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1. Introduction 
1.1 Syntax and Word Learning 
 

We explore here how a child’s ability to parse sentences interacts with 
language learning. Does the manner in which a child recovers syntactic structure 
have important consequences for acquisition of the lexicon or parts of the 
grammar that depend on the information successfully recovered from the parse? 
It is now well established that the syntactic structure of a sentence contributes 
significantly to the learning of word meanings, in a process known as syntactic 
bootstrapping (Gleitman, 1990). For example, in one such study by Naigles 
(1990), young children heard simple sentences describing the actions of a duck 
and a bunny. When they heard a transitive sentence involving a novel verb, like 
“The duck is kradding the bunny”, 25-month olds were found to spend more 
time looking at a video of a causal action in which the bunny was acting on the 
duck as compared to a video of two simple motion events. And critically, this 
preference was not seen when children instead heard an intransitive sentence 
such as “The duck and the bunny are kradding.” This result suggests that 
learners can recover some aspects of clausal meaning even from sentences with 
unknown verbs, and that they can use the clausal meaning to guide hypotheses 
about the verb's meaning. More recently, Yuan and Fisher (2009) have found 
that syntactic bootstrapping can even occur in the absence of a visual referent 
world, simply by hearing a conversation involving a novel verb. This suggests 
that the inferences from clause structure to possible verb meanings can operate 
even without a set of candidate events provided by the visual context. We know 
from other work, however, that there are systematic changes that occur over 
development in how children parse, and hence how they recover the clause 
structures necessary for this kind of learning to occur. Here we are going to ask 
if one of these developmental changes, namely the failure to revise initial 
misinterpretations (Trueswell, Sekerina, Hill, & Logrip, 1999), might influence 
the path of learning cross-linguistically. 
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1.2. The Child Sentence Parser 
 

With the advent of visual world eyetracking methods to study child parsing 
(Trueswell et al., 1999), much has been learned about how children recover the 
structure of sentences. In many ways, children as young as three years of age 
appear to be just like adults, in that they assign structure to sentences 
incrementally in real-time, sometimes even anticipating upcoming constituents 
(e.g., Fernald, Zangl, Portillo, & Marchman, 2008). And, like adults, they are 
quite adept at using lexical cues to structure to guide syntactic ambiguity 
resolution. For example, for known verbs and prepositions, four-year olds show 
systematic parsing preferences that are quite similar to adults (e.g., Trueswell et 
al., 1999; Snedeker & Trueswell, 2004). Overall, the system appears to be 
behaving like a slowly maturing multiple-constraint parsing system, in which 
most developmental changes simply reflect the learning of additional syntactic 
contingencies, such as prosodic, discourse, and referential cues to structure (e.g., 
Hurewitz, 2002; Sekerina & Trueswell, in press; Snedeker & Yuan, 2008).  

But children do show at least one striking parsing difference as compared to 
adults, in that they often fail to revise their parsing mishaps. That is, they often 
fail to recover from garden-path sentences. For example, in an eyetracking study 
by Trueswell et al. (1999), four- and five-year-old children responded to spoken 
instructions like the sentence in (1a) that contained a temporary ambiguity 
related to the first Prepositional Phrase (PP) “on the napkin”; it could link to the 
verb as a Goal, indicating where to put the frog, or link to the Noun Phrase (NP) 
“the frog”, specifying more information about the frog. 
 
(1) a. Put the frog on the napkin into the box. 
 
 b. Put the frog that’s on the napkin into the box. 
 
The visual display contained a toy horse, a toy frog on a napkin, an empty box, 
and an empty napkin. Upon hearing “on the napkin”, both children and adults 
looked to the empty napkin, suggesting they initially thought “on the napkin” 
was a goal phrase, i.e., where to put the frog. Upon hearing “into the box”, 
adults’ actions suggested that they revised this parsing commitment, in that they 
would correctly pick up the frog that was on the napkin and put it into the box. 
Children, on the other hand, showed signs that they never revised this initial 
misparse. On more than half the trials, they carried out incorrect actions, all 
involving the incorrect Goal: for instance, moving the frog to the empty napkin 
and then into the box. Crucially, making the sentence unambiguous, as in (1b), 
effectively turned children into adults, in that they hardly ever carried out an 
incorrect action in response to this sentence. So, hearing a linguistic cue to 
modification, as in the “that’s”, before hearing the prepositional phrase “on the 
napkin,” guided children toward the correct parse. 



Since this initial result from Trueswell et al. (1999), many other studies 
have also found preschool-aged children failing to revise misinterpretations, 
including studies involving PP-attachment ambiguities (Hurewitz, Brown-
Schmidt, Thorpe, Gleitman & Trueswell, 2001; Weighall, 2008), filler-gap 
dependencies (Omaki, Davidson White, Goro, Lidz, & Phillips, in prep.; Omaki, 
Lau, Dakan, Davidson White, & Phillips, under revision), quantifier scope 
assignment (Musolino & Lidz, 2006; Viau, Lidz, & Musolino, 2010) and 
anaphora resolution (Leddon & Lidz, 2006). 
 
1.3. Cross-Linguistic Implications for ‘Failing to Revise’ 
 

Children’s failure to revise makes interesting predictions about parsing 
patterns cross-linguistically. For instance, in a recent study, Choi and Trueswell 
(2010) explored the hypothesis that Korean-speaking children would sometimes 
have trouble using verb information to make parsing decisions. This is because 
Korean is a verb-final language; an English sentence like “Pick up the frog on 
the napkin” has the translation in (2) in which the verb appears at the end of the 
sentence. 

 
(2) naypkhin-ey kaykwuli-lul  cipu-sey-yo  
 napkin-loc  frog-acc  pickup-hon-se 
 napkin-on  frog   pick up 
 ‘Pick up the frog on the napkin.’ 
 
The case marker -ey, in (2), can be interpreted as either a reduced form of a full 
relative, -ey issnun, or a genitive, -uy, since both markers are pronounced in the 
same manner, as /ay/. Thus, the phrase “naypkhin-ey kaykwuli-lul” in (2) is 
ambiguous between a modifier and a goal interpretation until the verb because 
the spoken form of –ey could be parsed as either a locative or a genitive. Since 
this form is much more frequently a locative than a genitive in Korean (Choi & 
Trueswell, 2010), it is very likely that “naypkhin-ey” is going to be parsed as a 
separate syntactic complement, such as a goal, rather than a modifier of ‘frog’. 
Upon hearing the verb “cipu-sey-yo” (“pick up”), however, listeners have to 
revise this initial parse, making a single complement: the frog that’s on the 
napkin. This predicts that such a sentence should be a garden-path sentence, and 
that Korean-speaking children should have trouble recovering from this 
misinterpretation. 

Indeed, when sentence (2) is accompanied by a visual scene consisting of a 
frog on a napkin, a frog on a book, and an empty napkin, Korean-speaking four- 
and five-year-olds often made errors in their actions – actions that suggested 
they parsed the sentence as having two separate complements. Sometimes they 
interpreted napkin-/ay/ as a goal, moving a frog over to the napkin, and 
sometimes they treated it as an instrument phrase, using the empty napkin to 
pick up a frog. Adults on the other hand consistently revised their initial 



misinterpretation and carried out the modifier action required by the verb: they 
picked up the frog on the towel.  

The Choi and Trueswell (2010) findings have important implications for 
our understanding of child language learning. In particular, the findings suggest 
that not all linguistic cues are ‘created equal’. Within a particular language, 
some cues tend to guide interpretation; in English the Verb in imperative 
sentences, or the Subject NP and the Verb in declarative sentences, often guides 
parsing, whereas in Korean and other verb-final languages, it’s the NPs and their 
case-markers that tend to guide parsing commitments. Other cues in a language 
have the tendency to revise or simply augment ongoing interpretations. So, in 
verb-final languages, the verb and verb morphology will play this role. This 
would especially be the case for verb morphology that conveys information 
about argument structure – such as verb morphology that conveys information 
about causation. 

If such a view of parsing is correct, we would expect that children’s 
sensitivity to causative verb morphology would differ depending upon whether 
they are learning a verb-initial or verb-final language. Children learning a verb-
final language ought to be less sensitive to causative verb morphology in 
assigning clause meaning, and if clause meaning guides verb learning, this lack 
of sensitivity could impact lexical acquisition. 

We have some reason to suspect this might be true. In particular, a study by 
Lidz, Gleitman, and Gleitman (2003) found that children learning Kannada, a 
verb-final language spoken in certain parts of India, had trouble understanding 
causative verb morphology, despite the fact that this morphology is a perfect 
predictor of causation. In the study, children acted out simple sentences that 
either did or did not contain the causative morpheme on the verb. On certain 
trials, the sentence contained just one Noun Phrase, as in example (3a), which 
means “The horse rises”. Adding the causative morpheme “-is-” to the verb, as 
in (3b), changes the meaning to “The horse lifts (something)”, with an implicit 
Patient.  
 
(3) a. Kudure eer-utt-ade. 
  Horse rise-npst-3sn  
  ‘The horse rises.’ 
 
 b. Kudure eer-is-utt-ade. 
  Horse rise-caus-npst-3sn  
  ‘The horse lifts [something].’ 

 
Adults acting out these sentences showed sensitivity to these differences in 
form. Children, on the other hand, carried out non-causative actions for both 
sentence types, regardless of morphology. That is, they had the horse get up 
from the ground in both cases. 

It was only when the sentence contained two NPs that children acted out a 
causative action. That is, children preferred to use the number of noun phrases in 



a sentence as a cue to causativity rather than verb morphology. This finding was 
predicted by Lidz et al. (2003) because the number of arguments as a predictor 
of causativity is a universal property of all languages of the world, whereas verb 
morphology is a language-specific cue that has to be learned by the child. 

But Kannada is a verb-final language. Thus the causative morpheme would, 
in these linguistic contexts, be a revising cue rather than a guiding cue. For 
example, in order to correctly interpret the causative morpheme in sentence (3b) 
which has just one overt NP, listeners need to use the verb and its morphology to 
retroactively insert another argument prior to the verb, causing a revision of the 
initial parse. The question then is what happens in a verb-initial language, where 
revision isn’t necessary, as compared to a verb-final language that requires 
revision. We address this in two experiments below, first by re-examining 
children’s use of causative morphology in Kannada (the verb-final language), 
and then comparing these results to a verb-initial language, Tagalog. 
 
2. Experiment 1: Kannada-Speaking Children 
2.1. Introduction 
 

An act-out task was conducted with native Kannada-speaking children to 
confirm the central findings of Lidz et al. (2003) – namely that Kannada-
speaking children do not use the causative morpheme to infer the presence of an 
implicit argument and hence do not form a causative interpretation of the 
sentence. 

 
2.2. Method 

 
Twenty 3- and 4-year-old children (10 female; mean age 3;11) participated 

in the study. All were native speakers of Kannada. They resided in the city of 
Mysore, India, and attended the Pushkarini and Swami Vivekinanda preschools, 
where we were permitted to conduct the study. Fourteen adult native speakers 
served as controls. 

The procedure was a simple act-out task like that used in Lidz et al. (2003). 
On critical trials, two objects were placed in front of the child, one ‘animate’ (a 
toy mouse) and one inanimate (a notebook). Using pre-recorded sentences 
played over a laptop computer, both objects were labeled and then a set of 
instructions was given for the child to act out. The first action was always an 
action that involved no objects (e.g., ‘You should smile’). This was done to 
encourage participants to be ‘players’ in the act-out task. Then two additional 
sentences were heard, each referring to one of the objects, as in: ‘The notebook 
should open’ and ‘The mouse should squeak.’ Mentioning both objects in an 
action was done to permit felicitous reference to them using an implicit 
argument in the following target sentence. The target sentence took one of four 
forms, as shown in (4). 
 
  



4. a.  niinu  illi-yannu  muTT-isa-beeku 
  you-nom  mouse-acc  touch-caus-should 
  ‘You should make [something] touch the mouse’ 
 
 b. niinu  illi-yannu  muTTa-beeku 
  you-nom mouse-acc touch-should 
  ‘You should touch the mouse.’ 
 
 c. niinu  illi-yinda  muTT-isa-beeku 
  you-nom mouse-inst touch-caus-should  
  ‘You should make the mouse touch [something].’ 
 
 d. niinu  illi-yinda  muTTa-beeku * 
  you-nom mouse-inst  touch-should *  
  'You should touch with the mouse.’ * 
 

All sentences referred to the mouse via an overt NP. When this NP receives 
accusative case and the verb has causative morphology (as in 4a), the sentence is 
intended to convey the presence of an implicit Causee for the verb “touch”, and 
hence a causative action is expected: having the notebook touch the mouse. 
Removal of the causative morpheme (as in 4b) makes this a simple sentence 
without an implicit argument, in which the expected response is for the child to 
touch the mouse. When the overt NP receives instrumental case and the verb has 
causative morphology (as in 4c), the sentence is intended to convey the presence 
of an implicit Patient for the verb ‘touch’, and hence a causative action is again 
expected: having the mouse touch the notebook. Removal of the causative 
morpheme (as in 4d) makes this an ungrammatical sentence, roughly translated 
as the ungrammatical English sentence ‘You should touch with the mouse’, and 
hence the expected action is unclear. 

There were 14 critical trials which were preceded by one practice trial. 
Causativity (Causative or Non-Causative) was manipulated within subject, and 
Case (Accusative or Instrumental) was manipulated between subjects, resulting 
in four unique lists. Each list had the same fixed pseudorandom order, with the 
constraint that no more than two Causative or Non-Causative items could appear 
consecutively. 
 
2.3. Predictions 
 

Kannada-speaking children were predicted to carry out very few causative 
actions for any of the target sentences. That is, the presence of the causative 
morpheme ought not to increase the likelihood of children using the other object 
(the notebook) in their actions. This could be due to a dispreference to use verb 
morphology to compute argument structure (Lidz et al., 2003) or because the 
morphology is being used here to revise an initial parse. 
 



2.4. Results and Discussion 
 

As expected, Kannada-speaking children rarely interpreted the target 
sentences as containing an implicit argument, resulting in only 11% causative 
actions overall. And as shown in Figure 1A below, the proportion of causative 
actions was largely unaffected by the presence/absence of the causative 
morpheme or the type of case marking on the NP. Indeed, multi-level mixed 
logit modeling of the trial-level data revealed no reliable effects of Causativity 
or Case. 
 

 

Figure 1. Proportion of Causative Actions for Kannada Speakers.  
A. Children (N = 20); B. Adults (N = 14) 

 
Adults on the other hand, showed more causative actions when the verb 

morphology was causative (Figure 1B). They also showed a greater preference 
to infer an implicit Patient than an implicit Causee, as shown by the greater 
proportion of causative actions when the NP received instrumental rather than 
accusative case. 

Overall the results replicate the findings of Lidz et al. (2003); adults but not 
children showed sensitivity to the causative morphology. This could be due to 
children's dispreference to use anything other than the number of NPs to infer 
clausal argument structure. However, given that Kannada is a verb-final 
language, the findings are also consistent with the hypothesis that when 
causative morphology cannot guide parsing, young children cannot use it to 
revise their initial parsing preference. It is interesting to note that a similar 
insensitivity to the causative morpheme has been observed in Turkish (Göksun, 
Küntay, & Naigles, 2008), and Turkish, like Kannada, is a verb-final language. 

The question therefore becomes: what happens in a verb-initial language 
that has productive causative morphology? If the failure-to-revise account is 
correct, children learning such a language should show an ability to use the 



morphology to infer the presence of an implicit argument. We explore this in 
Experiment 2 by examining Tagalog.  
 
3. Experiment 2: Tagalog-Speaking Children 
3.1. Introduction 
 

Tagalog is a verb-initial language spoken in the Philippines. Like Kannada 
it too employs verb morphology to convey causation. In particular the verbal 
morpheme “pa” is used to contrast verbal predicates such as “touch” (‘hipu-in’) 
from “cause to touch” (‘i-pa-hipo’).1 However, unlike Kannada, listeners of 
Tagalog encounter this morpheme prior to most, if not all, constituents in 
canonical constructions. Thus, the morpheme may be used to guide rather than 
revise computation of clausal argument structure.  
 
3.2. Method 

 
Forty-seven 3- and 4-year-old children (26 female; mean age 4;1) 

participated in the study. All were native speakers of Tagalog. They resided in 
the city of Manila and all attended the Child Development Center at the College 
of Home Economics at the University of the Philippines, Diliman, where we 
were permitted to conduct the study. Four adult native speakers served as 
controls. 

The procedure was the same as Experiment 1, except that the target 
sentence took one of four forms, as shown in (5). 
 
5. a.  dapat i-pa-hipo-mo  ang libro  
  should cv-caus-touch-2s.gen nom-book  
  'You should make [something] touch the book.' 
 
 b. dapat hipu-in-mo  ang libro 
  should touch-pv-2s.gen  nom-book  
  ‘You should touch the book.’ 
 
 c. dapat  i-pa-hipo-mo sa  daga  
  should  cv-caus-touch-2s.gen  obl-mouse  
  ‘You should make the mouse touch [something].’ 

                                                 
1 Transitive clauses with definite objects in Tagalog require one of the undergoer 

voices: patient voice “-in”, locative voice “-an”, or conveyance voice “i-”, depending on 
the verb and the semantic relation of the object. In such constructions, the definite objects 
are marked with nominative / absolutive case “ang” (glossed here as nom) and Agents are 
expressed in the genitive case (glossed gen). Causative verbs with definite objects are 
typically found in the conveyance voice (glossed here as cv), which was employed with 
all the causative stimuli in the experiment. Here, the objects are marked with nominative 
case, the causer with genitive case, and the causee with oblique case (glossed obl). 



 
 d. dapat  hipu-in-mo sa  daga * 
  Should touch-pv-2s.gen  obl-mouse *  
  'You should touch to the mouse.’ * 
  
In sentences of this sort, nominative case marking combined with causative 
morphology (as in 5a) is intended to convey the presence of an implicit Causee 
for the verb “touch”. Hence a causative action is expected: having the mouse 
touch the notebook. Removal of the causative morpheme (as in 5b) makes this a 
simple sentence without an implicit argument, in which the expected response is 
for the child to touch the notebook. When this NP receives oblique case and the 
verb has causative morphology (as in 5c), the sentence is intended to convey the 
presence of an implicit Patient, and hence a causative action is again expected: 
having the mouse touch the notebook. Removal of the causative morpheme (as 
in 5d) makes this an ungrammatical sentence, roughly translated as the 
ungrammatical English sentence ‘You should touch to the mouse’, and hence the 
expected action is unclear. 

Lists were identical to those in Experiment 1, except that Case was either 
Nominative or Oblique rather than Accusative or Instrumental. 
 
3.3. Predictions 
 

If children have an innate tendency to assume that the number of syntactic 
arguments conveys information about clausal argument structure and predicate 
meaning, we would expect that Tagalog-speaking children, like Kannada-
speaking children, should tend not to compute an implicit argument for 
sentences of the type used in these experiments. And if this bias completely 
blocks the use of morphology as a cue to argument structure, we should expect 
Tagalog-speaking children at this age to be completely insensitive to the 
productive causative morphology of the language. If on the other hand, the 
insensitivity to causative morphology in Kannada arose because of the verb-final 
nature of the language, we should expect Tagalog-speaking children to be 
sensitive to causative morphology, precisely because this cue can be used to 
guide the computation of argument structure rather than to revise such structure. 
 
3.4. Results and Discussion 
 

The proportion of causative actions generated by children in response to the 
target sentences appears in Figure 2A. Overall, Tagalog-speaking children prefer 
the non-causative interpretation of such sentences, producing causative actions 
only 31% of the time when averaging across all four conditions. This value 
however is much higher than that observed above for Kannada-speaking 
children (11%). Indeed, this difference is in part due to the fact that Tagalog-
speaking children, unlike Kannada-speaking children, show sensitivity to the 
causative morpheme, producing more causative actions for sentences with the 



causative morpheme (mean of 36%) than for sentences without the causative 
morpheme (mean of 24%). This effect was significant in multi-level mixed logit 
modeling of the trial-level data (p < .05) and was found not to interact with Case 
marking – i.e., the effect was present for both Nominative and Oblique Case. 
Also, as can be seen in Figure 2A, children showed an effect of Case, such that 
Oblique Case sentences generated substantially more causative actions than 
Nominative Case sentences. Thus, children are better at inferring an implicit 
Patient than an implicit Causee. This finding may be related to the general 
patterns of pro-drop in Tagalog, where the -ang phrase (the nominative / 
absolutive) is more commonly omitted. So one might wish to draw the 
alternative, but related, conclusion that children are better able to infer an 
implicit nominative / absolutive argument than an oblique phrase. 

 

 
Figure 2. Proportion of Causative Actions for Tagalog Speakers.  

A: Children (N = 20); B: Adults (N = 4) 
 

The results from adults (Figure 2B) showed a pattern similar to children, 
except that adults showed more causative actions generally and numerically 
larger effects of Case and Causative Morphology. 

Thus the results are consistent with the predictions made by the failure-to-
revise parsing account. Children who use causative verb morphology to guide 
parsing (as in the verb-initial language Tagalog) show developmentally earlier 
sensitivity to this cue to structure. 
 
4. General Discussion 
  

There are two important observations to report from this work. Firstly, both 
Kannada-speaking children and Tagalog-speaking children show a bias to 
interpret one-argument clauses as conveying non-causative events, even when 
the causative verb morphology is present. This is consistent with the findings of 
Lidz et al. (2003) and their conclusion that children prefer to use the number of 



NPs in syntactic argument positions as a universal cue to clausal event structure. 
Secondly, and quite importantly, Tagalog-speaking children, unlike Kannada-
speaking children of the same age, are sensitive (to some degree) to causative 
morphology as a cue to structure/meaning. Tagalog-speaking children were 
more likely to infer the presence of an implicit argument when the causative 
morpheme was present, reflecting the fact that these children had assigned a 
causative interpretation to the sentence.  

Although there are many differences between Kannada and Tagalog, the 
observed difference in children’s sensitivity to causative morphology across 
these two languages is likely to arise because Tagalog is a verb-initial language 
whereas Kannada is a verb-final language. As mentioned above, children in this 
age range show difficulty using the linguistic cues within a sentence to revise 
initial parsing and interpretive commitments (e.g., Hurewitz et al., 2001; Omaki 
et al., in prep.; Trueswell et al., 1999; Weighall, 2008), with this difficulty being 
attributed to delays in executive functioning (e.g., Choi & Trueswell, 2010; 
Novick, Trueswell, & Thompson-Schill, 2005). Kannada-speaking children 
were being asked to use causative morphology to revise parsing commitments, 
taxing their executive function abilities, whereas Tagalog-speaking children 
were being asked to use this same cue to guide parsing commitments, resulting 
in less processing difficulty.  

If this account is correct, it suggests that the mechanics of parsing can shape 
children's sensitivity to certain features of the input, which may, in turn, impact 
how they interpret clauses, learn word meanings, and possibly learn the 
grammar of their language. However, the latter claim, that parsing mechanics 
influence how grammar is learned, must be drawn with great caution from the 
current findings. We have demonstrated here that Kannada-speaking children 
have difficulty using causative morphology in comprehension for the sentences 
of the sort used here, but we have not yet demonstrated that Kannada-speaking 
children show a delay in overall acquisition of this morphological feature as 
compared to children learning a verb-initial language. This is a topic for future 
research; it would be quite interesting to establish that production of causative 
morphology is also delayed in Kannada. Such a finding would allow for greater 
confidence in concluding that processes pertaining to the extraction of structure 
and meaning from sentences (i.e., parsing) shape the acquisition profile of the 
grammatical system. 
 
 
Acknowledgements 
 
We would like to thank the Pushkarini and Swami Vivekinanda preschools, and 
the Child Development Center at the College of Home Economics at the 
University of the Philippines, Diliman. We would especially like to thank Prof. 
Clarissa F. Reyes, Barbara Dumlao, Ma. Lovena V. Moneva, Micah Denise del 
Mundo, and Phil de Leon for facilitating the data collection. 
 



References 
 
Choi, Youngon and John C. Trueswell (2010). Children’s (in)ability to recover from 

garden paths in a verb-final language: Evidence for developing control in sentence 
processing. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 106(1), 41-61. 

Fernald, Anne, Renate Zangle, Ana Luz Portillo, and Virginia A. Marchman (2008). 
Looking while listening: Using eye movements to monitor spoken language 
comprehension by infants and young children. In Irina A. Sekerina, Eva M. 
Fernandez, and Henry Clahsen (Eds.), Developmental Psycholinguistics: On-line 
methods in children's language processing. John Benjamins. 

Gleitman, Lila R. (1990). The structural sources of verb meanings. Language Acquisition, 
1, 3–55. 

Göksun, Tilbe, Aylin C. Küntay, and Letitia R. Naigles (2008). Turkish children use 
morphosyntactic bootstrapping in interpreting verb meaning. Journal of Child 
Language, 35, 291-323.  

Hurewitz, Felicia D. (2002). Developing the ability to resolve syntactic ambiguity. Ph.D. 
Dissertation, Department of Psychology, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, 
PA. 

Hurewitz, Felicia, Sarah Brown-Schmidt, Kirsten Thorpe, Lila R. Gleitman, and John C. 
Trueswell (2001). One frog, two frog, red frog, blue frog: Factors affecting 
children's syntactic choices in production and comprehension. Journal of 
Psycholinguistic Research, 29(6), 597-626. 

Lidz, Jeffrey, Henry Gleitman, and Lila R. Gleitman (2003). Understanding how input 
matters: Verb learning and the footprint of universal grammar. Cognition, 87(3), 
151-178.  

Leddon, Erin M. and Jeffrey Lidz (2006). Reconstruction effects in child language. 
Proceedings of the 30th Boston University Conference on Language Development. 
Cascadilla Press: Cambridge. 

Musolino, Julien and Jeffrey Lidz (2006). Why Children aren't Universally Successful 
with Quantification. Linguistics, 44, 817-852.  

Naigles, Letitia G. (1990). Children use syntax to learn verb meanings. Journal of Child 
Language, 17, 357–374. 

Novick, Jared M., John C. Trueswell, and Sharon L. Thompson-Schill (2005). Cognitive 
control and parsing: Re-examining the role of Broca's area in sentence 
comprehension. Journal of Cognitive, Affective, and Behavioral Neuroscience, 5(3), 
263-281. 

Omaki, Akira, Imogen Davidson White, Takuya Goro, Jeffrey Lidz, & Colin Phillips (in 
prep.). No fear of commitment: Children's incremental interpretation in English and 
Japanese wh-questions. 

Omaki, Akira, Ellen F. Lau, Myles L. Dakan, Imogen Davidson White, and Colin Phillips 
(under revision). Hyper-active gap filling: Pre-verbal object gap creation in English 
filler-gap dependency processing. 

Sekerina, Irina A. and John C. Trueswell (in press). Interactive processing of contrastive 
expressions by Russian children. First Language. 

Snedeker, Jesse and John C. Trueswell (2004). The developing constraints on parsing 
decisions: The role of lexical-biases and referential scenes in child and adult 
sentence processing. Cognitive Psychology, 49(3), 238-299. 

Snedeker, Jesse and Sylvia Yuan (2008). Effects of prosodic and lexical constraints on 
parsing in young children (and adults). Journal of Memory and Language, 58(2), 
574-608.  



Trueswell, John C., Irina Sekerina, Nicole M. Hill, and Marian L. Logrip (1999). The 
kindergarten path effect: studying on-line sentence processing in young children. 
Cognition, 73, 89-134. 

Viau, Joshua, Jeffrey Lidz, and Julien Musolino (2010). Priming of abstract logical 
representations in 4-year-olds. Language Acquisition, 17(1), 26-50. 

Weighall, Anna R. (2008). The kindergarten path effect revisited: Children’s use of 
context in processing structural ambiguities. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
99, 75–95. 

Yuan, Sylvia and Cynthia Fisher (2009). “Really? She blicked the baby?”: Two-year-olds 
learn combinatorial facts about verbs by listening. Psychological Science, 20, 619-
626. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


