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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Clahsen (1991) proposes three learnability constraints on the Principles and Parameters 
approach to language acquisition: the Parameterization Constraint, the Parameter Setting Con
straint, and the Continuity Constraint. The Parameterization Constraint restricts triggering 
domains, and the Parameter Setting Constraint states that once parameters are set, they can never 
be re-set. Clahsen uses the Continuity Constraint to propose that while parameters are available 
from the earliest stages of language acquisition, syntactic structures must develop. Clahsen 
therefore claims that while German children's initial grammars lack both a CP and an AGRP, these 
early grammars have an FP (finite projection) which allows some verb movement in the early 
acquisition stages. Acquisition of the agreement paradigm triggers the development of AGRP, and 
the acquisition of lexical complementizers triggers the replacement of FP with CP, and once CP 
is in place so is V2 word order. As well Clahsen claims that once children have the agreement 
paradigm, AGR can no longer identify the null subject (pro), and therefore overt subjects appear 
consistently!. In this paper, I argue that Clahsen's proposals regarding syntactic development 
violate Universal Grammar (UG), and that an analysis based on Guilfoyle and Noonan 's ( 1992) 
Structure Building Hypothesis more satisfactorily accounts for the German acquisition data. I 
show that evidence from Stage I of German child language, which Clahsen ignores, suggests that 
early child grammars are lexical and therefore lack both an FP and an AGRP. Following 
Weissenborn (1990), I argue that verb movement is linked to finiteness and not to subject-verb 
agreement as Clahsen claims, and that the acquisition of the finite/non-finite distinction triggers 
the emergence of AGRP. I argue that children initially place the finite operator in AGRP and not 
FP as Clahsen proposes, and that placing this operator in AGRP allows the limited verb movement 
seen in Stages II and III. I then argue that the acquisition of lexical complementizers triggers both 
the development of CP and the movement of the finite operator from AGRP to CP, and that once 
this has occurred, V2 acquisition is complete. Finally, I argue that the appearance of overt subjects 

1 Clahsen also accounts for the acquisition of negation which this paper does not 
discuss. 
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is also linked to the development of CP and the subsequent movement of the finite operator from 
AGRPtoCP.Inconclusion,IshowthatClahsen'sthreelearnabilityconstraintsarealsocompatible 
with a structure building analysis of the Gennan acquisition data. 

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2.0 summarizes Clahsen' s analysis of German 
word order and overt subject acquisition data; Section 3 .0 examines some potential problems with 
Clahsen's analysis of the German acquisition data, and Section 4.0 presents an alternate analysis 
of the data based on Guilfoyle and Noonan's (1992) Structure Building Hypothesis. Finally, 
Section 5.0 gives the overall conclusions and discusses some implications for biggering data. 

2.0 CLAHSEN'S (1991) PROPOSALS AND ANALYSES 

This section first discusses Clahsen's (1991) proposals for resbicting the Principles and 
Parameter model of language acquisition, and then outlines Clahsen 's analysis of German word 
order and overt subject acquisition. 

2.1 Leamability Constraints 

Clahsen (1991) claims that the current Principles and Parameters approach to language 
acquisition is too unrestrained and therefore he proposes three learnability constraints to restrict 
the theory. These constraints are given in (1). 

(I) a. Parameterization Constraint 
Parameters can only refer to heads or properties of heads. 

b. Parameter-Setting Constraint 
Fixed Parameters cannot be re-set. 

c. Continuity Constraint 
UG parameters do not mature. 

The Parameterization Constraint is intended to solve the biggering problem by resbicting the 
child's biggering experience to government domains. That is, all positive evidence required by the 
language learner to set a particular parameter must be available within the government domain of 
the head referred to in that parameter.2 The Parameterization Constraint, however, does not 

20ne problem with this claim wil 1 become evident in Section 5.0 when the implica
tions for biggering data are discussed. 
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explain why the language learner is suddenly able to make use of a salient aspect of the linguistic 
input as a trigger for setting a parameter, when that evidence has always been available to the 
learner, but has not previously functioned as a trigger. The triggering problem therefore remains. 

The Parameter-setting Constraint is intended to prevent the child from switching back and 
forth between parameter values when presented with contradictory evidence in the linguistic data. 3 

Clahsen uses the acquisition of overt subjects as an example of this possibility: children learning 
non pro-drop languages such as English and German hear sentences both with and without overt 
subjects, and therefore could conceivably switch between the correct and incorrect parameter 
settings, before finally choosing the appropriate setting for the language being learned. This 
constraint also implies that learners require a certain amount of positive evidence before a 
parameter can be set. Since the acquisition data suggests that children do not switch parameter 
values when acquiring a language, but move in a steady progression toward the target grammar, 
this constraint is simply an explicit statement of how the theory functions. 

Finally, the Continuity Constraint claims that the learning device does not change over 
time. This constraint implies that since UG parameters do not mature, they are available from the 
earliest stages oflanguage acquisition. However, if parameters are always available, the Continuity 
Constraint alone cannot explain why learners dJ not immediately set them. Clahsen claims that 
children's syntactic structures differ from adult structures, and therefore although parameters are 
available, they can not be set until some aspect of the syntax has developed. This proposal is similar 
to Guilfoyle and Noonan's (1992) Structure Building Hypothesis, although as will become clear, 
the nature of syntactic development differs between the two accounts. Despite the difficulties with 
Clahsen 's proposals, learnability constraints do have some merit, since the problems within current 
acquisition theory they are intended to solve are valid. 

2.2 Clabsen's Analysis of the German Acquisition Data 

Clahsen uses the three parameters given in (2) in his analysis of German language 
development. 

(2) a. Verb-Second Pararoeter4 
[+F] is in (a) AGR 

(b) C(omp) 

3This is similar to the deterministic learner Dresher and Kaye ( 1990) propose for the 
acquisition of stress. 

4Clahsen uses INFL not AGR as one of the possible settings for this parameter. 
However, since I intend to follow Pollock's (1989) split-INFL hypotheses, I use AGR instead 
of INA.,. 
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b. AGR Parameter 
AGR does (a) exist in the syntax 

(b) not exist in the syntax 

c. Recovery Parameter 
AGR is (a) [+pronominal] 

(b) [-pronominal] 

Clahsen analyzes [+F] as an operator which both governs nominative case and is bound by a 
variable (i.e. a trace). To govern nominative case, [+F] must be lexicalized, and to be lexicalized 
[ +FJ can be realized either as a subordinate complementizer, or a finite verb. For [ +F] to bind an 
empty category, the element lexicalizing [+FJ must move into the operator position (Pollock, 
1989). When [+FJ occupies COMP, as it does in German, the lexicalization and binding 
requirement together account for V2 word orders, as the examples in (3a) and (3b) illustrate.' 

(3a) Verb Movement in Matrix Clauses 

[lch babe [ t [ einbuch t] t ] ] 
. . LL.U 

cP I loRP I J._I VP ______ __, 

have a book 

I have a book. 

(3b) Lack of Verb Movement in Embedded Clauses 

Ich meine, [ dass [ ich [ ein buch t ] hatte ] 
j j 

CP AGRP VP 

I think that I a book had 
I thought that I had a book. 

'Clahsen ignores the movement of either the subject of non-subject into (spec,CP) 
required to derive V2 order. I assume that this movement also applies. 
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In (3a), the verb [babe] moves from the VP to AGRP, and then to COMP, while in (3b), [habe] 
only moves to AGRP, since [dass] occupies COMP. Since COMP is filled in both (3a) and (3b), 
the lexical requirement on [ + F] is also satisfied. However, only in (3a) is the operator interpretation 
possible, since according to the standard definition of binding in (4), only in (3a) does the trace 
in AGR bind [+F]. 

(4) A is bound by B iff 
a. A is c-commanded by B 
b. A and B are co-indexed. 

Therefore finite verbs, and not complementizers exhibit subject-verb agreement. 

The AGR parameter determines whether or not the syntactic structure includes an AGR 
phrase. The nature of agreement within the language determines the appropriate setting for this 
parameter. Languages having no subject agreement, or having subject and number agreement. 
select (b) AGR does not exist in the syntax, while languages having subject-person agreement 
select (a) AGR does exist in the syntax (Clahsen, 1991). Therefore only languages including 
German, which select (a) construct an AGR phrase. 

Finally, Clahsen's third parameter, the Recovery Parameter, determines whether or not 
AGR can identify orrecoverthe features of a null subject (pro). Clahsen assumes that null subjects 
must both be licensed and identified. Government by INFL (AGR) licenses the empty subject, and 
person and number features in AGR identify the missing subject. Government relations between 
AGR and the subject position determines whether AGR can or cannot recover person and number 
features. When AGR can recover these features, [+pronominal] is selected, and when AGR 
cannot, [-pronominal] is chosen. Since German only permits expletive null subjects which do not 
require person and number features, German licenses null subjects, but cannot recover these 
features from pro. German therefore selects the [-pronominal] value for the Recovery Parameter. 

Clahsen's uses the parameters in (2) to account for the developmental shift seen between 
Stages II/In and Stage IV in German child language development. (5) summarizes the character
istics of this developmental shift. 

(5) Stage nan 
no subject verb agreement 
no agreement markings 

- t functions as a transitivity marker 
modals in second position 
verb final and verb second patterns 
- uninflected verbs in final position 
- inflected verbs in second position 

grammatical subjects often absent 
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Stage IY 

subject-verb agreement 
agreement paradigm acquired 
appearance of embedded clauses 
verb placement correct in matrix and embedded clauses 
grammatical subjects realized 

Since syntactic structures and not parameters mature, Clahsen proposes that in Stages II/III 
children have the tree in (6) making the parameters in (2) inapplicable. 

(6) FP 

/~ 
spec F 

~ 
F+ VP 

~ 
spec V' 

~ 
NP v 

First, without either AGR or COMP, the V2 parameter cannot be set. Second, the AGR parameter 
cannot yet be set, since setting it now would require re-setting it later when agreement is acquired 
thereby violating the Parameterization Constraint. Third, without AGR, there are no person and 
number features the child could use to identify subjects. Instead [ +F] licenses empty subjects 
(Clahsen, 1991). Therefore, the Recovery para.neter is also inaccessible making null subjects 
permissible. 

Without the three parameters in (2), Clahsen accounts for the Stage II/III data as follows: 
1. Without AGRP, there can be no movement from AGR to [ +F], and without this movement, the 
interpretation of [+F] cannot involve subject agreement, and therefore/-t/ marks intransitivity, not 
agreement. 2. Modals and the /-t/ affix are lexically specified as [+F] and base generated in F. 
/-ti triggers movement from V to F explaining the occurrence of inflected verbs in second position. 
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3. (spec.PP) functions as a topicalized position allowing both subjects and objects.6 Therefore 
when either modals or inflected verbs occupy [+F], subjects must move from their D-structure 
position in (spec, VP) to FP to derive the V2 word order seen with these elements, and 4. null 
subjects are allowed simply due to the unavailability of the Recovery Parameter, although 
Clahsen' s does not discuss how null subjects are identified without this parameter. In Stage IV, 
learners have the syntactic structure in (7a) and the parameter settings in (7b). 

(7a) CP 

~ 
spec C' 

~ 
C AGRP 

~ 
spec AGR' 

~ 
VP AGR 

/~ 
spec v· 

~ 
NP v 

(7b) a. V2 Parameter: [+F] is in COMP 
b. AGR Parameter: AGR exists in the syntax 
c. Recovery Parameter: [-pronominal] 

According to Clahsen, once learners have acquired the /-st/ agreement ending, they have the full 
subject verb agreement paradigm making it possible to set the parameters in (2). Since learners 
now have agreement, AGRP exists in the syntax and agreement inflections are base-generated as 

6 Following Diesing (1990), (spec,F?) and (spec,CP) function both as an A and A' 
position. 
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AGR. Accordingly, finite verbs must move to AGR to pick up inflection. The acquisition of the 
agreement paradigm also triggers the re-analysis ofmodals as main verbs, since modals like finite 
verbs bear inflection in German. Therefore, modals are now generated under V and also move to 
AGR to pick up inflection. Once complementizers emerge, CP replaces FP. and the V2 parameter 
is set, placing [ +F] in COMP. Since the syntax now has an AGRP containing inflected finite verbs, 
and since [ +F] must be lexicalized, the development of CP also triggers movement from AGR to 
C when there is no complementizer. Finally, now that AGR is available to children, person and 
number features are also available and the Recovery parameter is set to [-pronominal] causing the 
observed increase in overt subjects. Having set the parameters as indicated in (7b ), the learner has 
now acquired the adult grammar. 

3.0 PROBLEMS WITH CLAHSEN'S ANALYSIS 

AlthoughClahsen'sanalysisdoesseem toaccountfortheGermanacquisitiondata, it has 
some serious theoretical problems. First, the child grammar presented in (5) violates UG. While 
child grammars may differ from adult grammars, child grammars are external to UG only ifthese 
grammars are found exclusively in child grammars. Guilfoyle and Noonan's (1992) lexical 
grammar is within UG, since lexical grammars have been proposed for languages such as Japanese 
which lacks functional categories. However, Clahsen's grammar is outside UG, since it contains 
a functional category (FP) not found in any adult grammar (Hoekstra, 1992). 

Second, Clahsen ignores evidence fror.i Stage I which indicates that if there is a verb it 
is uninflected and generally in final position.7 T'.lis evidence suggests that at this developmental 
stage, child grammars lack both an FP and an AGRP making them lexical. As well, Clahsen's 
proposal that AGR is inserted between the VP and CP, increases the computational demands on 
the learner: it seems computationally less difficult to build syntactic trees from the bottom up as 
Guilfoyle and Noonan (1992) propose.s 

Third, Clahsen does not specify why l+F] must govern nominative case. It may be that 
this government requirement motivates the movement of a subject to a topicalized position. 
However, when subjects are not topicalized as in embedded clauses, nominative case would not 
be governed, incorrectly predicting such sentences to be ungrammatical. This is only a problem 
in Stage IV, since without AGRP, it seems unlikely that case has appeared in Stage II/III. Fourth, 
Clahsen (1986) presents evidence showing that although learners in Stages II/III make errors and 

7This Stage I data is being debated. 
'While this makes good intuitive sense, it requires supporting evidence. 
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overgeneralizations, children do use inflectional affixes in Stage II and this usage gradually 
increases throughout Stage III. However Clahsen (1986) argues that because learners do make 
errors, in Stages II/III, /-ti does not encode subject-verb agreement, but indicates intransitivity: 
/-ti is found only with intransitive verbs. Weissenborn ( 1990) argues that finiteness not agreement 
triggers the acquisition of V2 word orders. Weissenborn shows that the suffix /-ti is not limited 
to intransitive verbs, and that inflectional morphemes other than /-ti trigger verb movement in 
Stages II/Ill. Weissenborn also presents sentences exhibiting postverbal negation suggesting that 
verbs move from their initial preverbal position.9 Some of examples of each evidence type are 
given in (8a), (8b) and (8c).IO 

(8a) Transitive verbs 
kaufLAngela 
buys Angela 

malt eier 
paints eggs 

vogelein singt was 
bird sings something 

(8b) Other Inflectional Affixes 
backe kuchen 
bake(I pers.sg) cake 

machen knodel 
make (1 pers.pl) dumpling 

grunen passen nicht 
green fit (3 pers. pl) not 

(8c) Postverbal Negation 
brauche nich lala 
need not pacifier 

glaub nich 
believe not 

9 Jordens (1990) presents similar evidence supporting Weissenborn's claims. 
10 Weissenborn (1990) assumes phonologically null subjects empty sentence initial 

positions. 
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Weissenborn claims once children have acquired the finite/non-finite distinction, they move all 
finite verbs to second position regardless of how they are inflected. According to Weissenborn, 
children acquire and master the agreement paradigm independently of verb movement allowing 
learners to omit inflections, use incorrect inflections, and make overgeneralizations which 
Clahsen' s account prohibits, but which is evident in the acquisition data. 

Fifth, Clahsen claims that modals are initially base generated under [+F], and that once 
the agreement paradigm has been acquired, modals are re-analyzed as main verbs. If modals are 
base generated under [+F], then Clahsen's analysis violates Pollock's (1989) ban on vacuous 
quantification. (Weissenborn, 1990) That is, there is no empty category binding [+F], since both 
[+F] and modals are generated in the same position. As shown in (3a) and (3b) only when modals 
originate in the VP, can [+F] be bound by a varia~le, since binding requires movement to generate 
a c-commanding co-indexed trace. However, tlis lack of movement might not be a truly valid 
problem, since Clahsen links agreement with movement, and in Stage II/III, both movement and 
agreement are absent. 

Sixth, and relatedly, Weissenborn argues that learners initially analyze modals as main 
verbs, and not as a [ +F] elements. First, German modals function as finite verbs in that they are 
also inflected for subject-verb agreement. Second, German modals like main verbs select an NP 
complement. Therefore, ifmodals are lexically specified as [+F], they should not be found with 
NP complements. Weissenborn presents evidence against this prediction. Some examples are 
given in (9). 

(9) Modal verb + NP-Complement 

~ auch ein ball 
want also a ball 

Mone .IDll des 
Mone likes this 

!ll.IW. das, Mama 
must this, Mama 

Since (9) shows that modals select both a VP and an NP, modals cannot be base-generated as [ +F] 
which only selects a VP. 

Seventh, and finally, as Clahsen himself acknowledges, it is unclear what triggering data 
is required to set the Recovery Parameter to [-pronominal] for German. Following Hyams ( 1986), 
Clahsen tentatively suggests that overt expletive pronouns may function as the trigger for setting 
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the Recovery parameter. This suggestion may have some merit, since expletive pronouns occur 
in subject position and therefore within the government domain of AGR maintaining Clahsen 's 
restriction on triggering data. However, more data is needed to determine if a correlation between 
the use of expletives and overt subject exists (Clahsen, 1991 ). As well, since German does allow 
null expletives, this would not be a particularly salient cue. In the next section, I show that there 
may be a more readily available trigger for the Recovery parameter which still obeys Clahsen' s 
Parameterization Constraint. 

4.0 AN AL TERNA TE ANALYSIS OF THE GERMAN DATA 

In this section, I present an alternate analysis of the German acquisition data, which 
accounts for Stages I through IV of German language development, and which avoids the 
problems found in Clahsen's analysis. 

4.1 Theoretical Assumptions 

I adopt Guilfoyle and Noonan' s ( 1992) Structure Building Hypothesis which daims that 
since functional categories emerge after lexical categories, children's early grammars lack both 
functional categories and the maximal projections containing these categories. I follow Guilfoyle 
and Noonan in assuming that syntactic development requires both continuity and maturation. That 
is, while triggering data is always available, learners can not use it until they have matured in some 
way. Following Hyams and Jaeggli ( 1990), I assume that null subjects must both be licensed and 
identified. A rich inflection system licenses null subjects, and a case-governing category 
containing person and number features identifies pro. In having a rich inflection system, German 
licences null subjects. This analysis is not entirely satisfactory, since there is no way for children 
to determine whether or not their language has a rich inflection system without comparing it to the 
inflectional systems of other languages, and children are not "little linguists". Guilfoyle and 
Noonan (1992) propose an analysis relating the development of IP to the disappearance of null 
subjects. While this proposal avoids the triggering problem altogether, I adopt Hyams and 
Jaeggli 's analysis to show that a functional analysis may also help solve their triggering problem. 
However, since AGR assigns case and since TENSE ( +F) containing person and number features 
is in COMP, German does not identify pro. Following Pollock (1989), I assume that INFL is split 
into TP and AGRP. However, since there is insufficient data on the development of TP, I follow 
Clahsen ( 1991) in omitting this phrase from syntactic trees.11 In the absence of TP, I assume that 
AGR assigns nominative case. Following current work in GB theory, I assume that subjects are 
generated VP internally and move to (spec, AGRP) to satisfy the Case Filter. Following Pollock 
( 1989), I assume that [ +FJ is an operator which must be bound by a variable, but which does not 
govern nominative case as in Clahsen' s analysis. I also assume that modals are main verbs which 
select a V' complement. Finally, I adopt Clahsen's three parameters: Verb-second, AGR, and 
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Recovery parameter with the default settings in (10) 

(10) Verb Second: [+Fl is in AGRP 
AGR: does not exist in the syntax 
Recovery: AGR is [+pronominal] 

I assume the same adult settings f<B" the three parameters as Clahsen: [+F] is in C, AGR exists in 
the syntax, and AGR is [-pronominal] and therefore cannot recover person and number features 
from pro. 

4.2 The Adu!! Grammar 

The assumptions given in 4.1 generate the same adult syntactic tree Clahsen proposes in (7a) 
repeated here as (11) 

(11) CP 

~ 
spec C' 

~ 
C AGRP 

~ 
spec AGR' 

~-
VP AGR 

~ 
spec V' 

~ 
NP v 

11 While Meisel and Muller (1992) discuss both the development of TP and AGRP, this 
development pertains to German children learning both German and French, and therefore may 
not be altogether similar to the development of syntax in German monolinguals. 
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1 

At D-structure, the verb occupies V and the subject (spec, VP). To derive the correct S-structure, 
the subject moves from (spec, VP) to (spec, AGR) to receive nominative case, and the verb moves 
from V to AGR to receive inflection and then to C to fulfil the lexical requirement on [ +F]. Finally, 
either the subject, or another constituent is topicalized to (spec,CP). These movements generate 
V2 word orders in matrix clauses. If an overt complementizer occupies C, the finite verb remains 
in AGR. Eliminating movement from AGR to C generates the verb final pattern seen in embedded 
clauses. 

Verb phrases containing modal verbs have the D-structure shown in (12). 

(12) VP 

~ 
spec V' 

~ 
V' V 

~ 
NP v 

Modal verbs are generated as the highest verb in the tree, and therefore modals and not the main 
verb move up to AGR to pick up inflection, since only if the highest V moves is the c-command 
requirement on traces satisfied (Diesing, 1990). Once inflected, the modal then moves to C to 
satisfy the lexical requirement on [+F]. Again, if C is filled with a complementizer, the modal 
remains in AGR. This generates the surface structures shown in (13a) and (13b). 

(13a) lch Ell das Buch~
I want the book to read 
I want to read the book. 

(13b) Die Frau hat gesagt, [dass sie das Buch ~I!!.l.W...l 
the woman had said that she the book to read must 

The woman said that she must read the book. 

In ( l 3a), the modal verb [will] moves to second position in the sentence (V -> AGR -> C). with 
the main verb [lesen] remaining in final position. In (13b), only the modal [muss] moves to AGR, 
since COMP is filled, leaving it, and not the main verb [lesen] in sentence final position. Finally, 
null subjects are impermissible, since AGR assigns case, but [+F] is in COMP thereby failing to 
satisfy Hyams and Jaeggli's identification of a case governing category containing person and 
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number features. 

4.3 Children's Grammar 

In Stage I of German language acquisition, modals and subjects are absent, and verbs are 
uninflected and in final position. This data suggests that children's initial syntactic structures are 
purely lexical as shown in (14). 

(14) VP 

~v· 
~ 

NP V 

Since there are no agreement morphemes, AGR and therefore AGRP does not exist in the syntax. 
Without either AGRP, or CP, the V2 parameter is inapplicable and the verb remains in final 
position. Without AGRP, the Recovery Parameter is irrelevant. Null subjects therefore are also 
permitted, however it is unclear how these subjects are identified without AGR.12 As well without 
AGRP, the case filter is not violated, since case does not exist, and therefore cannot be assigned. 

In Stage II/III inflection begins to emerge, modals occur in second position, and verbs 
begin to move to second position. Weissenborn's data in (8) suggests that the finite/non-finite 
distinction has emerged. This evidence all suggests that learners have now set the AGR parameter 
to include AGRP in the syntax. Children have the syntactic structure in (15). 

12 Hyams (1986) suggests that children use a discourse topic to identify subjects in 
this stage. 
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(15) AGRP 

/~ 
spec AGR' 

~ 
AGR VP 

~ 
spec V' 

~ 
NP v 

Since AGRP has emerged, agreement morphemes are generated under AGR, and finite verbs 
move to AGR to receive inflection. Notice that AGRP must be head-initial at this stage to derive 
the correct word order. This hypothesis that AGR is first head-initial might follow from the 
default setting of White's (1991) headedness parameter. With the development of AGRP, the 
default setting of the V2 parameter is also available. Since [ +F] occupies AGR, finite verbs move 
from V to AGR, even in the absence of inflectior1 f!S Weissenborn' s data suggests. However, since 
verbs do not always move, learners would appehl to be occasionally violating universal grammar . 
While I do not have an explanation for this apparent violation of UG, it may be that learners have 
two competing analyses: one with AGR head-initial and one with AGR head-final. However this 
proposal requires more research to determine whether it violates Clahsen 's Parameter Re-setting 
Constraint. Modals also emerge in this stage, correctly analyzed as main verbs, and like finite 
verbs move to AGR for inflection, and to derive the verb second orders observed with these 
grammatical elements. As well, now that AGRP is available, subjects move from (spec.VP) to 
(spec,AGRP) to receive case from AGR. Null subjects, however are still permitted, since AGRP 
both assigns case to the subject position and contains [+F]. AGR therefore still has the default 
setting: [+pronominal]. 

In Stage IV, complementizers develop suggesting that CP has now emerged and that the 
learners have the adult structure shown in (11 ). Children now also notice that when clauses contain 
a complementizer, the finite verb does not move triggering the adult setting of the V2 parameter. 
With [+F] in COMP, word order is also correct in embedded clauses. Notice that AGRP is now 
head-final. According to Miesel and Muller (1992), AGRP was only head-initial to derive the V2 
word orders seen in Stage II/III, and since [+F] is now in COMP and derives V2 orders, AGRP 
is head-final. 13 With the emergence of CP, null subjects can no longer be identified, since AGRP 

13 Miesel and Muller use this argument for the restructuring of TP, however, in the 
absence ofTP, it also applies to AGRP. 
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assigns case, but [+F] is in COMP. The Recovery parameter therefore is set to [-pronominal] and 
overt subjects consistently appear. 

Notice that this analysis of the German acquisition data solves most of the problems 
outlined in Section 3.0. First, following Guilfoyle and Noonan (1992), lexical grammars do not 
violate UG. Second, since syntactic structure is built from the bottom up, computational 
difficulties are eased. Third, since [+F] does not govern nominative case, sentences with 
embedded clauses are correctly predicted to be grammatical Fourth, since verb movement is now 
linked to the acquisition of the finite/non-finite distinction instead of agreement, Weissenborn's 
data in (8) is accounted for. Fifth, since modals are initially analyzed as verbs, the data in (9) is 
also accounted for. Sixth, since modals originate in the VP and move to AGR, and then to C, the 
operator analysis is satisfied in all acquisition stages. Finally, the null subject analysis has provides 
a salient trigger for the appearance of overt subjects: the identification of COMP. 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS 

This paper set out to show that a functional category analysis of the acquisition of German 
word order and overt subjects avoids the problems found in Clahsen's (1991) analysis of the 
German language developmental stages while maintaining Clahsen's constraints on parameter 
theory. Wtiile the previous sections presented arguments in favour of the former, this discussion 
focuses on the latter. First, all three parameters refer to heads: [+F] is placed in either AGR or 
COMP, AGRP is only built if its head AGR exists in the language, and finally the heads AGR and 
C both determine whether pro can be identified making null subjects permissible. Second, 
parameters are never re-set: parameters are either inapplicable at a certain stage in the language 
development, or the default setting applies, and since once a parameter setting is chosen, it never 
changes, acquisition steadily progresses towards the adult grammar. Third, all three parameters 
are available throughout the acquisition process, although without the required syntactic structure, 
they are not always applicable. This lack of syntactic structure accounts for why parameters are 
set in different developmental stages. 

Clahsen's leamability constraints have at least two implications for the triggering data 
needed to set parameters. First, it is unclear how Clahsen' s Parameterization Constraint restricts 
triggering data to government domains of parameter heads. For example, if the child's grammar 
does not contain AGR, the government domain of AGR can never be used to set Clahsen 's three 
parameters (i.e. Verb Second, AGR, and Rec(\very) as he proposes. Second, as discussed in 
Section 2.0, Clahsen's analysis cannot account for why data that was always available suddenly 
functions as a trigger. Therefore, Clahsen's analysis fails to solve the triggering problem. In 
contrast, Guilfoyle and Noonan's Structure Building Hypothesis proposes a combination of 
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continuity and maturation. Accor.ding to this proposal, AGRP cannot develop until learners have 
matured enough to pay attention to the differing behavior of finite and non-finite verbs in matrix 
clauses. Similarly. CP cannot develop until learners are able to acquire complementizers and to 
notice the relationship between complementi1..ers and word order in embedded clauses, since 
according to Clahsen, children never make word order mistakes in embedded clauses.14 A 
functional category analysis of the acquisition of German word order and overt subjects then not 
only avoids both the above triggering problem and the government domain restriction on 

r triggering data, but also accounts for language development within a UG framework while still 
obeying Clahsen's proposals to constrain parameters. 

• 

• 

' 
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