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1. Introduction

This study is concerned with the function of finiéss in declarative main clauses in
native speakers and beginning adult learners ain@er Beginning learners often
produce utterances which lack finiteness markisgngl), which was produced by a

learner in the present study:

(1)  herr griin noch schlafen
Mr. green still sleep-INF

This utterance is non-finite both morphologicalhdasyntactically: the verb carries the
infinitival suffix -enand is not marked for agreement or tense. Moredvappears in
utterance-final position, which corresponds tottrget-like placement of non-finite
verbs. The predominance of non-finite utterancableénproduction of young children and
beginning adult learners is a well-known phenomeiftamk (1971), Clahsen (1982) and
Mills (1985) report their use in children acquiri@grman as a first language and Perdue
(2993) in adult learners of German, and other stidonfirm this observation (e.qg.
Behrens 1993; Clahsen and Muysken 1986; Meisel;1N8ibikka and Young-Scholten
1996). All of these studies report that learneitsaily produce mostly non-finite
utterances. They then acquire the present tensemgnt paradigm and start marking the
verb for agreement with the subject. Verb formskedrfor agreement appear in target-
like second position in the sentence. An examplguch a target-like finite utterance is
(2), which was produced by the same learner whdumred (1). The verb carries ttte -

suffix marking agreement with the third person siag subject:



(2)  herr griin geht ins bett
Mr. green go-FIN to bed

Utterances of type (1) and (2) co-occur in leatarguage for an extended period of
development, although only utterance (2) correspaodhe target-language norm.

The co-occurence of finite and non-finite forms haainly been investigated
from a formal perspective, as for example by Pokape Wexler (1993) in children and
by Prevost and White (2000) in adult learners of@G? The aim of these studies was
to investigate whether optional finiteness markimeans that learners' syntactic
knowledge differs from that of adult native speakém contrast, a study by Dimroth et
al. (2003) takes a functional perspective. The @iiithis study was to investigate whether
the knowledge concerning the function (rather tially the form) of finiteness is
different in native speakers and learners. Wheseasies taking a formal perspective
have often come to the conclusion that the symt&cibwledge in learners is target-like
(Poeppel and Wexler 1993; Prévost and White 2000sée Meisel 1997 for a different
view for second language learners), Dimroth ef2403) claim that the knowledge about
the function of finiteness is not target-like inlgaghases of acquisition. According to
them, finite forms are used for marking assertipmétive speakers and advanced
learners, whereas beginning learners have notiseb\ered this function of finiteness
and mark assertion with other medrihis entails that learners do not discriminate
between the functioning of finite and non-finiterfes in beginning stages of acquisition.

The aim of the present study is to test the clamade by Dimroth et al. (2003)
about the function of finiteness in comprehensiatadrom learners and native speakers.
In a first step, the notion of assertion as usatiéormodel by Dimroth et al. (2003) is
summarized. The model is then presented in mogeldand it is motivated why it
should be tested against comprehension data. Batad picture selection experiment
are presented, and it is concluded that they stipip@model proposed by Dimroth et al.
(2003). Whereas (1) and (2) differ in assertionkimay for native speakers and, to a
lesser degree, for advanced learners, this iseidhg case for beginning learners. More
precisely, the analysis reveals that beginningiei@ make a difference between the two

utterance types, but that it does not yet corredporthe target-language distinction.



1.1. Finiteness and assertion in native German

The relation between assertion and finiteness ban developed in detail by Lasser
(2997), who draws on work by Klein (1994; 1998)eidlargues that a finite utterance
contains an abstract assertion operator that timk¢exical meaning of the utterance to
the time span the utterance is about, termed 'tope. Linking thereby means claiming
that the state of affairs expressed in the utteréatds at the topic time of the utterance.
According to this analysis, utterance (2) expressedrtue of its morphosyntactic form
that it is true at a particular point in time tih&t. Green goes to bed.

This does not mean that utterances that are ndechdor finiteness could not be
interpreted as assertions. Consider the exampéngiv(3):

(3) die nudeln noch ein bisschen zudecken
The pasta still a little cover-INF
'l am (in the process of) covering the pasta felhart while'
(Lasser 1997: 50)

As indicated in the paraphrase, the speaker igitdesg his or her activity while
performing it. The listener can conclude from tiecdurse context that the descriptive
content of the utterance holds at the moment efiay it, and will probably take the
utterance as a statement of this fact, thus asserteon. Utterances can thus be used and
understood as assertions even if there is no formaaking of this, at least as long as the
assertion is uncontroversial in the given discoerm@ext, as is the case in example (3).

In sum, Lasser proposes that finite and non-finiterances can both be used to
make assertions, but that they differ in whetherahsertion is marked by the form of the
utterance. Utterance (2) is marked for assertidiereas utterances (1) and (3) are not
specified in this respect.

1.2. Finiteness and assertion in learner language



Dimroth et al. (2003) present a stage-model ofrtiesemarking in the acquisition of
Germanic languages. According to this model, assers marked with other means than
morphosyntactic finiteness in early learner languadis idea is based on the
observation that utterances of beginning learr@lsvi a strict word order: the first part
of the utterance specifies the topic, understodti@entity, time or place for which a
certain state of affairs is claimed to hold. Theges of affairs is expressed in the second
part of the utterance, the 'predicate’. Dimrothl 2€2003) claim that this utterance
structure expresses, by default, that the infoirmna¢ixpressed in the predicate holds true
for the topic at the topic time of the utteraneeadldition, the relation between the topic
and the predicate can be further specified by etsreppearing between the topic and
the predicate, in a so-called 'linking positiortieTfollowing examples illustrate that the
linking position can be left empty (4) or filled thimodal verbs (5). Other possible
linking elements are the negator, particles anthoeadverbials.

Topic Linking Predicate
4) chaplin /] gehen strasse
chaplin go-INFstreet
(5) kind will telefonieren
child want-FIN telephone-INF

(Dimroth et al. 2003: 79-83)

Dimroth et al. (2003) consider the described stafgxical stage of assertion marking.
They assume that the elements in the linking slouaed as assertion markers because
their meaning (as opposed to their form) specthiesrelation between the topic and the
predicate. Learners then have to learn that aseagiexpressed by morpho-syntactic
means in the target-language. This requires a lgsasaf the lexically-based system.
Following Jordens (2002), Dimroth et al. (2003)wemss that this reanalysis is triggered
by the acquisition of the auxiliary system, thatsisuctures which contain the auxiliaries

habenor sein as in (6):

(6) der charlie hat auch gemacht



the charlie have-FIN also make-PP
(Dimroth et al. 2003: 87)

The auxiliariehabenandseinare used to express completed aspect and refaetize
past. The auxiliary that appears in the linking #herefore differs from the verbal linking
elements acquired earlier in that it does not esgpeemodal, but an aspectual or temporal
meaning. According to Jordens (2002) and Dimrotdl 2003), this changes the
analysis of the linking slot from a lexical to agrmatical category, thereby leading to a
shift in the way assertion is marked. The authesume that learners associate assertion
with finiteness from this point on, first with resg to auxiliaries, and subsequently also
with respect to lexical verbs. It can be conclutteat as long as the association between
finiteness and assertion marking has not been statet by learners, they should not
interpret finite and non-finite utterances diffettfgnThere might be reasons why certain
verbs tend to appear in a non-finite and otheesfinite form in early learner language,
but the presence or absence of finiteness shotldhamge the meaning of the utterance

at this stage of acquisition.

1.3. Aim of the present study

The model presented by Dimroth et al. (2003) exléne optional finiteness marking in
early learner language and also suggests a triggére change to a more native-like use
of finiteness, namely the acquisition of the aaxifisystem.

However, as the model is based on productiona@dta it necessarily relies on
researchers attributing functions to certain el@sienlearners' and native speakers’
utterances. It has not been tested yet whethexsbertion marking function of finiteness
can also be evidenced in the way in which langleamers and native speakers interpret
finite and non-finite utterances. If native speakand advanced learners, but not
beginning learners, can be shown to associatefiegs with assertion, this would
support the model proposed by Dimroth et al. (2003)ative speakers do not interpret

finite and non-finite utterances as differing is@dion, this would cast doubt on the



relevance of this function for the acquisition ggss. The present study therefore aims at
testing the assumptions made by Dimroth et al. 32@0out the function of finiteness in
comprehension data from native speakers and learimecomprehension, it is possible to
compare the understanding of finite utteranceh thi¢ understanding of otherwise
identical utterances not marked for finiteness. &dwer, in an experimental setting, these
utterances can be presented such that the furadtiomteness is not inferrable from the
context. Differences in finiteness marking shoedd to differences in the interpretation
of the utterances by native speakers and advareeddrs. More precisely, if finiteness is
indeed the formal marker of assertion for nativeaiqers of German and for learners who

have acquired the use of the auxiliary system,iptied (1) should be borne out:

(2) If the function of assertion can not be inéerfrom the discourse context,
native speakers and learners using auxiliariesldhoterpret a finite utterance

more often as an assertion than a non-finite one.

If moreover finiteness is indeed not yet a markeassertion for learners of German who

have not yet acquired auxiliaries, prediction (2)wd be borne out:

(2) In learners who do not yet use auxiliariesy¢hshould be no difference in the
interpretation of finite and non-finite utteraneeith respect to assertion in

any discourse context.

In the present study, native speakers and leawsnes presented with finite and non-
finite utterances to test the above-given predistid he interpretation of these utterances
was assessed by means of a picture selectiongaslGerken and Shady 1996 for an
overview of this task). In the following paragrape logic of the task as used in the

present experiment is discussed in detalil.

1.4. Logic of the task



In the following, relevant methodological decisionghe design of the task will be
discussed in turn. This concerns the assumed netetpn of non-finite utterances, the
context in which they were presented in the expenitnand the design of tipectures

from which participants could choose in order wigate their interpretations.

1.4.1. The interpretation of non-finite utterances

According to the analysis of finiteness summariabdve, a non-finite utterance merely
refers to a certain state of affairs, without assgrthat this state of affairs is true for any
particular topic time. As has been shown above wigtussing example (3), if speakers
choose to leave out formal markings of finitendéiss,asserting function can usually be
inferred from the discourse context. However, & thscourse context does not encourage
such an inference, what would then be the intemicet of an utterance in which the
lexical content of a sentence is expressed, butnaoked as being asserted? In Standard
German, constructions of this type are not infreqEries 1987). Typically, they are
used to express doubt or incredulity with respecamething that was just said (Klein
2006; Lasser 1997). In a way, they function like@questions; but in contrast to those,
no question function is marked, and they need rairwlerstood as questions. The

following two examples collected by Lasser illuggréhis:

(7)  ich (und) ins studio gehen?!
| (and) to-the gym go-INF
‘What! Me go to the gym?'
(Lasser 1997: 40)

(8)  Henry (und) heiraten ?! wirklich nicht
Henry (and) marry-IN#! really not
'Henry getting married? | don't think so.’
(Laser 1997: 40)

Such utterances "may, but need not involve rismgnation”, and they presuppose that

"from the point of view of the speaker, the progiosi expressed is false or at least



debatable" (Lasser 1997: 40). The idea that theradesof finiteness marking in these

sentencesontributesto the expression of doubt is straightforward i§iassumed that a
core function of finiteness is the marking of atiear In the present experiment, it was
therefore assumed that if non-finite utterancesraszpreted as expressing doubt more

often than finite utterances, this supports thdyamaof finiteness as assertion marker.

1.4.2. The context of presentation

Crucially for the design of the task, the assunméerpretation of non-finite utterances is
only obtained in certain discourse contexts. Maeigely, a non-finite utterance can be
used to express doubt only if the speaker andriigointerlocutor do not take the truth

of the assertion for granted. The expectationd bpiin the discourse context are thus
essential for the interpretation of non-finite tdigces. For this reason, the utterances that
had to be interpreted by the participants of theeexent were embedded in a dialogue.
An example of the type of dialogue used is give(®in Answer Bl represents the finite
utterance that is expected in the given discours¢ext, and utterance B2 the

corresponding non-finite utterance.

(9) A: Glaubst du, dass Peter einen Tisch baut?
'Do you think that Peter constructs a table?
B1l:Peter baut einen Tisch
Peter construct-FIN a table
'Peter constructs a table'
B2:Peter einen Tisch bauen
Peter a table construct-INF

'Peter construct a table'

The yes/no question in the first part of this digle makes clear that the truth of the
sentence content cannot be taken for grantedfdt this reason that finiteness marking

is expected in the answer, and that the absentéahe second version of the dialogue



can be taken to mean that B doubts whether Petstrocts a table at the relevant time
span.

However, using a non-finite utterance is not ttamdard way of expressing doubt.
It asks for some pragmatic reasoning to come tedimelusion that if a speaker leaves
out the marking of assertion, he or she might wamtxpress doubt. An alternative
interpretation of a non-finite utterance might battthe form was not produced
intentionally, but that the speaker made a perfoaarror. This is conceivable in
particular because non-finite utterances are usoalisidered ungrammatical in German.
To make the first interpretation more readily aaklé for the participants in the
experiment, two trigger conditions were createdowltonsisted of finite and non-finite
utterances respectively, but with a rising intomatboth on the topic and the predicate
part of the utterance (in contrast to all otheenathces in the experiment which had a
falling intonation contour). It was assumed thasang intonation contour enhances the
likelihood that hearers interpret an utterancexgsessing doubt, and that this
interpretation should be attributed relatively Bat the utterances in the trigger
conditions. This would make this meaning more add for participants also for other
utterance types in the experiment. In additionyesging doubt via intonation is unique
to spoken language. It should make it easier faigyants to understand that they can
take the utterances in the experiment as spontahegpoken utterances. As a
consequence, non-finite utterances should morg/ lke taken as meaningful choices
rather than as performance errors. The triggeritond were included for both non-
finite and finite sentences in order to avoid idtroing a bias for non-finite sentences

only.

1.4.3. The pictures

In the experiment, participants heard dialogueyé (9), which always began with a
yes/no-question. They then had to indicate theéarpretation of speakers B's answer by
selecting one out of three pictures. One of theupgs represented B's belief that the
content of the utterance was true ("assertion mttu the following), and another one

depicted B's doubt about whether the content otitterance was true ("open picture” in



the following). The third picture was a distracpicture. If only two pictures had been
presented, it would have been impossible to knowthdr a picture was chosen because
it matched the presented utterance, or becausertianing picture did not match the
presented utterance. This problem is attenuatearifcipants can choose from three

pictures. The three pictures for the item "Peterstaicts a table" are shown in Figure 1.:

1: 'assertion picture’  2:'open picture' 3'completed picture’

Figure 1: Pictures for item "Peter constructs alb

Note that not only the performance (or lack theyrebthe activity is depicted, but also
the speaker of the critical sentence (speakertBarexample dialogue above). The
inclusion of B in the pictures was meant to hightig's thoughts about the activity rather
than the activity itself. This was done becausentkaning difference between finite and
non-finite utterances does not so much conceradheity in itself, but rather what the
speaker thinks about the activity. Picture 1, theedion picture, depicts B and the fact
that she thinks about Peter constructing a talslegjaresented in the thought balloon). As
there is no sign in the picture that B doubts alblmistactivity taking place, this picture is
expected to be chosen when hearers interpret Bigesras making the claim that this is
true. On picture 2, the open picture, B doubts Wwaethe construction of a table indeed
takes place. Depicting doubt about an activityasdly possible without still depicting at
least part of that activity. Therefore, all thersénts necessary for the performance of the

activity are depicted in the thought balloon of dpen picture, but, in contrast to the

10



assertion picture, the performance of the activ@gif is not depicted. In addition, there is
a question mark above B's head. This picture ispetifole with an interpretation of an
utterance as expressing doubt about whether thressqxl state of affairs holds at the
relevant topic time. Doubting about whether anvatgttakes place is, however, not
incompatible with thinking about it as taking plaéepicture in which B thinks about an
activity being performed, as the assertion pictigréherefore always compatible with
both an 'assertion' and a 'doubt’ interpretatiosuim, while the assertion picture (1) is
compatible with both an 'assertion' and a 'doul¢trpretation, the open picture (2) is
only compatible with a 'doubt’ interpretation.Wfa utterances differ in whether they
express an assertion or not, the utterance thatmuaeexpress an assertion should more
often be associated with the open picture, buheoessarily in all cases.

The distractor picture shows the activity as catga. It was assumed that both
the finite and the non-finite utterance do not rhatgs picture, as even the non-finite
utterance is marked for non-completedness. Tlilseigase because infinite forms as
bauencontrast with the likewise infinitival past parpteé gebaut such thabauenis
specified as 'not-completed’ agebautas ‘completed’ (Hoekstra and Hyams 1998).

Finally, it seemed important to introduce condiavhich clearly matched
picture 2 or picture 3, which is not the case far tonditions enumerated so far. For this
reason, two additional control conditions wereudeld. In one of these conditions,
speaker B explicitly states that she does not kwbether the activity under
consideration takes place. Utterances were ofyielth weil3 nicht, ob Peter einen
Tisch bauf('l don't know whether Peter constructs a tabldi)s was expected to lead to
choices of the open picture. The other control @mrdincluded the use of an auxiliary
construction which suggests completion - the pérfétterances in this condition were of
the typePeter hat einen Tisch geba{fPeter has constructed a table'), and were exgbect
to lead to choices of the completed pictite.the following, information about the
participants as well as an overview of all matsraid the procedure of the experiment is

given.

2. Method
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2.1. Participants

Participants were 46 adult native speakers of BUtkR9 female, 17 male) and 18 native
speakers of German (10 female, 8 male). The Tudpstakers were acquiring German in
an immersion setting. They had emigrated to Gernraoyder to work there or join their
family. The average time of residency was 9 yeand,the average age 33.3 years.
Learners had received limited language teaching poithe time of testing (5.4 months
on average). The educational background of theéeamwas low in general (8.76 years
of schooling on average, including primary schobBspite the relatively long average
time of residency, learners' use of morphosyntaarty corresponds to a low level of
proficiency. The native speakers of German hadea lgf education comparable to that
of the learners and very little knowledge of forelgnguages. The average number of

schooling years was 9.6. The average age in theat@noup was 41.5 years.
2.1.1. Production measures

Learners' production was assessed using a serg®udfpicture stories developed by
Verhagen (2005) for the elicitation of the auxijitsebberin learners of DutchAs

habenis used in similar contexts in Germanhabberin Dutch, it was possible to use the
same stories for the learners of German. Learirstssaw each story from the beginning
till the end and then again picture by picture. yiivere asked to describe what happened
on each picture. In addition, learners were as&edtell a short silent movid ke finite
story, Dimroth 2005). The movie was presented in shomeasand after each scene
participants retold what had just happened. Aliietgs were recorded and transcrified.
Following Verhagen (2008)learners were classified in a group not produeimjliaries
(no-aux group, n=22) and a group in which eacmieaproduced at least one instance of
the auxiliaryhaben(aux group, n=24). Moreover, it was assessed veneaihd how
frequently learners used the two utterance typesgmted in the experimefio this end,

all third person singular present tense utteranoagaining a lexical main verb ending on
-t or enand a complement were selected from the transcfifihe data revealed that

learners used both finite and non-finite utteranbesost cases, morphologically finite

12



utterances (verb ending et were also syntactically finite (the verb appearesecond

position), and non-finite verbs were mostly plactise-finally. However, there were

also utterances in which morphological and syntdatiteness did not go together.

Examples of all four utterance types are giveri) (o (13), all taken from retellings of

a scene in which one person (Mr. Blue) knocks atdkbor of another protagonist of the
film (Mr. Red):

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

verb ending ort ; second position:
herr blau klingt aeh schlagt noch herrn rots tar
Mr. blue ring-FIN ehm hit-FIN still Mr. red's doo

verb ending oren, final position:
blau tur klopfen
blue door knock-INF

verb ending ont-, final position:
herrn rots tir schlagt
Mr. red's door hit-FIN

verb ending oren, second position:
schlagen der tir
hit-INF the door

The distribution of these four utterance typedmtivo groups is displayed in Table 1.

Table 1: The distribution of utterance types in lsrner groups (absolute numbers)

-t, second -en, final -t, final -en, second
no-aux 26 107 10 44
aux 170 63 13 26

These data show that all utterance types appdsotingroups, even though there are
clear differences between both groups. The presefioeth finite and non-finite
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utterances in learners' production makes it a agleguestion whether or not the different
utterance types are associated with different nmggnin learners' comprehension. The
number of occurrences of each utterance type fdr Emrner can be found in Appendix
1.

2.2. Materials

There were twenty different items in the task, esgpearing in a dialogue as outlined
above. To construct these items, seven simple epdtdble activities were choserach
involving a protagonist (e.gReterin the example given above), an object (elge,

table), and a lexical main verb (e.ggonstruc}. Each activity occurred in three different
items, each time with a different protagonist perfing the activity:* Each item could
occur in one of the six different conditions intusegd above: conditions 1 and 2
correspond to finite and non-finite utterancesng4.0) and (11) above. They are the
critical conditions in the experiment: testing &odifference between them allows to
confirm or reject the hypothesis stated above. @mmd 3 and 4 were the two trigger
conditions involving rising intonation, and condits 5 and 6 were the control conditions
which gave participants the opportunity to chodsedpen and the completed picture
respectively. An overview of all items and condisas given in Appendix 2.

Items were pre-recorded: a male native speak€&eoian read out the questions,
and a female native speaker of German read owtrtfwers in the different conditions.
For each item, three types of pictures as in tlzemgte presented above were created.
One of the six possible orders of the three pistuvas then chosen for each item and
kept no matter in which condition the item appeafiéds procedure assured that
differences between conditions could not be dueddferent order of the pictures and
that overall, each order appeared equally oftehérexperiment? In addition to the
experimental items, six warm-up items were cregitatwere used to familiarize
participants with the task. In the warm-up trigiseaker A askedn wen denkst du?
('Who are you thinking of?"), and speaker B ansd/éregiving the name of one of the
three protagonists occuring in the items. The sarfeictures used for the warm-up trials

displayed B thinking of one of the protagonistseaich picture. Note that the warm-up
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trials did not make use of a verb in order to avang training effect for the verb-

containing utterances in the experimental trials.
2.3. Procedure

Six different experimental lists were created, stinelt each item appeared in another
condition in each of the lists. As the trigger cioths 3 and 4 are expected to influence
the interpretation of conditions 1 and 2, the défe conditions appeared in a pseudo-
random order: there always was a trigger conditrghin the three items preceding each
critical condition®® In addition, to control for an effect of the ordéithe items (as
opposed to the order of conditions), an additimeasion was made of every list which
started with the second half of the same list afrdiaistered to half of the participants.
The experiment was run on a laptop computer. ¢hpatits saw the pictures on
the screen, heard the dialogues via headphonesoaitdlindicate their choices by
pressing buttons on a button-box. The experimemésrpresent during the whole
experiment, but could not hear the dialogues. EBxfloe experiment started, the
experimenter showed a picture of the three protistothat appeared in the dialogues to
the participant and indicated their names. The exy@nter then gave the the following

instruction to the participants (in Germé&h)

You are going to hear a question and an answehab question. Please decide
what is meant with that answer by choosing orte@three pictures. In the
beginning, the pictures and the sentences willdyg easy, they get more
complicated later on. Please think carefully abatiat the woman on the pictures

wants to say, and look at the pictures carefulgtioose the right one!

Participants could then start the experiment bgging any button. This started the six

warm-up trials. During each trial, participants ttkthe question of speaker A (who was
not depicted on the pictures), and then an anstvgemaker B (who was depicted). They
listened to this dialogue and then indicated tbleaice of a picture by pressing a button

that was labeled with the same number as the piotuguestion. If they were unsure of
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their choice, participants could listen again te dialogue as often as they wanted, and
the experiment only continued when they had chasgicture. During the warm-up
trials, the experimenter repeated the above instmuor gave further explanations when
participants showed difficulties of understanditighey had any questions after the
warm-up trials, these were answered. Participdrets tvent through the 20 experimental
trials in the same way as in the warm-up trialsaidgthey could listen to the utterances
several times and the experimenter encouraged thémmk about the meaning of each
utterance, but no further indications were givetoashat this meaning might be. No

further explanations concerning the pictures wérergeither.

3. Results

An overview of the number of choices of each pietureach condition in the three
different groups is given in Appendix'3.

3.1. Trigger and control conditions

The results for the trigger conditions 3 and 4 stioat participants indeed chose the open
picture relatively frequently for these utterangeets (between 20 and 56 percent of the
time). Recall that it is not expected that the opeture is always chosen when an
utterance expresses doubt, as the assertion pistalg compatible with this
interpretation. The observed amount of choicesi@fpen picture therefore seems
sufficient to suggest that these conditions inda@tanced the availability of a ‘doubt’
interpretation. The results for the control corati 5 and 6 reveal that in general, the
pictures were interpreted as anticipated: in pgsdiats of all groups, the open picture was
chosen more frequently than the other two pictudesn an utterance in condition 5 (the
'doubt’ condition) was presented, indicating thatatches well the expression of doubt.
The completed picture was chosen in the majorityasks in which the utterance
contained an auxiliary (condition 6) in the auxigp@and the native speakers group. This
is not true for the no-aux group. However, thiprsbably not due to a misinterpretation
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of the picture, but to a failure to understandrtieaning of the auxiliary in condition 6.

This is not surprising, given that auxiliaries ac yet produced in this group.

3.2. The interpretation of finite versus non-finitéerances

The hypothesis to be tested concerns the conteasebn finite and non-finite utterances.
Whereas these two types of utterance should ndtttedifferent interpretations in the
no-aux group, finite utterances should more oftemkerpreted as making an assertion
than non-finite ones one by the other two groujss $hould be visible in a difference in
preferences for the assertion and the open pidtuegoroportion of choices of the
assertion picture compared to the open pictureldhmihigher in the finite than in the
non-finite condition. The distractor picture wag egpected to be chosen to a different
degree in the two conditions. The choices of theglpictures in conditions 1 and 2 for

all three groups of participants is displayed igure 2.

90
n-aux aux natives
80 -
70
60 -
50 -
40
|
30 Finite
20 - ,_
1
107 Non-finite
o
] 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Figure 2: Choices of each of the three picturepéncentage of all trials of each condition.
1 = assertion picture, 2 = open picture, 3 = compl picture.

Whereas a difference between the conditions is pragicted for the assertion and the
open picture, the results show that the compleietdne is also chosen to different
degrees in the two conditions, in particular in leeaux group. To test whether this

effect is significant, logit mixed-effect modelstivisubjects and items as random factors,
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condition as the predictor of interest, and picti(@hether the completed picture was
chosen or not) as the dependent variable werefasedery group separately using the
statistical software R (R development core tean8268e Bates and Sakar 2007 and
Jaeger in press, for the analysis used). Thatwas tested for every group whether the
condition (whether the stimulus sentence was fioiteon-finite) had a significant
influence on whether the distractor picture wasseimoor not. The analysis revealed that
the condition significantly influenced the numbérchoices in the no-aux group (wald z
= 2.82, p < 0.01). This effect is due to the no-group choosing the completed picture
more often for finite than for non-finite utteralscén the two other groups, there was no
effect of condition on the choices of the distragticture (wald z = 1.16, ns for the aux
group and wald z = 0.83, ns for the native speakeosip).

Subsequently, the analysis was repeated for gyreryp with the same predictors
and picture 1 vs. 2 (whether the assertion or gengicture was chosen) as the
dependent variable. For this analysis, only thaséstwere taken into account in which
either the assertion picture or the open picture efeosen. When only those trials are
considered, the assertion picture was chosen im#jerity of cases in both conditions in
all three groups, but this preference was strofagefinite than for non-finite utterances.

This pattern of preferences is depicted in Figure 3

100 -
0 | no-aux aux nadis
80
70 +
60
50 +
401 Finite
30 + ——
20 — I:l
. [] B Non-finite
o] il
1 2 1 2 1 2

Figure 3: Choices of the assertion picture (1) &hel open picture (2) in percentage of all trialswhich
one of these two pictures was chosen.

18



The condition significantly influenced the patt&fichoices in the aux-group (wald z =
2.01, p < 0.05) and in the native speakers growghdw = 3.54, p < 0.001), but it was not
a significant predictor in the no-aux group (wald @.28, ns).

The relatively small effect found in the aux-graagses the question whether
there are subgroups in this group that have diftgpeeferences. As shown in Appendix
1b, the learners in the aux-group differ stronglyhow often they used finite and non-
finite utterances of the type tested in the expenitin the production task. There are two
learners who have not used a single finite uttexraontaining a lexical main verb and a
verb-complement, whereas others exclusively ustedauntces of this type (out of the four
utterances types investigated here). It might bedlchange in the interpretation of finite
and non-finite utterances only takes place whemsaeof finiteness has become
systematic, and that the effect in the aux-groupesefore carried exclusively by a more
advanced sub-group within this group. To test wiethis is the case, the percentage of
finite utterances out of all four relevant utteragpes was added as a covariate to the
model for the aux-group. That is, it was testedtivbein addition to the influence of the
condition, the percentage of finite utterances usedach learner contributed to
predicting the choices of the assertion versusfen picture. The analyis revealed that

this covariate had no significant influence (wald @.89, ns).

4. Discussion

The results are first discussed separately fotttte=e groups of participants. In the final
paragraph, it is discussed which conclusions comegithe changing interpretation of
finite and non-finite utterances during the cowtacquisition are suggested by the
results of all groups taken together.

4.1. Native speakers

Native speakers chose the assertion picture meea @dr finite than for non-finite

utterances, and the open picture more often fosfimitie than for finite utterances. This

is in line with the predictions and supports theuasption that finiteness marks assertion.
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However, the results reveal as well that the assepicture was still the preferred picture
even for non-finite utterances. These choices ®Bsertion picture are presumably due
to the fact that this picture is also compatibléhwhe interpretation that speaker B doubts
about the performance of the activity under cormsitilen. This is reflected by the fact

that the assertion picture was chosen in 30 peafdhe cases even for utterances
appearing in condition 5 (of the type 'l don't knavether Peter constructs a table’),
which unambiguously express doubt. In additiorhtd,tsome of the choices of the
assertion picture in the non-finite condition mighgo be due to participants having

failed to draw the pragmatic implication that thes@nce of assertion indicates the
expression of doubt in the discourse context aa# set up in the experiment.

As for the cases in which native speakers chasepplen picture for non-finite
utterances, it seems likely that speakers havesthdeawn this implicature. The absence
of finiteness seems to be interpreted as possipyessing doubt. It has to be noted
however that there are alternative explanationshferchoice of the open picture for non-
finite utterances. This is because non-finite attees are not only unspecified for
assertion, but also for other aspects of sentemaimg that are usually expressed by the
form and position of finite verbs, such as modadityl sentence mode. The non-finite
utterance might therefore not only be interpretasi@n expression of doubt, but also of a
certain modality, such aswdash or anobligation or of a non-declarative sentence mode,
such as guestion In addition, whereas the open picture was desigoexpress doubt
about whether an activity takes place, it mightlwelinterpreted as depicting a modal,
interrogative or imperative meaning. One can imagdinat the protagonigtantsto
complete the activity on this picture, as it isacléhat its performance has not yet started.
It is also conceivable to interpret the picturebstitat speaker B thinks that the
protagonisshouldor mustperform the action. As for other sentence modes,could
imagine that on the open picture, speakasBswhether the activity under consideration
Is taking place, or that she wants to give theggonist theorder to perform the activity.
These interpretations of non-finite utterancestbanefore also explain the pattern of
results. The fact that it is hard to pin down tkaca interpretation that participants made
of the non-finite utterance seems unavoidable dubkd unspecified nature of this

utterance type. What is more important than theteixéerpretation is the fact that this
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utterance type is significantly less often matcbedhe assertion picture than finite
utterances, showing that, as predicted, the futiierance type is better compatible with
an assertion interpretation for native speakers.

These results for the native speaker group thesebs point of comparison for
the analysis of the learner data: choosing the ppstare in about a quarter of the cases
for non-finite utterances, and the assertion p&taorabout 87 percent of the cases for
finite utterance®, can be taken as a native-like understandingnifiess as far as it can

be measured in the present task.

4.2. The no-aux group

Beginning learners show a pattern of results thaery different from native speakers:
they almost never chose the open picture, neithrdiriite, nor for non-finite utterances.
The preferred picture for both utterance types thasassertion picture, which was
chosen even more often for non-finite than forténitterances. Finally, the distractor
picture, on which the activity was depicted as cletgal, was significantly more often
chosen for finite than for non-finite utterances.

A misanalyis of the present tense third persogudar agreement morpherrteas
a marker of completed aspect has reported befoi®@doman child language by Tracy
(1991) and Behrens (1993). Apparently, the prelsamber group makes the same
misanalysis. For at least some learners in thigmgrthe finite form is understood as
expressing that the activity under consideratiacoimpleted. This is not the case for the
non-finite utterance, which was rarely associatétl the completed picture in this
group. This finding is interesting because it réydaat learners perceive the difference
between the two forms, even though they predomipandduce the non-finite form.

With respect to the main research question ofdtudy however, one might
wonder whether the misanalysis-bhs an aspectual marker might have covered a
difference in assertion marking between the tweratice types. It can not be excluded
that learners would have chosen the assertionrpiébu the finite utterance more often
had they not had the opportunity to choose the ¢etexb picture instead. However, even

if all the choices of the completed picture in timite condition had been choices of the
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assertion picture, there would still be no cledéiedence between finite and non-finite
utterances with respect to the assertion pictunes i6 the case because in the present
data, the assertion picture is chosen even moege &ft non-finite than for finite
utterances. The overall pattern in the data thezeftvongly suggests that learners who
have not yet acquired auxiliaries make no diffeesimcassertion marking between finite
and non-finite utterances. This is in line with gredictions and the model proposed by
Dimroth et al. (2003).

4.3. The aux group

Learners who have acquired auxiliaries behaveemifitly from learners who have not
yet acquired auxiliaries. Finite utterances wereenaften matched on the assertion
picture than non-finite utterances, whereas noiefintterances were more often matched
on the open picture than finite utterances. Thitepa of results is in line with the
predictions and supports the assumption that theisition of the auxiliary system leads
to a change in the interpretation of finiteness.

However, several elements in the data in the aoxpgmake it necessary to
attenuate this conclusion. First, whereas learpeodiciency in production other than the
acquisition of auxiliaries could not be shown tfiuance the interpretation of finiteness,
it can also not be excluded on the basis of thegmtedata that such an influence exists.
The effect that was found in the aux group is salkaverall that not all learners in this
group can have contributed to it. It is not suipgghat it is difficult to detect systematic
influences on such an unstable pattern. Furtheareh is desirable in which the impact
of the acquisition of the auxiliary system shouédisentangled from the impact of other
developments in proficiency by using more sensiteasures.

More importantly for the present study, the smsadé of the effect casts doubt on
whether it is justified to conclude that the leasni@ the aux group have a native-like
understanding of finiteness. On the one hand, dgatrargue that there is more evidence
for an association of finiteness and assertiohisgroup than is visible on first sight.
This is because the presence of the completeddistrpicture has the potential to blur

the expected pattern of results, a potential ajrelgtussed for the no-aux group above.
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In the aux group, the distractor picture was chas&® percent of the cases when a
finite utterance was presented, suggesting thasamalysis of thet morpheme is
widespread also in this group. The distractor pemight therefore have attracted finite
utterances away from the assertion picture, scelu#ference in the choices of this
picture between finite and non-finite utterances thight otherwise have appeared was
not detectable. This means that the pattern ofteesught have looked more native-like
if the distractor picture had not been presented.

On the other hand, it is unclear what choices ddalve been made for the non-
finite picture had the distractor picture not beeesented. If all the choices of the
completed picture would then have been choiceBe&ssertion picture, this would again
result in a non-native like pattern. If they ha@iehoices of the open picture, this would
result in a more native-like pattern. | would liicesuggest that the second possibility is
more likely, because the fact that learners iratlnegroup chose the completed picture
for non-finite utterances to a considerable degtesl can be taken as an indication that
they hesitated to match this utterance with theréiss picture. At least, this seems to be
a more plausible explanation than assuming thatebmf the completed picture are due
to an understanding of the non-finite utterancbeasg marked specifically for
completed aspect. Rather, learners in this grogihthmterpret the non-finite utterance as
being unspecified both with respect to assertiahwaith respect to aspect. The latter
suggests that these learners have not yet unddmtempposition between infinitival
forms marked as completed (past participles) afidiival forms for which this is not
the case, as the ones tested in the present exgrgrim

All'in all, the results therefore suggest thattheas in the aux group differ from
native speakers in their knowledge about how coteglaspect is marked. However,
they seem to be similar to native speakers in nga&inassociation between finiteness
and assertion, as suggested by Dimroth et al. (20@Bereas in the no-aux group, the
non-finite utterance is interpreted as at least@sble as the finite utterance for marking
assertions, this is not longer the case in thegrayp. This conclusion will be discussed

in more detail in the following final paragraph.

4.4. The development in the interpretation of é@ihd non-finite utterances
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In the following, it is discussed in how far theepent data can be reconciled with
suggestions in the literature about the developnmetite interpretation of finite and non-
finite forms.

As for the interpretation of finite utterancesytclearly are understood as one
possible way of making an assertion in all thremugs. At least for part of the learners of
both groups, finite utterances can in addition beaustood as meaning that an activity is
completed. This does however not contradict the@asgon of finiteness and assertion
marking, as the aspectual distinction is a moreifipene and the expression of
completed as well as ongoing aspect presupposasdanlying assertion. To my
knowledge, the interpretation of the agreement imempe-t as marking completed aspect
has not been reported before for second languagedes of German. It is interesting that
it persists even after learners have acquired iauei$. Apart from this deviant
interpretation however, the main interpretatiofiimte utterances as making assertions is
not surprising on any account of language developnhe particular, it is also expected
according to the model in Dimroth et al. (2003)ttvas tested in the present study.
According to this model, finite utterances aretipteted as assertions by beginning
learners because for théfnevery juxtaposition of a topic and a predicatesiso by
default. For more advanced learners and nativekspgdinite utterances are interpreted
as assertions because they occur with a finite fegrb in a finite position.

As for the interpretation of non-finite utteranctdegere is an extensive debate in
the literature on this topic. A common suggest®that non-finite utterances are used by
learners in order to express a modal meaning (ilngnad Thompson 1993 for German,;
see also Hoekstra and Jordens 1994 and Wijnenfd®@itch and Meisel 1990 and

Ferdinand 1996 for French child language). Reseasdfiiffer in the explanations they
give for this effect (see Hoekstra and Hyams 1998, Blom 2007, for overviews), but
very often, they point out that the origin of nonie utterances such as (9b) (taken from

above) in learner language might be modal sentewssas (9c):

(9b) Peter einen tisch bauen

Peter a table construct-INF
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(9c) Peter will einen tisch bauen

Peter want-FIN a table constridf|

The proposal is that children and adult learnerssdeitterances like (9b) in some way
or another from utterances in the input that haregférm of (9c). As these input
utterances have a modal meaning, learners coulé tomssociate this meaning with the
infinitival form of the thematic verb (rather thanth the modal verb) and subsequently
use infinitives to express modal meanings. One tvigimder whether this was also the
reason for the choices of the open picture for fiwite utterances in the present
experiment. As shown above, this picture might beéeustood as expressing a modal
meaning. However, the data speak against the idgdgarners in particular associate
non-finite utterances with modality. If this wetestcase, the open picture should be
chosen more often in the learner groups than imétiee speaker group, as infinitival
main verbs are not a common way of expressing ritgdat the native speakers.
However, the reverse pattern was found. Learna@cége non-finite utterances more
often with simple assertion and less often withadat interpretation than native
speakers do, as evidenced by the different numfoeraices of the open picture in the
two groups.

A related proposal in the literature is that leasnonly come to associate non-
finite forms with modality when they have acquifedte forms. The idea of this
proposal is that non-finite forms function as défau "elsewhere forms" in early learner
language (Ferdinand 1996; Prevost and White 20@@)an be used to express different
meanings. As soon as the more specific finite forepgace the non-finite forms in their
function of expressing simple present tense dedlaraentences, the meaning that is left
for non-finite forms would then be that of expregsmodality (Blom 2003). This
proposal is not supported by the present datareithgoes not seem to be the case that
the more advanced learners in the aux group nedgssssociate modality with the non-
finite utterances. This would have predicted mdr@aes of the open picture, and less
choices of the completed picture in the aux grdmgontrast to this prediction, learners
in this group take both of these pictures aboutbtigoften, suggesting that they do not
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achieve to map any specific meaning (from the @mesented on the pictures) on the
non-finite form.

The most convinving interpretation of the datasteaems to be that learners
change their preference for simple declarativerattees from non-finite forms (as
preferred in the no-aux group) to finite forms pasferred in the aux group). This is
compatible with the idea that learners come to tstded the association of finiteness
and assertion marking. However, they then do nowkhow to interpret a non-finite
form. Most likely, they perceive this form as bec@mpatible with different meanings,
and even with completed aspect, as reflected ichbeces of the completed picture.

Finally, in the native speakers, the non-finitexias more often mapped on the
open picture than on the completed picture. ThislEexplained by the assumption that
infinitival forms that are no past participles amsidered to be marked for non-
completedness by native speakers, and that forengpeakers, the meaning of the non-
finite form therefore corresponds better to theropieture. As discussed above, the
exact meaning of non-finite utterances for natpeakers is hard to pin down, due to the
fact that these utterances are unspecified for mamantic features. The present
experiment should be considered as a first atteéongéepict a likely interpretation
following from this underspecified nature. Furthesearch could investigate the possible
interpretations of non-finite utterances in mortaddy expressing more fine-grained
distinctions of different modalities or sentencede®in the set of pictures that

participants can choose from.
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Appendix 1a: overview of learners' production, no-aux group

Ejglggant -t, second | -en, final -t, final -en, second Of’ second "hat"
20 0 2 0 3 0 0
39 0 ’ 0 1 0 0
o 0 ! 0 0 0 0
45 0 15 0 0 0 5
53 0 10 0 2 0 0
55 0 1 0 0 o 0
57 0 3 0 1 o 0
73 0 9 0 1 o 0
60 0 1 0 1 0 0
26 1 0 1 12 - 0
62 1 10 0 > 3 5
51 1 9 1 0 9 0
52 6 4 5 9 -5 5
71 1 2 0 0 3 0
37 5 3 5 0 = .
g 6 1 0 2 67 0
Sum 26 107 10 44 0
Average 1.44 4.73 0.49 2.29 14 0

Use of the four utterance types and of the auxilinaben' in learners of the no-aux

group: absolute numbers
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Appendix 1b: Overview of learners production, aux-group

Participant

%

number -t, second -en, final -t, final -en, second t, second "hat"
33 0 12 1 4 0 1
43 0 5 2 0 0 1
40 2 6 0 3 18 2
34 4 9 2 1 25 9
49 2 0 2 2 33 1
67 5 7 1 1 36 1
47 3 5 0 0 38 2
32 3 2 0 2 43 1
66 3 0 0 4 43 5
63 3 4 0 0 43 9
70 2 1 0 1 50 12
24 11 5 1 1 61 3
22 10 2 1 3 63 7
64 8 3 0 0 73 1
31 3 0 0 1 75 8
41 6 0 0 2 75 1
27 13 2 0 1 81 1
23 16 0 2 0 89 2
25 34 0 1 0 97 2
30 9 0 0 0 100 1
36 15 0 0 0 100 2
59 8 0 0 0 100 5
29 8 0 0 0 100 7
69 2 0 0 0 100 6
Sum 170 63 13 26 90
Average 6.73 2.78 0.56 1.13 58 3.77

Use of the four utterance types and of the auxillaaben’ in learners of the aux group:
absolute numbers

32



Appendix 2: List of conditions and items

Condition Utterances Expected
picture
A: Glaubst du, dass Peter einen Tisch baut?
‘Do you think that Peter builds a table?’
1: finite, falling B1: Peter baut einen Tisch. 1
intonation Peter build-{fin) a table.
2: infinite, falling B2: Peter einen Tisch bauen. ?
intonation Peter a table build-efnf).
3: finite, rising B3: Peter? baut einen Tisch? ?
intonation Peter? build-{fin) a table?
4 infinite, rising B4: Peter? einen Tisch bauen? ?
intonation Peter? a table build-€mf)?
5: uncertain B5: Ich weil3 nicht, ob Peter einen fiibaut. 2
I know not, if Peter a table builddin).
6: completed B6: Peter hat einen Tisch gebaut. 3
Peter has a tabtge-build-t (PP).

All conditions for the item "Peter baut einen Tisch

ltems 1-3:

Items 4-6:

Items 7-9:

Items 10-12:

Items 13-15:

Items 16-18:

Itms 19-20:

Peter / Jan / Anne malt eine Blume.

Peter / Jan / Anne paints a flower.
Peter / Jan / Anne schreibt einen Brief
Peter / Jan / Anne writes a letter
Peter / Jan / Anne liest einen Brief.

Peter / Jan / Anne reads arlette

Peter / Jan / Anne stellt die Glasgden Tisch.

Peter / Jan / Anne putsglasses on the table.
Peter / Jan / Anne baut einen Tisch.

Peter / Jan / Anne constactable.

Peter / Jan / Anne 06ffnet eine Dose.

Peter / Jan / Anne openara

Jan / Anne nimmt ein Bad.

Jan / Anne takes a bath.
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Appendix 3: Overview of all results in the picture selectioaka

Group no-aux aux natives
Condition | Picl | Pic2 Pic3 | Picl | Pic2 Pic3 Picl| Pic2| id3
1: Finite, 69.32 | 5.68 25.00 |69.79 |04.17 |26.04 |87.5 2.78 9.72
falling (61/88) | (5/88) | (22/88) | (67/96) | (4/96) | (25/96) | (63/72) | (2/72) | (7172)
2: Non-finite, | 81.82 | 7.95 10.23 | 67.71 | 1250 |19.79 |61.11 |25.00 | 13.89
falling (72/88) | (7/88) | (9/88) | (65/96) | (12/96) | (19/96) | (44/72) | (18/72) | (10/72)
3: Doubt 3523 |48.86 | 1591 |10.42 |65.62 |23.96 |30.88 |57.35 |11.76
(31/88) | (43/88) | (14/88) | (10/96) | (63/96) | (23/96) | (21/68) | (39/68) | (8/68)
4: Completed | 51.14 | 9.09 39.77 [30.21 |09.38 |60.42 |20.00 |5.71 74.29
(45/88) | (8/88) | (35/88) | (29/96) | (9/96) | (58/96) | (14/70) | (4/70) | (52/70)
5: Finite, 59.09 |29.55 |11.36 |39.58 |43.75 |16.67 |52.78 |33.33 | 13.89
rising (26/44) | (13/44) | (5/44) | (19/48) | (21/48) | (8/48) | (19/36) | (12/36) | (5/36)
6: Non-finite, | 61.36 | 20.45 | 18.18 |35.42 |52.08 |12.50 |41.67 |55.56 |2.78
rising (27/44) | (9/44) | (8/44) | (17/48) | (25/48) | (6/48) | (15/36) | (20/36) | (1/36)

Percentages of picture chosen per condition (atesalumbers of choices between brackets)
Picl = assertion picture, Pic2 = open picture, Bic®mpleted picture.
* Cases missing from 72 were excluded because tres@amwerror in one of the presented pictures.
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Notes

| would like to thank Christine Dimroth, Josje Yiagen, Barbara Hemforth, Wolfgang Klein, Leah
Roberts, Laura de Ruiter and Peter Jordens forhelpful discussions, Holger Mitterer, Jan-Peter de
Ruiter and Juhani Jarvikivi for advice on statistiand Tilman Harpe for drawing the pictures fa th
experiment.

2 Apart from the research on German reviewed irtéke the so-called "optional infinitive phase” (M
1994) has also been described in the (first) lagg@quisition of other languages, among othensdfre
English and Dutch (e.g. Pierce 1989; Harris and Mfeb996; Haegeman 1994). This research as well has
mostly taken a formal perspective on the phenomenon

% Note that this concerns the function of finiteniesthe target language. Dimroth et al. (2003) do n
discuss the fact that second language learnerarpegsy have discovered the function of finitenesthieir
first language. It might therefore be that a matecuate description of the learning task is theatrlers
merely have to find out how finiteness@smally expressedh the target language before they can use it in
their production and comprehension of this languégéhis case, the knowledge about finectionof
finiteness, as it is available in the first langeiagould not be used in the L2 until learners tgaiaed
enough knowledge about its surface realizatiométarget language. On the other hand, it is abssiple
that the knowledge about the function of finitenisssot transferred from the source language. #s it
unclear how these two possibilities could be dgitished empirically, at least in the data colledtece,
the question will be left open.

* One might wonder whether finiteness has the sametifin in non-declarative utterances, in partigular
interrogatives. According to Lasser, an abstragerdi®n operator is present also in non-declarative
sentences, so that the distinction between assetid non-assertion making utterances is not the s&
the distinction between declarative and other seetenodes. Whether this can be shown in speakers’
interpretations is not investigated in the prestémdly which is restricted to declarative utterandés
point is however taken up in more detail in thedssion.

> There is a vivid discussion on the precise anslgsthe German (and similarly the Dutch) perfastjn
Er hat angerufen/hij heeft gebellit. 'he has called'(see, e.g., Klein 2000; Tt 992). In contrast to the
English present perfect, it can combine with passé adverbials, and it is often used in contextghich
English would use the simple past. It is not pdssib go into this discussion here. In the testemres, it
only matters whether the action shown on the péctsiinterpreted as being over, as ‘completed'nwie
sentence is interpreted.

® Nine of the learners were bilingual speakers akiBih and Kurdish, and another one a bilingual kpea
of Turkish and Arabic. One other subject reportetidve acquired Azerbaijani and Russian while gj\im
Azerbaijan. Knowledge of other foreign languages wery scarce in the learners as well as in theeaat
control group, except for limited language instimet(mostly concerning English) during schooling.

" See Verhagen (2005, this volume) for a detailestdjetion of the picture stories.

8 One third of the data of three subjects (subjé4t57 and 69) and half of one subject (subjecuée
lost or could not be obtained, so that their préidmcmeasures are based on a smaller number of
utterances.

° In Verhagen (1995), learners are classified imo groups according to whether they prodnebberor
not, and it is shown that only the so-called awugy, in whichhebbenis used, shows knowledge of verb
raising for lexical verbs in Dutch. This findingports the hypothesis tested in the present papéttie
acquisition of auxiliaries constitutes a turningmdn the acquisition process.

19 |mitations of utterances of the experimenter,-selfected utterances as well as repetitions were
excluded. Also excluded were utterances in whiehethding was not clearly identifiable.

M The activity "to take a bath" occured only withotdifferent protagonists, because only 20 and fiot 2
items were needed.

12 pgain, there were two orders (132 and 231) whigbeared four and not three times to reach the numbe
of 20 items.

13 Note that conditions 1, 2, 5 and 6 appeared 4stimeach list, whereas the trigger conditions apge
only twice each. This was done in order to limi thverall length of the experiment and the numlber o
trials which are presumably hard to interpret (dbods 2, 3 and 4, occuring in 8 trials all togadhe
compared to trials in which the interpretation diddie straightforward (conditions 1, 5 and 6, oocuyil2
times all together). This unequal number does reggnt a problem for the analysis, as predictiomg o
concerned the critical conditions 1 and 2 and ¢mbge were directly compared to each other.
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¥ The instruction was given in a spoken form in Gammif the Turkish participants showed problems of
understanding, they could also read a written Bilrkiersion of the instruction.

!5 Note that 6 cases had to be excluded in the nafieaker group because there was an error on dhe of
pictures: the question mark appeared in the asgdristead of the open picture.

® There is no obvious explanation for why the finiteerance is not matched on the assertion pidtuaé
cases by the native speakers. In the remainingtdl®o%, it is more often matched on the completed
picture (about 10 % of the cases ) than on the ppetare. This indicates that this picture might be
completely incompatible with an "ongoing" inter@bn of the utterance. One can imagine that asept
of the type 'Peter constructs a table' is stilhaceptable description of a picture of Peter andnstructed
table. Obviously, the assertion picture is a betiatch of that utterance type, but it is possib t
participants did not always pay attention to tHéedénces between the pictures in all trials, sd they
sometimes might have chosen just a fitting picinstead of the most fitting picture. Note that tbémn
clearly not explain all choices of the completectygie in the learner groups, as their number is too
substantial. Moreover, the difference to the naitdi utterance in the no-aux group, which is notained
on the completed picture, would remain unexplawbén taking this approach.
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