf. Borer
and Wexler (1987)). The e cannot be PRO, either, so the
only choice that remains is pro. Although this state of
affairs may sound rather odd at first, notice that it
accords well with the recently advanced claim that child-
ren start with pro (cf. Hyams (1987)). This also fits nice-
ly with the positioning of the work by Nishigauchi and
Roeper (1987) in the overall picture of language acquisi-
tion. The major theoretical contribution of Nishigauchi
and Roeper (1987) is considered to be the elucidation of
“grammar narrowing” process, and it is quite reasonable
and in fact desirable to assume that children start with
pro and then move on to the other empty categories
(traces, PRO). Although it disappears in adult grammar
(in the case of English), pro, which is | + pronominal]
and therefore has a definite reference that can be fixed
contextually, should be the first to be acquired by child-
ren (even in English-speaking environments) when their
grammars are confined to “reference” module. After their
grammars go through grammatical steps and enter “gram-
matical” modules, children acquire traces and PRO as
empty categories. Manzini and Wexler (1987) report on
the same transition (reference module — grammatical
module) concerning data that are relevant to the binding
theory. When they are operating within reference mod-
ule, children are not aware of the Principle B of the bind-

ing theory and hold pronouns to be coreferential with

_ just about everything as long as they are contextually

plausible. Later on children learn the subtle grammatical

requirement concerning the legitimate occurrence of pro-
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nouns and produce grammatical senterices. The reason
we call this transition “grammar narrowing” is that its
-main function is to correct overgeneration, filtering out
illegitimate proliferations of the empty category pro vir-
tually anywhere and illegitimate occurrences of pronouns
that do not conform to the Principle B of the binding
theory.

Turning to the configuration (A) the empty category ¢
is bound by the NP my something to drink and that NP is in
A’ position. The empty category then should be a variable.
This assumption is not unreasonable since children are
v thought to have Move Wh before. they learn Move NP.
However, we note as a safe measure that there might be a
possibility that the empty category is in fact pro. As noted
before.pro is the prime candidate as an empty category in
the early stage of language acquisition (cf. Hyams (1987))
and the idea of A’-bound pro is not something that can be
dismissed right away. We leave this question open.

Let us- then consider how the transition (E) illus-
trated previously takes place in children’s grammar (We
will discuss the transition (D) later on). First we provide
below, for ease of reference, the correct configuration (F)
(in adult grammar) for the sentence I want to hold my
something to drink, together with the configuration (A),
which we have chosen as one of the possible representa-
tions (in children’s grammar) for the sentence 13, I want

my something to drink to hold :

| want my something to drink to hold.
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What we have to explain is why the preposed NP my
something to dvink in children’s grammar should be where
it is in adult grammar (F). In explaining, in the Govern-
ment and Binding terms, why such and such movements
have to take place, one can usually find a reason pertain-
ing to Case assignment consideration, so let us here ex-
plore that avenue. As noted earlier it is quite reasonable
to assume that children are not aware of CP(S") node in
their early stage of language acquisition (and that is pre-
cisely what makes the configuration (A) as it is). If we
pay attention to the Case assignment of the NP my some-
thing to dvink, we notice that the lack of a CP (and C)
node dominating the IP node that immediately dominates
that NP allows the verb want to assign Case to the NP.
The NP my something to drink is thereby licensed. With
the emergence of adult grammar extensive use of CP(S")

node becomes possible and in the (adult grammar) con-
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figuration (F) we find that the assignment of Case from
the verb want to the NP my something to drink is blocked
by the existence of a CP node intervening between want
and my something to dvink. The only place the NP can get
Case and thereby be licensed is in the sister of the verb
hold, so the NP moves to where it is in {F) — a desirable
outcome. We assume that this picture of the transition
(E) is basically correct. We note, however, that there is
one problem inherent in the above argumentation. In the
foregoing we assumed rather innocently that the NP my
something to drink gets its Case from the verb want, but
we have to remind ourselves of the fact that we have ori-
ginally motivated the configuration (A) as a representa-
tion in which IP(S) adjunction (movement) has taken
place. The NP my something to drink inherits Case from
the empty category e and the NP ends up being assigned
two Cases simultaneously, from the verb want and from
the verb hold. This is clearly undesirable, so we need to
block either the Case assignment from the verb want or
the Case assignment from the verb hold. We do not see
any viable way to block the Case assignment from the
verb want, but it is worthwhile to give a careful thought
to the A’-chain composed of the NP my something to drink
and the empty category e. We noted earlier that children
start with pro as the first empty category available to
them and further that, in the case of the configuration
(A), the empty category e might in fact be pro. We sug-
gest adopting the idea of the empty category being pro in
(A). Then no problem of doubly assigned Case would
haunt our analysis. The idea suggested above seems to be
highly plausible, but we concede that the idea is not
wholly compatible with our initial assumption that a
movement has taken place in the configuration (A). We
now have an A’-chain composed of an NP and pro, but it
is doubtful whether we can view this chain as derived
from movement. The above idea then would nearly
undermine the very assumption on which we have de-
rived the configuration (A) and point to an analysis in
which no resort is made to a syntactic movement (that is,
the empty category in question is base-generated). As we
see no insightful way to collapse in an analysis all of the
following at this point, we leave this topic open here; a
syntactic movement (IP(S) adjunction) of the NP my some-
thing to dvink, absence of CP(S’) node in children’s gram-
mar, prohibition against assigning two Cases to one NP.
Turning to (D) we believe that the transition can be

easily accounted for (at least in configurational terms). As

briefly noted earlier (C) is similar, configuration-wise, to
what we believe to the correct configuration of purpose
clause and we see no special reason why the configuration
(C) cannot be viewed as the precursor of purpose clause in
adult grammar. We thus go ahead and suppose that pur-
pose clauses in adult grammar have originated from those
sentences that have configurations of the (C) type.

We must mention at this point that our account of
the transition (D) leaves one salient fact unexplained. In
the precursors of purpose clauses (such as (C)) a whole
array of verbs allow infinitival clauses in question to ad-
join to the verb phrases that they head, but as has been
noted by a number of linguists (cf. Faraci (1974), Bach
(1982), Nishigauchi (1984), Browning (1987), etc.) there is
a rather severe restriction on the kind of verbs that take
purpose clauses. Children obviously must learn to dis-
tinguish the subtle semantic factors that characterize
purpose clause-taking verbs, but accounting for the pro-
cess 1s no easy job. This is so because children are
generally thought to rely, at their initial stage of lan-
guage acquisition, on semantic properties of words and
then learn grammatical principles (e.g. categorization)
and finally cease to depend on crude semantic properties.
What we are facing then is the opposite kind of problem
(i.e. accounting for the gradual growth of a semantic res-
triction on a set of verbs) and we have no definite
answer to offer at present, although there will surely be

avenues to explore the matter.
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名古屋工業大学紀要　第45巻（1993）129Aspects　of　Some　Adjuncts　　　　　Masashi　NAGAIDεノ）αγ’ηzθη’qプ」Fbγそ〜�sπ五απ8麗α9θ8（Received　September　2，199．3）　　　　The　present　paper　attempts　to　e正ucidate　a　few　properties　of　adjunct　constructions　by　ex−amining　data　that　have　hitherto　been　virtually　inaccessible．　A互ternatives　will　be　explored，where　necessary，　to　properly　accommodate　the　relevant　data，　and　several　configurations　willbe　presented　as　the　discussion　proceeds．0．　lntrodu6tion　　　　Agreat　deal　has　been　argued　in　the　linguistic　litera・ture　for　and　against　the　null　operator　movement　analysisof　infinitival　purposive　adjuncts　often　referred　to　as　pur−pose　clauses．　Very　few　works，　however，　have　ever　comeforward　with　any　detailed　analysis　of　longitudinal　datathat　would　surely　have　much　to　say　in　determining　thecorrect　representation　　of　the　reievant　constructions．Nishigauchi　and　Roeper（1987）present　themselves　as　anoutstanding　exception　With　longitudinal　data　that　no　ling−uist　of　any　persuasion　has　ever　dreamed　of　coming　upwith．　This　paper，　with　its　own　configurations，　will　re−view　the　data　and　exposition　they　put　forth　and　thenseek　to　contribute　its　sh奥re　toward　a　better　understand−ing　of　the　constructions．．1．　Data　and　Discussioh　　　　In　childfen’s　utterances　sentences　that　are　almostidentical　with　purpose　clauses　in　adult　grammar　are　notrare．　We　provide　below　the　data　Nishigauchi　and　Roeper（1987）．give　in　the　course　of　their　discuSsion−in　a　fullrange　so　that　the　reader　can　enjoy　a　cqmplete　inspection：12345678．Toys　are　for　to　play　with．．These　buttons　are　for　to　sew　on　you．．This　milk　is　for　to　drink。．You　can　have　a　pocket　for　to　put　them　in，　Dad．．Let’s　bring　a　bench　for　to　jump　in．．Ihave　a　place　for　to　put　my　girls，　right　he．re．．You　can　have　a　pocket　for　to　put　them　in，　Dad．．（What　do　you　want　to　get　in　there　for？＞For　to　eat．9．Ican　draw　something，　but　I　need　a　pencil　for　to。10．There’s　one　for　Mom　for　to　brush　he’s，too．11．Vitamin　C　is　for　to　grow．Longitudinal　studies　reveal　that彩he　above　sentences　arepreceded，、in　children’s　utterances，　by　sentences　such　asthose　listed　below：12．Iforgot　my　pants　to　pull　up．13．Iwant　my　something　to　drink　to　hold．14．Mommy，　will　you　help　me　with　my　brocoli　to　eat？15．Iwant　something　to　eat　on　the　way　to　bring。16．1’mmaki．ng　some　for　you　to　pull（；to　pu11　you）．17．．Let’s　make　a　list　ice　cre斧m　to　get．Unlike　the　sentences　1−11　the　sentences　12−17　are　onlyremotely　similar　to　purpose　clauses　in　adult　grammarand　disappear　when　sentences　such　as　1−11　are　firmlyincorporated　in　children’s　gramτnar．　It　is　therefore　quitereasonable　to　assume　that　the　sentences　such　as　1247have　eventually　deve豆oped　into　sentences　such　as　1−11，and　it　is　the　aim　of　this　paper　to　present　a　rough　pictureof　how　the　process　has　taken　place．　　　　Let　us　first　settle　the‘problem　of　how　sentences　suchas　12−17are　represented　in　configurational　terms．12．Iforgot　my　pants　to　pull　up．13．Iwant　my　something　to　drink　to　hold．What　children　mean　by　12　and　13，　for　example，　are　12’and　13’，　respectively：12’．Iforgot　to　pullμp　my　pants．13’．Iwant　to　hold　my　something　to　drink．130Bulletin　of　Nagoya　Institute　of　Technology　VoI，45（．1993）The　following　representatlons，　therefore，　suggest　them−selves：12”．Iforgot　Hmy　pantsli【PRO　to　pull　6正uplL13”．Iwant【【my　something　to　drinkli【PRO　to　hold　6i11．Let　lls　examine　what　the　correct　landing　si七es　of御夕ρα漉sand物ノso耀’襯g’o　d品々would　be．．We　cannot　maintainhere　that．the　landing　sites　are　iロCOMPs，　because　it　ismost　lik臼ly　th．at　children　do　n6t　make　use　of　s’node（＝CP　node　in　Cho．msky　（1986））（cfl　Phinney　（1981a）andPhinney（1981b）〉．　We　are　thus　led　to　the　assumption　that〃り1カαπ’3and仰ηso算¢θ’ん1π8’o　d短πたare　both　adjo．ined　to　Snodes（＝．IP　nodes）．（B）　　　　　／　　　　lP／　　＼NP　　　I．’1　／　II　l　VP　　　　　　／．　　　　（V’）　　　　／＼　　V　　NP　　　I　　lwant［P＼　／NP　lPROlP＼r1＼11　VP　　　I　　hoId　emy　someth　ing　to　drink（A）／NPIIlP　　＼　　　1’／1　　　　／　　　V　　　．．l　want．my　something　to　drink＼VP　　　＼　　　　．1．P　　／．NP　レ　／　　　　NP＼．lP　　　＼　　　　　ド　　／　　＼　l　　　VP　　　　　　　　「　　　　　　hoid　e．Another．posSlbility　cap．be　explored　by　taking　advantageof　“free　adjhnction”　available　in　ch慧dren’s　grammar（which．．presumably　is　to　be　r6placed　by　subcategorizationin　adult　grammar＞．．　The．followiロg　are：．two　possible　con−figurations：（C）　　　　　lP　　／　　＼NP　　　ド　　1　／　　1　．1　　　　　　　　　／　　　　　　　　VP　　　　　　／　　　　（V’）　　／　　＼　V　　　NP　　l　　　Iwant＼VP＼IP　　I．NP　「PRO＼．1’my　someth　ing　to　drink＼VP　Ihold　eTh♀configuration（B）illustrates　IP　adjunctiop．　of｛PRO．渉。んoZ4　e】，　the　configUration（C）VP　adjunction　of　the　same！constituent．　It　sho．uld　be　kept．in　mind　that．no　movementis　involved　in（島）and（C）and　th．at　the　constituent［PRO．’o勉oZ4　e｝．　is　base−generated，　as　a　result　of　free　adjunOtion．available　in　children’s　grammar．．　　　　Nishigauchi　and　Roeper（1987）seem　to　be　non．com．mittal　about　these　free　adjunction　optiQns，　but　in．6rde．r　to．see　iゴthey　are　indeed．viab160ptions　we　need　to　lookclosely　at　the　above　representations．　As　mentioned．ear−lier　no　move．ment　is　assumed．to　have　taken　place　in（B）and（C＞，　so　presumably　we　have　to倉nsure　that　the　emptycategories　（θs）　be　controlled．by　apPropriate　controllers．The　configu．ration（C）would　present　us　no．problem，　butin（B）吻so隅θ地伽g．’o〃f％々．fails　to　c℃omniand　the　empty名古屋工業大学紀要　第45巻（1993）131categoryθand　it　is．not　entirely　clear　whether　control　re一．lation　can　obtain　between　these　two．　Let　us　therefore　dis−card　the（B）σption．　Notice　here　that　the（C）optiop　isSimilar，　in　configurational　terms，　to　purpose　clauses　inadult　grammar．　We　w．ill　depart　from　the　analysis　offeredin　Nishigauchi　and　Roeper（1987）from　this　point　on　andassume　that　they　are　indeed　one　of　the　configurationsthat　children　would　have　in　mind　when　confronted　withthe　task　of　appropriately　prodessing　the　example　13．　Indefiance　of．the　technique　of　good　mystery　writing　wepresent　at　this　point　what　we　believe　to　be　the　correctpicture　of　the　developmental　stages　that　start　with　l3：　　　　　　iwant　my　something　to　drink　to　hold．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　／＼　　　　　　　　　　　　（C）　reading　　（A）　r（∋ading　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　／　　　　　　　＼（purbose　c　l　auses　such　a｛3↓）　　　l　want　to　ho　l　d　my　You　can　have　a　pocket　for　　　　something　to　drink．　to　put　them　in，　Dad．　　　　　　　　　　　↓・You　can　have　a　pocket　to　put　them　in，．Dad．Onβproblem　stands　out　for　the　configuration（C）；（C）（and（B）for　that　matter）deviate（s）from　the　representa−tion　13”　in　that　the　verb　ωα％’does　not　take　the　proposi−tion【PRO　’oん。∫4勉y　soη¢¢’腕�r∫04γ伽ん1　at　any　point　inthe．derivation，　The　verb　takes　just　the　NP勉y　so俄ε飾伽g　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，如4短％々as　its　objecし．This　is　problematic　if　Chomsky　andothers　are　correct　in　assuming　that　the　Projection　Princi．ple（cf．　Chomsky（1981））（or　the　Extended　Pfojection　Prin−ciple（cf．　Chomsky（1982））is　a　constraint　on　language　ac−quisition（indeed　we　have　tacitly　assumed　the　ProjectionPrinciple　in　presenting　the　representation　13”）．　However，we　see　no　particular　reason　why　th6　configuration（C），which　is　derived　from“free　adjunction，”cannot　coexist　inchildren’s　grammar　with（A），　which　lives　up　to　the　letterand　spirit　of　the　Projection　Principle．　In　effect　we　aresaying　that　children，　faced　with　data　such　as　13，　havetwo　options　in　mind；one　taking　a　propositional　IP　as　ob二lect（in　conformity　with　the　Projection　Principle）and　theother　taking　an　NP　as　object．　　　Our　speculation　about　language　acquisition　processnaturally　leaves　us　two　things　in　need　of　explanation，that　is，　we　h昂ve　to　characterize　and　explain　what　is　hap−pening　in（D）and（E）：　　．　　（D）　　　　（C）　read　i　ng　　　　　　　　　　　↓（purpose　c　l　auses　such　as↓）4．You　can．　have　a　pocket　for　　to　put　them　in，　Dad．（E）　　・　（A）　read　i　ng　　　　　　　　　↓lwant　to　hold　mysomething　to　drink．Before　we　take　up　that　topic，　it　would　be　worthwhile　tocheck　what　empty　categories　there　are　in　theθslots　i叫（A）and（C）．　Let　us　consider　the　configuration（C）first．The　8　cannot　be　a　trace，　since　no　move皿ent　is　assumed　tohave　taken　place　in（C）（furthermore　吻so彿θ渉配�r’04γ伽々，which．would　fix　the　value　of　theθ，　is　in　A・positionand　it　is　generally　assumed　that　chi豆dren　initially　do　nothave　Move　NP，　untill　the　maturation　of　A−chain（cf．　Borerand　Wexler（1987））．　Theθcannot　be　PRO，　either，　so　theonly　Choice　that　remains　is　pro．　Although　this　state　ofaffairs　may　sound　rather　odd　at　first，　notice　that　itaccords　well　with　the　recently　advanced　claim　that　child−ren　start　with　pro（cf．　Hyams（1987））．　This　also　fits　nice−ly　with．the　positioning　of　thb　work　by　Nishigauchi　andRoeper（1987）in　the　overall　picture　of　language　acquisi・tion．　The　major　theoretical　contribution．of　Nishigauchiand　Roeper（1987）is　considered　to　be　the　e1亘cidation　of“grammar　narrowing”process，　and　it　is　quite　reasonableand　in　fact　desirable　to　assume　that　children　start　withpro　and　then　Inove　on　to　the　other　empty　categories（traces，　PRO）．　Although　it　disappears　in　adult　grammar（in　thβcase　of　English），　pro，．which　is　l十pronominalland　therefore　has　a　definite．reference　that　can　be　fixedcontextually，　should　be　the　first　to　be　acquired　by　child−ren（even　in　English−speaking　environments）when　theirgrammars　are　confined　to“reference”module．　After　theirgrammars　go　through　grammatical　steps　and　enter“gram」matical”modules，　children　acquire　traces　and　PRO　asempty　categories．　Manzini　and　Wexler（1987）report　onthe　same　transition　（reference　module　→　grammatic母lmodule）concerning　data　that　are　relevant　to　the　bindingtheory．　When　they　are　operating　within　reference　mod・ule，　children　are　not　a．ware　of　the　Principle　B　of　the　bind−ing　theory　and　hold　pron6uns　to　be　coreferential　withjust　about　eVeryt耳ing　as　long　as　they　are　contextuallyplausible．　Later　on　children　learn　the　subtle　grammaticalrequirement　concerning　the　legitimate　occurrence　of　pro一132Bulletin　of　Nagoya　Institute　of．　Technology．VQL　45（1993）nouns　ahd．produce　gramm．atical　sentences．　The　reasonwe　call　this　tra耳sition“grammar　narrOwing”．　is．　that．　i�nsmain　function　is　to　correct　oヤergeneration，　filterihg　outillegitimate　proliferations　of　the　empty　category　pro　vir−tually　any脚here　and　illegitimate　occurrenとes　of　pronounsth註七do　not　conform　to　the　Principle　B　of　the　bindingth．eory．　　　　．Turning　t6　the‘configuration．（A）the　emウty　categoryθis　bound　by　the　NP一夕so初θ飾勿8’o己γ伽々and　that　NP　is　inA’一poSition．　The　emp七y　category　then　should　be　a　variable．．This　assumption　is　not　unreasonable　since　children　arethought　to　have　Move．WFん．before．they．Iearn　Move　NP．However，　we　note　as　a　safe　m6asure　that．there　might　be　apossibility　th．at　the　empty　category．is　in．?ａｃｔ　pro．　As　notedb・f・re．h　P・・i・th・p・ime　candid・t・．・串・n．・mpty・at・g・・y　i・the　early　stag白of　language　acquiSition（cf．　Hyams（19＄7））and　the．　idea　of　A’一bound　pro　is　not　something　that　can　bedismissed　right　away．　We．．leave．this　question　open．．　　　　Let　u．s．．　then．consider、how　the　transition（E．＞illus一．trated　pr∈ヤio耳sly　takes　place　in．children’s．grammar（Wewill　discuss　the　transition（D）later　on＞．　Fi・fst　we　providebelow，　for　ease．of．reference，　the　cor．rect　configuration（F）（in　adult　gramnlar）for　the　sentence∫、z〃α窺如紡護4．初夕．εo粥6’ん碗8’o．4γ擁ん，together宙ith　t．he　configuration（A），which．we　have　chosen．as　Qne　of．　the　possib16　repどesenta・tions（in　children’s　grammar）for　the　sentence　l3，∫”α％．りηソSO7π8”Lf�r孟0．4γ盛πた孟0んρZ〔オ：1脚亡〃γ50軍功1η9加（か1剛域か01α（F）1�許S加．カ。〃曜6αηθ肋1η9加（か．〃次．C／CP　「C’NP．11＼／．lP．＼　　1’／．＼1．　VP　　　／＼　　V　　．CP　　l　　l　want　C’．　　　　　／＼　　　　C　　lP　　　　　　　／＼　　　　　　NP　．1’　　　　　　1　／＼．　　　PRO　．　l　　VP　　　　　　　　　　　　／＼　　　　　　　　　　　V　　NP　　　　　　　　　　　．【　．1．　　　　　　　　　　hold　　my　something．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　to　drink〈A）／NPIlmy．　someth　ing　to　drinklP　　＼．　　　1’．／．　＼l　　　VP．　　　　／　．＼　　　V　　　Ip　　　　I　／　　want　NP　　　　　　　l　／　　　　　　　　　　NP＼　lP　　　＼　　　　　1’　　／　　1．＼．　VP．　　lhoId　eWhat　we　ha▽e　to　explain　is　why　the診repoSed　NP．物ノso窺θ’配�r’04γ伽彦in　child．ren’s　gfammar　should　be　whereit．　is　in　adult．　grammar（F）．　In　explaining，　in　the．Govern−ment．　and　Binding　terms，．why　such　and　such　movementshave．to．take　place，　one　can題sually　find　a　reason　pertain−ing　to　Case　assignment　consideration，　so．．let　us　here　ex一．P1・re．狽?・t・v・・…A・n・t♀d・a・lier　it　i・q・it・．　re孕・・n・．bl・to　assume・that　children．are　not　aware．of　CP（S’）node　intheir台arly　stage．　of　language　acqui3ition（and　t恥at　is　pre一．．ci串ely　what皿akes．the　configuration（A．）as．　it　is）．　If　we．pay　attention　to　the　C．ase臼ssignment　of　the　NP脚．30窺θ一地碗g’odγ伽々，　we　notice．七hat　the　lack　of　a　CP（and　C’）node　dominating　the　IP　node　that　immed．iately　d6卑inatesthat　NP　allows　the．verb”伽’tq　assign　Caseもq　the　NP．．Th・NP脚・・品物8孟・伽をi・．　thereby　license母・Withthe　emergence　of　adult　grammar　extensive　use　of．CP（S’）node　becomes　possible　and　in　the（adult．　grammar）con．L名古屋工業大学紀要　第45巻（1993）133figuration（F）we　find　that　the　assignment　of　Case　fromthe　verbωα窺to　the　NP卿so甥θ漉伽g’04冗π々is　blockedby　the　existence　of　a　CP　node　intervening　between側α窺and勉y　so，πθ擁伽g’o（〃fπ々．　The　only　place　the　NP　can　getCase　and　thereby　be　licensed　is　in　the　sister　of　the　verbん。罎，so　the　NP　moves　to　where　it　is　in（F）一adesirableoutcome．　We　a．ssume．that　this　picture　of　the　transition（E）is　basically　correct．　We　note，　however，　that　there　isone　problem　inherent　in　the　aboサe　argumentation．　In　theforegoing　we　assumed　rather　innocently　that　the　NP，ηyso祝θ地伽8次）dγ田力gets　its　Case　from　the　verb　1〃α彫，　butwe　have　to　remind　ourselves　of　the　fact　that　we　have　ori−ginally　motivated　the　configuration（A）as　a　representa．tion　in　which　IP（S）adjunction　（movement）has　takenplace．　The　NP，砂so辮6飾伽g’04γ伽々inherits　Case　fromthe　empty　categoryθand　the　NP．　ends　up　being　assignedtwo　Cases　simultaneously，　from　the　verbωα漉and　fromthe　ver．b�。‘4．　This　is　clearly　undesirable，　so　we　need　toblock　either　the　Case　assignment　from　the　verbωα％‘orthe　Case　assignment　from　the　verbん。‘4．　We　do　not　seeany　viable　way　to　block　the　Case　assignment　from　theverb　1〃α撹，　but　it　is．worthwhile　to　give　a　careful　thoughtto　the　A’・chain　composed　of　the　NP駕アso祝θ診腕�r’04γ伽々and　the　empty　category　8．　We　noted　earlier　that　childrenstart　with　pro　as　the　first　empty　category　available　tothem　and　further　that，　in　the　case　of　the　configuration（A），the　empty　categoryθmight　in　fact　be　pro．　We　sug−gest　adopting　the　idea　of　the　empty　category　being　pro　in（A）．Then　no　problem　of　doubly　assigned　Case　wouldhaunt　our　analysis．　The　idea　suggested　above　seems　to　behighly　plausible，　but　we　concede　that　the　ide．a　is　notwholly　compatible　with　our　initial　assumption　that　amovement　has　taken　place　in　the　configuration（A）．　Wenow　have　an　Aノーchain　composed　of　an　NP　and　pro，　but　itis　doubtful　whether　we　can　view　this　chain　as　derivedfrom　movement．　The　above　idea　then　would　nearlyundermine　the　very　assumption　on　which　we　have　de−rived　the　configuration（A）and　point　to　an　analysis　inwhich　no　resort　ls　made　to　a　syntactic　movement（that　is，the　empty　category　in　qugstion　is　base・generated）．　As　wesee　no　insightful　way　to　collapse　in　an　analys量s　all　of　thefollowing　at　this　point，　we　leave　this　topic　open　here；asyntactic　movement（IP（S）adlunction）of　the　NP初y　30解6一協吻g‘o〃脚力，absence　of　CP（S’）node　in　children’s　gram−mar，　prohibition　against　assigning　two　Cases　to　one　NP．　　　　Turning　to（D）we　believe　that　the　transition　can　beeasily　accounted　for（at　least　in　configurational　terms）．　Asbriefly　noted　earlier（C）is　lsimilar，　configuration・wise，　to　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　のwhat　we　believe　to　the　correct　co取figuration　of　purposeclause　and　we　see　no　special　reason　why　the　configuration（C）cahnot　be　viewed　as　the　precursor　of　purpose　clause　inadult　grammar．　We　thus　go　ahead　and　suppose　that　pur−pose　clauses　in　adult　grammar　have　originated　from　thosesentences　that　have　configurations　of　the（C）type．　　　　We　must　mention　at　this　point　that　our　account　ofthe　transition（D）leaves　one　salient　fact　une琴plained．　Inthe　precursors　of　purpose　clauses（such　as（C））awholearray　of　verbs　allow　infinitiva1．モ撃≠浮唐?ｓ　in　question　to　ad・join　to　the　verb　phrases　that　they　head，　but　as　has　beennoted　by　a　number　of　linguists（cf．　Faraci（1974），　Bach（1982），Nishigauchi（1984＞，　Browning（1987），　etc．）there　isarather　severe　restriction　on　the．kind　of　verbs　that　takepurpose　clauses．　Children　obviously　must　l．earn　to　dis−tinguish　the　subtle　semantic　factors　that　characterizepurpose　clause−taking　verbs，　but　accounting　for　the　pro−cess　is　no　easy　lob．　This　is　so　because　children　aregenerally　thought　to　rely，　at　their　initial　stage　of　lan−guage　acquisition，　on　semantic　properties　of　words　andthen．　learn　grammatical　principles　（e．9．　categorization）and　finally　cease　to　depend　on　crude　semantic　properties．What　we　are．facing　then　is　the　opposite　kiad　of　problem（i．e．　accounting　for　the　gradual　growth　of　a　semantic　res−triction　on　a　set　of　verbs）and　we　have　no　definiteanswer　to　offe．r　at　present，　although　there　will　surely　beavenues　to　explore　the　matter．ReferencesBach，　E．（1982）“Purpose　Clauses　and　Control，”in　P．1．　　　　Jacobson　and　G．　K．　Pullum，　eds．（1982）。Borer，　H．　and　K．　Wexler（1987）’“The　Maturation　of　Syn・　　　　tax，”in　T．　Roeper　and　E．　Williams，　eds．（1987）．Browning，　M．（1987）1v％π0ρ6瓶’oγcoπ3’γπo吻％s，　Doctoral　　　　dissertation，　MIT，　Cambridge，　Massachusetts．Chae，　H．（1990）“Gap　Licensing　in　To％8ん一and　Similar　　　　Constructions，”in　A．　L，　Halpern，　ed．（1990）．Chomsky，　N．（1981）五60伽γ630πGo”6γπ挽θ窺α％4　B伽副�r，，　　　　Foris，　Dordrecht．Chomsky，　N．（1982）∫o祝θCoπ64）‘sαπ4　Coηs6g瑠η06s　qプ仇θ　　　　Tんθoη（ゾGo肥�g祝θ勉α嘱B盛剛伽8，　MIT　Press，　Cam−　　　　bridge，　Massachusetts．Chomsky，　N．（1986）Bαγ漉γs，　MIT　Press，　Cambridge，　Mas−　　　　sachusetts．Declerck，　R．（1991）、4　Coηψγθんθ％s盛g6　D6so拓μ勿θGη鋭ηzαγ134B・il・ti・・f　N・g・y・1・・tit・t・・f　Tech・・1・幻V・L　45（1993）　　　　げEπg疏訪，Kaitakusha，　Tokyo，Faraci，　R．（1974）ノ18クθ6‘sげ渉んθ（；γα祝祝αγ．〔〜プ願蛎’帥θ8α％4　　　　For　P海γαsθs，　Doctoral　dissertation，　MIT，　Cambridge，　　　　Massachusetts．Halpern，　A、　L．　ed．（1990）P706θθ4伽gsげ’加ム尾π飾V陀s‘　　　　α｝α8’Co蜘γθ％6εoπFOγ隅己Z　L1�r協s痂s，　Univefsity　of　　　　Chicago　Press，　Chicago．Hyams，　N．（1987）6‘The　Theory　of．P典rameters　and　Syntac−　　　　tic　Development，”．in．T．　Ro母per　and　E．　Willi3ms，　eds．　　　　（1987）．Jacobson．　P．1．．　and　G．　K．　Pullum，　eds．（1982）Tんθハ危伽γ召（ゾ　　　　助而αoあ01〜θ卿ε8窺αあ07z，　D。　Reidel，　Dordrecht．Jones，　C．（1990）“Dec臼pitation（of　Some　So−Called　NulI　　　　Operator　Constructions），”　in　八　L　Halpern，．　ed．　　　　（1990）．Jones，　C．（1991．）P彿塑08θαα麗sθs，　Klu．w．er．Academic，　Dor・　　　　drecht◆　　．　．　　　　　．　　．　　　．．　　　　　　　．Mair，　C．（1990）」勉卿痂蜘αZ　Co祝μ6彿召撹αα％s6s伽E％9‘‘sん，　　　　CUP，　Ca血bridge．Manzini．　M．．q．　and　K．　Wexler（1987）“Parameters　and　　　　Learnaりility　in　Bindin．g　Theory，”in　T．　Roeper　a且d　E．　　　　Williams，　eds．（1987）．Nishigauchi，　T．　and　T．　Roeper（1987）‘‘D．eductive　Para−　　　　meters　and　the　Grow七h．　of　Empty　Categories，”in　T．　　　　Roeper．and．E．　Willia卑s，　eds，（1987＞．Phinn・y・M・（1981母）“ﾏ・・k・d秤ess　a・d　the　Development　of　　　　COMP∴　in　乙肋勿θ鱈吻σMα33αo肱3観ε060αsづ鋭α’　　　　Pψθ駕．伽五�A�r協εκ6s　6，　Universit．y　of　Massachusetts，　　　　Amherst．．Phinney，　M．（1981b）Sy彫αoあ6　Coπ8’剛窺sα癩協θ．40興観一　　　　あ。π　qプE郷δ64464　5ξ彫伽’fα‘Co祝μ8初佛お，　D．octoral　　　　dissertation，　University　6f　Massachusetts，　Amherst．Roeper，　T，．　and．　E．　Williams，　eds．（1987）．Pα�g碗’θγSθ’伽g，　　　　D．R6idel，　Dordrecht．

