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This paper investigates the role of the German discourse particle doch in the development of
finiteness in early German, in particular as it affects the development of functional finiteness,
i.e. the emergence of a functional projection hosting the finiteness marker. By examining the
production data of three monolingual German children in the CHILDES corpus and comparing
their expressions of finiteness in doch-utterances and simple main clauses, the study identifies
a five- to sixteen-month delay in functional finiteness in doch-clauses. Children’s production of
doch-clauses falls into three stages marked by different degrees of phrase-structural complexity:
a purely lexical Stage 1, a reduced functional architecture in Stage 2, and finally the target-
conforming structure in Stage 3. The developmental pattern is in line with Jordens’' (2012) stage
model of the acquisition of finiteness as a functional category. The delay in the realization of
functional finiteness in doch-clauses is argued to result from the high level of complexity in the
semantics of doch and considerable similarities it shares with the earlier-acquired adversative
connective aber ‘but, both of which increase children’s cognitive load and hinder the full
exploitation of the functional projection in doch-clauses.
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1 Introduction

While the development of finiteness has been identified as an important topic in the literature
on language acquisition, recent research on early German has paid increasing attention to the
interaction between finiteness and other linguistic phenomena, such as the use of various types of
particles. Particles that have been examined in the early German literature include focus particles
auch ‘also’ (Penner et al. 2000; Nederstigt 2003; 2006; Dimroth 2009; Winkler 2009) and noch
‘still’ (Nederstigt 2003; 2006), the negation particle nicht ‘not’ (Penner et al. 2000; Winkler 2006)
and the adversative particle aber ‘but’ (Bittner & Bartz 2018). All these particles are found quite
early in child language (between the ages of 1;05 and 2;00), before or roughly at the same time as
the first occurrence of finite verbs. Furthermore, unlike content words, with which children refer
to specific objects or events, particles are early lexical items that lack concrete semantic meaning

and are primarily used to modify the referring or predicating elements.

One of the most interesting results of these studies is that particles can influence the
establishment of finiteness in the child language. Moreover, different particles are found to affect
the acquisition process of finiteness to different degrees: while nicht ‘not’ appears to promote
the acquisition of finiteness, as utterances containing nicht show earlier and more frequent verb
second (V2) word order and finiteness marking on the verb compared to those without (Penner
et al. 2000; Winkler 2006), auch ‘also’ and aber ‘but’ seem to hinder the realization of finiteness
in child utterances (Penner et al. 2000; Dimroth 2009; Bittner & Bartz 2018). Penner et al. (2000)
reported that child utterances containing auch tend to occur more often with non-finite verbs
in clause-final position, even if V2 has already been established in clauses without any particles
(henceforth, simple main clauses). In auch-utterances with finite verbs, the verb is often placed in
deviant non-V2 positions. A similar pattern is observed in a later study by Bittner & Bartz (2018),
who found a two- to six-month delay in finiteness marking in aber-clauses compared to simple
main clauses. The authors also compared finiteness marking in aber- and auch-utterances based
on the time of the first emergence of the perfective construction haben ‘have’ + past participle
in child speech. They found that the use of the perfect occurs later in aber-clauses than in auch-
clauses, with the latter itself exhibiting a delayed emergence of the perfect when compared to
simple main clauses. Therefore, the authors concluded that aber triggers a more prominent delay
in the finiteness marking than auch.

To date, only a small number of particles representing a narrow range of particle types has
been investigated with respect to their impact on finiteness acquisition. Crucially, to the best of
my knowledge, there exists no study of the influence that discourse particles in German exert
on the acquisition of finiteness in the child language, which this study seeks to investigate.
Discourse particles in German share a number of characteristics with both focus particles (e.g.
auch ‘also’) and negation particles (e.g. nicht ‘not’): they are non-inflectional, semantically and

pragmatically modify sentences by establishing a relation between two propositions, and mark



the information status of the constituents in their scope. But discourse particles also possess
defining characteristics that are absent in other types of particles: syntactically, they are sensitive
to sentence types and are restricted to the clause-medial position, in contrast to sentence adverbs
and focus particles which frequently appear clause-initially (Thurmair 1989; Meibauer 1994);
semantically, discourse particles scope over the entire clause in which they occur, whereas focus

particles scope only over subparts of the sentence (Jacobs 1991; Lindner 1991).

Among discourse particles in German, doch represents a particularly interesting case for
studies on finiteness acquisition: it shares semantic properties with nicht, aber and auch, all
of which have been examined with respect to their impact on finiteness realization in early
German but have been found to have different effects. Hence, investigating the interaction of
the acquisition of doch and finiteness might help disentangle which properties of the particles are

more difficult to acquire than others.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 sets out the theoretical framework by introducing
the concepts of functional finiteness and its indicators, and by surveying the semantic properties
of the discourse particle doch. It also introduces three research questions that guide the empirical
part of the study. Section 3 describes the corpus study—including information about the corpora
used, descriptions of the data collection and coding processes—and, most importantly, presents its
findings. Section 4 addresses the research questions pursued, spelling out the syntactic structures
of children’s doch-productions at each developmental stage and proposing an account for the
observed delayed appearance of the adult functional structure in children’s doch-productions.
Section 5 summarizes the key results of the study, along with limitations and directions for

future research.

2 Background

2.1 Functional finiteness and its indicators

In German, finiteness is instantiated by the verb overtly through inflectional morphology and its
appearance in second position (V2) in complementizer-less clauses. In contrast, non-finite verbs,
including verbal particles, infinitives and participles, invariably occur in clause-final, also known
as verb-final (VF) position. This is exemplified in (1) by the finite verb form macht (bolded) in V2
and the particle auf in VF.

@D) Der Mann macht jetzt die Tiir auf.
the man makes now the door open

‘Now the man opens the door.’

The requirement on finite verb placement is imposed by the so-called verb-second rule, which

is widely attested in Germanic languages. The standard generative analysis of V2 in German



postulates head movement of the verb from its base position within VP to the head of CP (cf.
Thiersch 1978; den Besten 1983). Convincing evidence for the V-to-C movement of finite verbs
is provided by den Besten (1983), who observed that in German, complementizers and V2 are in
complementary distribution. As shown in (2), the V2 movement, which must apply in main clauses
(cf. (1)), is blocked in the presence of a lexical complementizer (2a-b). In certain embedded
clauses where the complementizer can be omitted, the relevant clause must appear in the V2
word order (2c—d).!

2) a. Er sagt, dass der Mann jetzt die Tiir aufmache.

he says that.comP the man now the door open.make-SBJV
‘He says that the man is opening the door now.’

b. *Er sagt, dass der Mann mache jetzt die Tiir auf.
he says that.comp the man make-SBJV now the door open

c. Er sagt, der Mann mache jetzt die Tiir auf.
he says the man make-sBJv now the door open

d. *Er sagt, der Mann jetzt die Tiir aufmache.

he says the man now the door open.make-SBJV

The clear complementary distribution of lexical complementizers and V2 is adduced as evidence
for the argument that finite verbs in second position occupy the same position as lexical
complementizers, namely the head of CP. Thus, in addition to the requisite morphology
(morphological finiteness), children acquiring finiteness in German must also acquire a syntactic
structure with the appropriate functional layers for V2. It is the acquisition of functional finiteness,
i.e. the requirement that the finite verb appears in the head of a functional projection (FP), that

this paper will focus on.

Several empirical studies have investigated when and how the transition from a lexically
organized grammar to the (adult) functionally organized grammar takes place in the learner
system, and have proposed a set of lexical and syntactic properties that can be viewed as
manifestations of functional finiteness in the learner grammar (Dimroth et al. 2003; Jordens 2012;
Jordens & Bittner 2022, among others).

The first property concerns children’s increased use of finite action verbs in V2 position
(Jordens 2012). As has repeatedly been pointed out in the L1 acquisition literature on German,
in the early stages of finiteness acquisition, child utterances exhibit a correlation between the
syntactic distribution of finite and non-finite verb forms and the semantic properties of the verb
(Clahsen 1986; Jordens 1990; Meisel 1994; Ingram & Thompson 1996; Jordens 2012). Meisel
(1994) and Jordens (1990; 2012) report that finite verbs that appear in non-final position in

! Complementizer omission in German is frequently found in clausal complements of bridge verbs, mostly verbs of
saying and believing, accompanied by the use of the subjunctive mood.



child utterances generally denote states (e.g. lassen ‘let’, heifsen ‘be called’, passen ‘fit’) or changes
of state (e.g. werden ‘become’, gehen ‘go’, fahren ‘drive’), as shown in (3a-b). Non-finite verbs that
appear in clause-final position, by contrast, frequently denote actions (e.g. putzen ‘clean’, spielen
‘play’, werfen ‘throw’), as illustrated by rausrdumen ‘take out’ in (3c). In other words, verbs that

appear in non-final and final positions are in complementary distribution and do not overlap.

3 a. Da paldt nich. (Clahsen 1986: 97)
it fits not
‘(It) does not fit.’
b. Das Auto fahrt schnell. (Clahsen 1986: 97)

the car drives fast
‘The car drives fast.’

c. Purzel Pierkorb rausraum. (Clahsen 1986: 112)
Purzel [waste]paper.basket remove

‘Purzel took the wastepaper basket away.’

Based on these data, Jordens (2012) proposes that in early child language, the distributional
properties of verb forms with finite and non-finite morphology are determined by

semantic factors.

Once a functional projection is available in the system, however, the functional head reserved
for finite verbs is no longer associated with specific semantic interpretations and is now accessible
to verbs of all semantic types (Jordens 2012). This has the consequence that utterances produced
with an underlying functional clause structure will more frequently show action verbs in their

finite forms in V2 position as compared to earlier stages.

The second piece of evidence for the existence of a functional projection in the child
grammar comes from children’s productive use of auxiliary verbs such as haben ‘have’, sein
‘be’ and werden ‘become’ in German passive or perfect constructions (Dimroth et al. 2003;
Jordens 2012). As semantically vacuous verbs, auxiliaries suggest to children that finite verbs
in the second position need not be filled by lexical items with descriptive content. Children will
hence realize that verb movement to V2 is not motivated by the need to deliver propositional
contents, but to host finiteness inflection to express more abstract grammatical information such
as tense, agreement and the illocutionary force of the sentence. These abstract grammatical
features associated with this position will contribute to the projection of a functional head in the

child grammar.

The third indicator is the greater variety of word orders (Dimroth et al. 2003; Jordens
2012). Crucially, the frequent occurrence of utterances with OVS word order indicates that
children now distinguish between the subject and the topic and have different positions for

them. Since the topic and the subject each require a specifier position, non-subject-initial word



orders provide evidence that the learner grammar at this stage consists of two projections, a
lexical VP and a functional FP, which accommodate the subject in SpecVP and the topic in
SpecFP, respectively.

The final property that can be viewed as a manifestation of functional finiteness in the learner
grammar, suggested by Bittner & Bartz (2018), is the target-conforming use of action particle verbs
in child utterances, i.e. with the verbal particle in clause-final position and the finite simple verb
in V2 position, as shown in (1) above. The discontinuous placement of the particle and base verb
indicates that the learner grammar has two distinct positions for verbal elements, which further

hints at the existence of a functional layer above the original lexical layer.

These four key properties summarized in (4), which previous studies have proposed as
indicators of functional finiteness, will be adopted in the present study as criteria for determining

the acquisition of functional finiteness in the child data.

“4) Manifestations of functional finiteness in child German
i. frequent use of auxiliary verbs
ii. systematic use of action verbs in V2 position
iii. subject inversion (particularly in OVS word order)

iv. discontinuous realization of action particle verbs

2.2 Doch in adult German
The word doch in German can perform distinct syntactic functions, occurring as a coordinating

connective (5a), a response particle (5b), an adverb (5c), or a discourse particle (6). Small caps

are used to indicate stress.

)] Doch as a connective
a. Ich klopfe, doch niemand offnet. (Duden online)
I  knock DOCH nobody opens
‘T knock, but nobody opens (the door).’

Doch as a response particle
b. A: Ist Peter nicht verreist? (Karagjosova 2001: 132)
A: is Peter not left
‘A: Hasn’t Peter left?’
B: DOCH.?
B: DOCH
‘B: He has.’

2 B’s response is grammatical only if doch is interpreted as a response particle, but not as a discourse particle.



Doch as an adverb
c. Peter ist also DOCH verreist. (Karagjosova 2001: 132)
Peter is so DOCH left

‘Peter has nevertheless left.’

(6) Doch as a discourse particle

a. A: Max kommt mit in die Disko. (Egg & Zimmermann 2012: 226)
A: Max comes with in the disco

‘A: Max will come along to the disco.’

B: Er ist doch krank!
B: he is DocH ill
‘B: But he is illV

b. Hans kann sich doch nicht an die Geschichte erinnern.
Hans can himself DOCH not on the story remember-INF
‘Hans can’t remember the story, though.’

c. #Hans kann sich nicht doch an die Geschichte erinnern.

Hans can himself not DOCH on the story remember-INF

The use of doch as a discourse particle can be differentiated from other uses of the word by a
number of defining characteristics (Thurmair 1989; Abraham 1991; Meibauer 1994; Karagjosova
2004). Phonologically, it is unstressed, unlike when it functions as a response particle or a sentence
adverb, as shown in (5b) and (5¢).? Syntactically, it consistently appears in the clause-internal
position (unlike the connective in (5a)) and cannot stand alone as a response to questions (in
contrast to its usage as a response particle (5b)). Semantically, it does not influence the truth
value of its host sentence (in contrast to the response particle use) and obligatorily scopes over

sentential negation (cf. (6b) and (6¢)).*

As a discourse particle, doch can appear in all non-interrogative clause types in German

including declaratives (6b), exclamatives (7a) and imperatives (7b).>

% The non-stressability restriction has long been highly debatable as a necessary condition for classifying a lexical item
into the word category of discourse particles; see Konig et al. (1990), Abraham (1991), Meibauer (1994), Karagjosova
(2001), and Egg & Zimmermann (2012) for different views on the categorization of stressed doch. Given that the
present study does not involve phonological analyses of children’s speech, I will view all instances of doch in the
middle field as manifestations of the word functioning as a discourse particle.

4 For comprehensive analyses of the different functions doch performs, see Karagjosova (2001; 2004) and Egg &
Zimmermann (2012), among others.

® Doch is allowed in some non-canonical question types (e.g. in assertive questions and deliberative questions). In this
paper, I will leave these non-canonical question forms aside and focus on the occurrence of doch in major clause types.



7 a. Wenn sie doch kime! (Thurmair 1989: 25)
if she DOCH come.SBJV
‘If only she would come!’
b. Verklag mich doch! (Egg & Zimmermann 2012: 226)
sue.IMP me DOCH

‘Go ahead and sue me!’

The semantic contribution of doch as a discourse particle is twofold: for one, it establishes a
coherence relation between the doch-utterance p and the pre-context by anaphorically referring
to a proposition g that is salient in the discourse; for the other, it introduces new information into
the context by expressing a contrast between p and g (Karagjosova 2001; 2004; Grosz 2010; Egg
& Zimmermann 2012).

Spelling out the inherent anaphoric and contrastive nature of doch in greater detail, we
observe that a crucial prerequisite for a felicitous use of doch is that there must be a contextually
salient proposition g evoked in the discourse (Egg & Zimmermann 2012; Grosz 2016), which
can be (i) explicitly expressed by discourse participants (8a), or (ii) implicitly presupposed and
inferred from the relevant utterances (8b), or (iii) provided by the non-linguistic context (8c). As

a result, doch is banned in out-of-the-blue expressions without any contextual embedding.

8) a. A: Schau mal! Diese Blumen sind so hésslich. (Grosz 2010: 165)

A: look MAL these flowers are so ugly
‘A: Have a look! These flowers are so ugly.’
B: Was hast du denn? Diese Blumen sind doch schon!
B: what have you DENN these flowers are DOCH beautiful
‘B: What’s your problem? These flowers are beautiful!’
q = [These flowers are ugly.]

b. A: Max kommt mit in die Disko. (Egg & Zimmermann 2012: 226)
A: Max comes with in the disco
‘A: Max will come along to the disco.’
B: Er ist doch krank!
B: he is DocH ill
‘B: But he is illV
q = [Max is not ill (otherwise he will not come along to the disco).]

c. Context: I wake up on a Sunday at 6AM, because the neighbours are drilling.
Heute ist doch Sonntag! (Grosz 2010: 165)
today is DOCH Sunday
‘(But) today is Sunday!’
q = [The drilling work can take place only on weekdays.]



The second aspect of the semantic denotation of doch is that its complement proposition p
in the utterance doch p expresses a contrastive and conflicting meaning to g, which in this
sense makes doch resemble the adversative connective aber in German and but in English.
The proposition p must be a proposition that is regarded by the speaker as uncontroversial
knowledge. This triggers what is known as the uncontroversiality presupposition in Grosz’s
(2010) terminology, which crucially excludes doch in contexts where p is completely new
information. This point can be clearly illustrated in B’s response in (9) saying that the news
about Max’s illness is not yet shared with the hearer. Note that the status of given/new
information is consistently judged from the perspective of the speaker, be it real with respect
to the knowledge state of the hearer or inferred by the speaker from the actions of his

conversational partners.

)] A: Max kommt mit in die Disko. (Egg & Zimmermann 2012: 227)
A: Max comes with to the disco

‘A: Max will come along to the disco.’

B:*Er ist doch krank, das wusste bislang  aber keiner.
B: he is DocH ill this knew up.to.now but no.one

‘B: But he is ill, but up to now no one knew.’

Furthermore, p and the contextually salient ¢ must be in a conflicting relation, with p being
a correction of q (the correction presupposition, in Grosz’s (2010) terminology). The ps and
gs presupposed by the doch-utterances in (8a-c) are given in (10a-c), respectively. It is
evident that in all these cases, the speaker’s proposition p is opposite to his assumption
about the belief of his partner g. Again, the discourse familiarity status of the information is
speaker-oriented.

(10) a. The flower-example in (8a)

q = [These flowers are ugly.]
p = [These flowers are beautiful.]

b. The disco-example in (8b)
q = [Max is not ill (otherwise he will not come along to the disco.)]
p = [Max is ill.]

c. The drilling-example in (8c¢)
q = [The drilling work can take place only on weekdays.]
p = [The drilling work cannot take place today because today is Sunday.]

According to Grosz (2010), in contexts where no correction is intended, the occurrence of doch
cannot be licensed (11).



10

an A: Ich kann morgen nicht mit euch mitkommen. (Grosz 2010: 168)
A:' 1 can tomorrow not with you with.come-INF

‘A: I can’t come with you tomorrow.’

B: Ich wei} eh. Du musst #doch morgen arbeiten.
B: I know EH you must #DOCH tomorrow work-INF

‘B: I know. You have to work tomorrow.’

Compared with particles previously examined for their influence on finiteness acquisition, such
as nicht ‘no’, auch ‘also’, and aber ‘but’, doch is most similar to aber. Both particles necessitate
contextual background information prior to making the utterance, and additionally introduce
new, contrasting information to an existing salient proposition. This complexity requires that
children not only identify the proposition referred to by the particle’s host utterance but
also understand the informational status of the aber/doch-proposition within the context and
coherently integrate this contrasting information into the ongoing discourse (Bittner & Bartz
2018).

The discourse particle doch, however, differs from aber in two aspects. First, doch, when used
as a discourse particle, is constrained to the middle field of the clause, specifically to the right
of the finite verb in V2 and to the left of the non-finite verbal elements in VF. In contrast, aber,
when used as a connective, exhibits greater positional flexibility, being able to appear either

clause-initially or clause-internally, as illustrated in (12).

12) A: Max kommt mit in die Disko.
A: Max comes with in the disco

‘A: Max will come along to the disco.’

B: (Aber) Er ist (aber) krank.
B: but he is but il
‘B: But he is ill.’

Second, when examining B’s responses containing aber and doch to A’s statement in (13), subtle
semantic differences emerge: while aber conveys a relatively mild denial (13a), doch signifies a
more direct correction (13b). This contrast reflects underlying differences in how the two particles
interact with presuppositional common ground: (13b) constitutes a more direct correction, as
the use of doch triggers the uncontroversiality presupposition and thus implies that Speaker A’s
utterance conflicts with what Speaker B assumes to be shared common ground. By contrast, since

aber does not trigger such a presupposition, (13a) constitutes a comparatively weaker denial.®

6 I thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this point.



(13) A: Max kommt mit in die Disko. (adapted from Karagjosova 2008: 289)
A: Max comes with in the disco

‘A: Max will come along to the disco.’

a. B: Er ist aber krank. (Wie ist das mdglich?)
B: he is but ill how is this possible
‘B: But he is ill. (How can then this be?)’

b. B: Er ist doch krank. (Das kann nicht sein!)
B: he is DocH ill this can not be-INF
‘B: But he is ill. (This cannot be true!)’

Given the significant similarities between doch and aber, with the latter reported to slow down the
process of finiteness acquisition in German (Bittner & Bartz 2018), a tentative prediction at this
stage is that doch may behave in a similar way, delaying the emergence of finiteness marking in
the host utterances. However, whether doch- and aber-clauses differ in their impact on finiteness
development remains to be tested.

2.3 Research questions

The aim of this study is to explore the role of the discourse particle doch in the development of
finiteness in early German, in particular as it affects the development of functional finiteness, i.e.
the emergence of a functional projection hosting the finiteness marker. Specifically, the study sets

out to answer three research questions:

1.  What influence, if any, does the German discourse particle doch have on children’s

development of functional finiteness?
2. What is the developmental path of functional finiteness in children’s doch-clauses?

3.  How can we account for the impact of doch on the development of functional finiteness
(and how does doch compare to other particles)?

A corpus study designed to address these research questions will be presented in the next section.

3 The study
3.1 Corpus data and coding

The present study draws on spontaneous production data of three monolingual German children
(Leo, Simone and Cosima), which are available as part of the CHILDES corpus (MacWhinney
2000). All the data used in this study were presented in transcribed text format. The three
corpora were chosen for the following reasons. First, all of them have a relatively high

sampling density, which can present a comprehensive picture of the developmental trajectory

i
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of children’s language acquisition. Second, the corpora were examined in a number of previous
studies with respect to the relation between finiteness and various kinds of particles in early
German acquisition (Dimroth 2009; Winkler 2009; Bittner & Bartz 2018). Therefore, using the
same data can make the results from the present study directly comparable with previously
reported findings.

The time span that is of particular interest for the present investigation covers the first two
years since the first occurrence of doch as a discourse particle in child productions, which happens
at age 2;00 for both Leo and Simone, and at age 2;03 for Cosima. Doch-utterances produced by
children during this period of time were extracted from the corresponding corpora using the
kwal-program in CHILDES, along with ten lines of context before and after each doch-utterance.”
Some general information about the three children under investigation and their doch-productions

is presented in Table 1.2

Child Data source Analyzed age span | Onset age of Number of doch-
doch-production | utterances
extracted
Leo CHILDES (Leo 1;11.12-3;11.13 2;00.07 832
Corpus)
Simone | CHILDES (Miller 1;01.11-4;00.06 2;00.01 393
Corpus)
Cosima | CHILDES (Rigol 1;00.20-4;03.09 2;03.04 197
Corpus)
Total: 1422

Table 1: Information about the children and their doch-productions.

In the next step, the utterances were manually sifted according to the exclusion criteria listed
in (14).
(14) Data exclusion criteria

i. utterances recorded in diary notes

ii. utterances that are completely unintelligible

7 The complete command used was: kwal @ + t*CHI +s“doch” -w10 +w10 *.cha.

8 Table 1 shows that the number of doch-utterances produced by the three children exhibits considerable intersubject
variation, which may partly be due to differences in recording frequency. The Leo corpus includes dense recordings
of 5 hours per week between ages 2;00 and 2;11, and 5 hours per week for one week per month between ages 3;00
and 4;12. Simone’s productions were recorded from 1;3 to 3;4 years for 1.5 hours every two weeks and for 6 hours
every six weeks, and Cosima was recorded between 1;8 and 7;2 years at regular fortnightly intervals.



iii. imitated utterances (including self-repetition and total/partial repetition of a directly
preceding utterance)

iv. formulaic expressions (including expressions from songs or books)®

v. utterances that display non-V2 word order, including yes/no-questions, subordinate

clauses and imperatives

vi. single-word utterances (including clause-initial dochs followed by a comma)*°

Criteria in (14i-v) were adopted from Bittner & Bartz (2018), while (14vi) was added mainly to

sift out occurrences of doch as a response particle.

Consequently, from the initial selection of 1422 utterances, only 604 doch-productions,
comprised primarily of matrix declarative sentences with only a few wh-questions, remained
for further analysis. Table 2 provides the number of utterances extracted and analyzed for
each child.

Child Number of Number of
doch-utterances doch-utterances
extracted analyzed

Leo 832 294

Simone | 393 227

Cosima | 197 83

Total: 604

Table 2: Statistics about children’s doch-productions before and after data exclusion.

The 604 total utterances were subsequently coded for a number of morphological and

syntactic features listed in (15), which were adopted from Bittner & Bartz (2018).

(15) Data coding criteria
i. the syntactic position of doch (clause-initial or clause-internal)
ii.  contextually licensed ellipsis (yes or no)
iii. full argument realization of non-elliptic doch-clauses (yes or no)

iv. presence of a verb (yes or no)

 Formulaic expressions were defined in the present study as expressions where a particular verb frequently recurred
with an invariant subject or object.

10 Clause-initial dochs in multi-word utterances were double-checked against the original transcript to ensure that they
were used neither as a response particle nor as a connective, with ambiguous cases removed.

13
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v. morphological realization of the verb (finite with correct/incorrect inflection or non-
finite)
vi. syntactic realization of the verb (V2 or non-V2)

vii. semantic properties of the verb (copula, auxiliary, modal verb, simple/particle verbs

referring to states/actions)

viii. word order (SVO, OVS, XVS (X stands for constituents other than S or O))

The last three features were of particular relevance to the typical manifestations of functional

finiteness introduced in (4) in Section 2.1, which are repeated for convenience in (16).

(16) Manifestations of functional finiteness in child German
i. frequent use of auxiliary verbs
ii. systematic use of action verbs in V2 position
iii. subject inversion (particularly in OVS word order)

iv. discontinuous realization of action particle verbs

The effect of the discourse particle doch on the functional finiteness realization in child utterances
was assessed by comparing the ages at which children regularly produce these constructions
in doch-clauses with the ages when these structures appear regularly in clauses without any
particles.'* The regular production time of each structure was determined following the third-
use criterion introduced by Bloom et al. (1982): in general, the third occurrence of the relevant

construction marks the onset of its regular production.

3.2 Results

Despite individual variation, all three children start using doch as a discourse particle two to four
months prior to their regular production of finite simple main clauses (cf. Table 3). The data

concerning finiteness in simple main clauses in Table 3 are taken from Bittner & Bartz (2018).

Leo | Simone | Cosima
First production of doch 2;00 | 2;00 2;03

Regular production of finite simple main clauses | 2;03 | 2;02 2;07

Table 3: The onset age of the production of doch and regular production of finite simple main
clauses.

11 The three stages were measured in terms of age rather than MLU to make the results comparable with prior work on
the acquisition of finiteness in interaction with particles (cf. Dimroth 2009; Winkler 2009; Bittner & Bartz 2018).



The early occurrence of doch, however, does not contribute to an early realization of functional
finiteness in doch-clauses. On the contrary, doch-clauses exhibit a general five- to sixteen-month
delay in terms of functional finiteness marking as compared to simple main clauses. The delay
observed in doch-clauses is fairly robust in that it is observed no matter whether the regular
production time of finite doch-clauses is compared with that of simple main clauses as a whole
or on each of the four finiteness-indicative constructions. Furthermore, when taking aber-clauses
into consideration, which, according to Bittner & Bartz (2018), demonstrate the most delayed
realization of functional finiteness compared to simple clauses and other particle-containing
clauses studied to date, it emerges that the delay in doch-clauses is even larger than that in
aber-clauses. Table 4 compares the onset age of regular production of the four constructions in
simple main clauses, aber-clauses and doch-clauses. Here again, the data pertaining to finiteness
in both simple main clauses and aber-clauses are borrowed from Bittner & Bartz (2018), where
the onset of regular production of each structure is also determined according to the third-

use criterion.'?

Leo Simone Cosima
SMC | aber-C | doch-C | SMC | aber-C | doch-C | SMC | aber-C | doch-C

Finite action | 2;03 | 2;07 2;08 2;02 | 2;08 2;10 2;07 | 2;09 3;10
verbs

OoVvS 2;03 | 2;09 3;01 2;02 | 2;10 3;05 2;07 | 2;10 3;07
Auxiliaries 2;03 | 2;09 2;11 2;02 | 3;01 3;04 2;07 | 3;00 3;08

Finite action | 2;03 | 2;09 3;06 2;02 | 3;01 3;02 2;07 | 3;00 3;11
particle verbs

Table 4: The onset age of regular production of functional structures in simple main clauses
(SMCs), doch-clauses (doch-Cs) and aber-clauses (aber-Cs).

The data in Table 4 unequivocally show a delayed realization of finiteness in doch-clauses
as compared to simple main clauses. Putting this together with results from previous studies, the
temporal order of functional finiteness marking in particle-containing clauses can be formulated
in (17) (the symbol < stands for ‘earlier than’).

a7) Order of emergence of finiteness in utterances containing different particles
nicht-utterances < simple main clauses < auch-utterances < aber-utterances < doch-

utterances

12 While Bittner & Bartz (2018) examined only the perfect auxiliary haben ‘have’, the present study also considered
auxiliaries sein ‘be’ and werden ‘become’. Prior to the ages listed, there is one auxiliary use each of sein and werden in
Leo’s and Cosima’s data, respectively.
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To conduct a more in-depth analysis of the development path of functional finiteness in doch-
clauses, the data were divided into three stages (as outlined in Table 5 below), defined by whether
functional (importantly, not morphological) finiteness is present overall, external to doch-clauses
(i.e. in simple main clauses), or internal to children’s doch-productions, respectively, according to
the criteria listed in (16). Names of the stages are in keeping with the terminology used in Bittner
& Bartz (2018).

Realization of functional finiteness

simple main clauses | doch-clauses
Stage 1: the pre-finiteness stage no no
Stage 2: the external-finiteness stage | yes no
Stage 3: the internal-finiteness stage | yes yes

Table 5: Developmental stages of functional finiteness in children’s doch-productions.

The pre-finiteness stage (Stage 1) covers the time period in which neither simple main clauses
nor doch-clauses show finiteness as a functional grammatical property in child grammar. In the
external-finiteness stage (Stage 2), properties associated with functional syntactic structure are
observed in simple main clauses but remain largely absent within doch-clauses themselves. Data
from the external-finiteness stage will be taken as crucial evidence for the delay in functional
finiteness realization in doch-clauses. In the final, internal-finiteness stage, properties indicating
functional finiteness are finally consistently realized within doch-clauses, marking children’s
regular application of functional finiteness in this specific syntactic context. The onset age of
Stage 3 is based on the first regular occurrence of the four indicators of functional finiteness in
doch-clauses. Table 6 details the onset age and the number of doch-utterances identified at each
developmental stage and draws a comparison between the data of doch-clauses and aber-clauses
in Bittner & Bartz (2018).

It can be observed that doch-clauses constitute a relatively small proportion of children’s
utterances in the corpus, especially in comparison to simple main clauses. Therefore, there exists
the possibility that the observed delayed realization of functional finiteness in doch-clauses results
from their lower frequency in child speech. But Table 6 rules out the possibility that the delayed
appearance of functional finiteness in doch-clauses as compared to aber-clauses is purely due
to a limited number or low frequency of the relevant utterances in the child data. In fact,
doch-clauses are produced more frequently than aber-clauses even before functional finiteness is
assumed to be established in both clause types (i.e. the onset of Stage 3). Despite this higher

frequency, the third occurrence of doch-clauses showing functional finiteness properties still



Leo Simone Cosima Total

doch-C | aber-C | doch-C | aber-C | doch-C | aber-C | doch-C | aber-C
Stage 1: the 2;00 2;01 2;00 / 2;03 2;05 24 19
pre-finiteness (16) 1) 4) 4 ()
stage
Stage 2: the 2;03 2;03 2;02 2;02 2;07 2;07 164 87
external- G |39 |6 |[@0) |B7) |08
finiteness stage
Stage 3: the 2;08 2;07 2;10 2;08 3;07 2;09 416 769
ift‘;;nal'ﬁniteness (227) | 47D | (147) | (136) | (42) | (162)

Total: | 604 875

Table 6: Comparison of children’s onset age and the number of doch-utterances analyzed at
each developmental stage with those of aber-clauses in Bittner & Bartz (2018).

appears one and two months later for Leo and Simone, and ten months later for Cosima. This
suggests that while frequency might play a role, it cannot fully account for the delay observed in
doch-clauses.

In the following, I introduce the main quantitative and qualitative characteristics of doch-
utterances at each stage and summarize the implications the data have for the general

developmental pattern of functional finiteness in doch-clauses.

3.2.1 Stage 1: the pre-finiteness stage

As mentioned above, the pre-finiteness stage covers the time from the onset of children’s doch-
productions until the occurrence of functional finite structures in simple main clauses. In this
stage, the particle doch tends to appear clause-initially, followed typically by a noun or an adverb,
as given in (18).

(18) a. doch Hunger (Leo, 2;00)
DOCH hunger
b. doch da (Cosima, 2;05)
DOCH there

In the doch-clauses documented for Stage 1, only three contain a verb. Two of them contain
an infinitive denoting an agentive action (19a-b), and the other one a finite form referring to
a state (19c). The subjects in these clauses are all absent and all verbs appear in the clause-
final position.
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(19) a. doch spielen (Leo, 2;02)
DOCH play-INF
b. doch da baden (Cosima, 2;04)
DOCH there bathe-INF
c. doch passt (Leo, 2;02)
DOCH fits

Although the relevant data are sparse, the behavior of the verbs in Stage 1 doch-clauses
appears to be consistent with previous findings on the relation between morphological
inflection, syntactic distribution and the semantic category of verbs in early German (among
others, Meisel 1994; Dimroth et al. 2003): non-finite verbs in child utterances are generally
action verbs and appear in clause-final position, whereas finite verbs are more likely to be
stative verbs.

3.2.2 Stage 2: the external-finiteness stage

In the external-finiteness stage, children start producing simple main clauses with finite verbs in
the appropriate syntactic positions; doch-clauses, on the other hand, show limited evidence for

functional (again, not morphological) finiteness.

Children’s doch-utterances documented for Stage 2 are characterized by a marked increase
in the number of utterances showing target-consistent placement of doch in the middle field
(68.9%, 113/164), along with a significant rise in those containing verbal elements (78.0%,
128/164). Among the 128 verbal utterances produced at this stage, 13 are non-finite. In the
remaining 115 finite doch-utterances, 113 (98.3%) contain correctly inflected verb forms, with
each child producing verbs covering at least four out of the six person/number distinctions in
adult German.

Verbs in doch-utterances produced by the three children at Stage 2 demonstrate a near target-
like correlation between verbal forms and verb placement: 75.7% of finite verbs appear in the
target V2 position and 92.3% of non-finite verbs in VF. There is also an observable correlation
between verb type and verb form. For non-finite verbs, 10 out of 13 (76.9%) are action predicates.
Among finite verbs, the top three most frequently used verb types are modal verbs (36/115,
31.3%), the copula (35/115, 30.4%) and state/change-of-state verbs (33/115, 28.7%).

With respect to manifestations of functional finiteness, finite auxiliary verbs and action verbs
are very limited in the data at this stage: only 7 finite utterances (6.1%) contain the auxiliary
verb haben (20a) and even fewer contain action verbs (4/115, 3.5%) (20b). Furthermore, no

finite particle verbs are detected in the data for this stage.



(20) a. Das habe ich doch vorhin vergessen. (Leo, 2;07)
this have I DOCH earlier forget-PTCP
‘I forgot this earlier.’
b. Giraff(e) repariert die doch alleine. (Leo, 2;06)
giraffe  repairs it DOCH alone

‘The giraffe repairs it (the trousers) by itself.’

The final evidence for functional finiteness, i.e. the OVS word order, is also very rarely found in
the data. Children at this developmental stage strongly prefer to use the clause-initial position for
the subject, given that more than half (49/87, 56.3%) of the sentences under investigation are
subject-initial. Only three utterances have the object in the clause-initial position (3/87, 3.4%),
as shown in (20a) and (21).*3

(21) a. Den kann doch nich(t) immer Tonband en bisschen (Simone, 2;07)
this can DOCH not always tape a little
bumm bumm machen.
bang bang make-INF
‘You can’t always do a little bang-bang on the tape recorder.’
b. Das kann ich doch auch. (Cosima, 3;00)
this can I DOCH also

‘I can do it too.’

To summarize, Stage 2 is characterized by a contrast in which functional finiteness has already
been established in simple main clauses, but evidence for it remains almost entirely absent
from doch-clauses, as reflected in the occurrence of V2 auxiliaries, action verbs, particle verbs,
and OVS word order. More than half of the utterances exhibit SV word order without subject
inversion; action verbs predominantly occur in non-finite form in clause-final position; auxiliary
verbs start to emerge, albeit with low frequency; finite particle verbs are completely absent.
Therefore, although doch-utterances at this developmental stage generally exhibit target-like
morphosyntactic finiteness marking, they show a preference for the default SV word order and
have a constrained range of verbs in V2 position, failing to display conclusive evidence for the

establishment of functional finiteness in the child language.

13 1t should be pointed out that the low proportion of OVS utterances does not necessarily reflect a poor development of
functional finiteness in child grammar, given that OVS utterances are reported to be rare even in children’s input (at
roughly 1.2% according to Clahsen (1986)). Consequently, the focus was not on the sheer quantity of OVS utterances
at each developmental stage. Instead, an increase in the occurrence of OVS sequences was considered indicative of
the development of functional categories within the child grammar.
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3.2.3 Stage 3: the internal-finiteness stage

Stage 3 reveals a further increase in the percentages of verbal and, specifically, finite doch-
utterances as compared to Stage 2: more than 96% of verbal utterances are finite with
target-appropriate agreement marking. Figure 1a shows the development of the verbal and finite
doch-clauses at the group level from Stage 1 to Stage 3, displaying a clear overall increase. The
increase, however, is sharper in the transition from Stage 1 to Stage 2 than from Stage 2 to Stage 3.

The same pattern is also observed for each individual child, as shown in Figure 1b-d.

(a) (b)

verbal utterances ===« finite utterances

verbal utterances === = finite utterances

100%  Qyerall 100%  Teo
80% 80%

60% 60%

40% 40%

20% 20%

Percentage of utterances
Percentage of utterances

0% 0%

STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3 STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3
(c) (d)
verbal utterances = === finite utterances verbal utterances ===~ finite utterances
100% Simone 100% Cosima

80% 80%

60% 60%
40% 40%

20% 20% ’

0%

Percentage of utterances
Percentage of utterances

4
0% ,
STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3 STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3

Figure 1: The percentages of verbal and finite doch-utterances overall (a) and separately for Leo
(b), Simone (c), and Cosima (d).

All three children at Stage 3 seem to have near target-like command of verb placement and
finiteness in doch-clauses: over 80% of the finite utterances in Stage 3 have the finite verb in V2
position, with only 12.3% deviant patterns; non-finite verbal utterances now consistently have
the verb in clause-final position. Figures 2 and 3 present the development of the relation between
verb finiteness and verb placement in doch-utterances in Stages 2 and 3, both overall and for each
child."*

!4 Data on the relation between verb finiteness and placement in Stage 1 was omitted due to the limited number (i.e.
only three instances) of verbal doch-utterances, with two exhibiting ambiguous positioning between V2 and VF.
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Figure 2: The percentages of verbal doch-utterances with correct finite verb placement (in V2)
in Stage 2 and Stage 3: Overall and per child*®.

Overall ==<=Leo Simone ==-- Cosima
100%
Non-finite - VF
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Figure 3: The percentages of verbal doch-utterances with correct non-finite verb placement (in
VF) in Stage 2 and Stage 3: overall and per child.

!5 Tt can be observed in Figure 2 that the percentages of Cosima’s doch-utterances with correct finite verb placement in
both Stage 2 and Stage 3 are lower (at around 65%) than the overall values and those of the other two children. This
pattern may be influenced by the relatively small number of examples recorded for this child during these stages. In
Stage 2, Cosima produced 31 finite doch-utterances, compared to 20 for Leo and 63 for Simone. The largest difference
appears in Stage 3, where only 40 utterances were recorded for Cosima, compared to 164 for Leo and 136 for Simone.
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Importantly, utterances demonstrating functional finiteness were consistently observed in
children’s doch-productions during this stage. First, children’s productions now show a more
flexible word order as compared to the previous stages. Although SV and XV strings still constitute
the dominant word order patterns in the data (67.8% and 24.0%, respectively), there is an increase
in OV structures, which now constitute 7.8% of the total verbal utterances with correct verb

placement, as shown in (22).'°

(22) a. Das benutze ich doch als Picknickkorb. (Leo, 3;05)
this use I DOCH as picknick.basket
‘T use it as a picnic basket.’
b. Das kann man doch wieder dran machen. (Cosima, 3;07)
this can one DOCH again there.on make-INF

‘You can put that back on.’

The regular production of utterances with OVS word order is argued by Jordens (2012) to be
possible only if the phrase structure contains two projections, given that OVS word order entails
that children must be able to distinguish between the object as sentential topic and the subject
and place them in two distinct specifier positions. Closer examination of the OVS doch-utterances
produced by the children reveals that 72.7% of them (16/22) have a demonstrative pronoun
as object, marking given information. Of the three instances that have a full object NP clause-

initially, two of them fail to show the appropriate accusative case marking, as illustrated in (23).

(23) Der Tiger hab ich doch mitgebracht. (Simone, 3;07)
the.NOM tiger have I = DOCH together.bring-pTCP

‘I did bring the tiger with me.’
(correct: den Tiger ‘the.ACC tiger’)

A tentative conclusion to be drawn from these data is that although children at this stage are
already capable of referring to previously discussed entities with fronting constructions, they
show a significant preference for pronouns, which require an antecedent in the preceding context.
Hence the data demonstrate beyond all doubt children’s sensitivity to the information flow in

the discourse.

Further evidence for the establishment of functional finiteness concerns the semantic
properties of the finite verbs used by the children. Although the top three most frequently
occurring types of finite verbs are the copula, modal verbs and state/change-of-state verbs in both

Stage 2 and Stage 3, there is a clear increase in children’s use of action and auxiliary verbs in Stage

16 As pointed out in Footnote 13, the low proportion of OV structures may be attributed to the comparative scarcity of
object-initial utterances in the adult input.



3. Recall that in the previous stage, action verbs were likely to be non-finite and state/change-of-
state verbs finite. In the internal-finiteness stage, however, children’s difficulty in placing action
verbs in the V2 position seems to have been overcome, as the finite action verbs behave now akin
to state or change-of-state verbs and are correctly realized in the target-consistent V2 position in
88.7% of the cases. Examples of doch-utterances containing action verbs documented for Stage 3

are presented in (24).

(24) a. Ich bau(e) doch ein Weg von den Rand. (Leo, 2;11)

I build DOCH a road from the edge
‘T'm building a path from the edge.’

b. So macht der doch das immer, guck. (Simone, 3;00)
so makes he DOCH this always look
‘He always does it like that, look.’

c. Ich erzidhl (e)s dir doch! (Cosima, 3;11)
I tell it you DOCH

‘T'm telling you!

Stage 3 also exhibits a qualitative and quantitative development in children’s use of auxiliary
verbs, which as purely functional structure building blocks of a clause can only be spelled out
in a functional head. The proportion of auxiliary structures rises from 6.1% to 9.1%, and new
members are added to this word class, which now includes not only haben ‘have’, but also sein

‘be’ in the perfective construction and werden ‘become’ in the passive construction, as seen in
(25).

(25) a. Aber wir haben doch Pflaumen gehabt. (Simone, 3;04)

but we have DOCH plums have-pTCP
‘But we did have plums.’

b. Im Oberammergau sind wir doch auch Gondeln gefahren. (Leo, 3;02)
in.the Oberammergau are we DOCH also gondolas drive-PTCP
‘We also rode the gondolas in Oberammergau.’

c. So wer(de)n die doch nich(t) hingelegt. (Cosima, 3;11)
so become these DOCH not there.put-PTCP
‘That’s not how they should be placed.’

Finally, Stage 3 reveals the first occurrences of finite particle verbs in 9 utterances, 5 denoting a
state or change-of-state (26a-b) and 4 describing an action (26¢—d). This provides further evidence

for a phrase structure that includes a functional category hosting the finite verb.
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(26) a. Mein Aut(o) hor doch auf. (Simone, 3;01)

my car listens DOCH on
‘My car stops.” (verb: aufhéren ‘stop’)

b. Der hat doch keine Hose an. (Simone, 3;01)
he has DOCH no  pants on
‘He is not wearing any pants.” (verb: anhaben ‘wear”)

c. Wir wechseln doch jetz(t) ab. (Leo, 3;06)
we change DOCH now off
‘We exchange [the places] now’ (verb: abwechseln ‘take turn’)

d. Ich spucke den doch auch immer aus, Kern. (Simone, 3;04)
I spit the DOCH also always out core

‘T always spit out the core, too.” (verb: ausspucken ‘spit out’)

To sum up, by the end of the internal-finiteness stage, morphological finiteness marking on the
verb in children’s doch-productions develops further towards the target grammar: regardless of
their semantic categories, finite verbs show a high percentage of correct morphological inflection
and syntactic placement, and this holds both for simple and for particle verbs. Furthermore,
as compared to Stage 2, children produce a larger number of utterances that suggest the
establishment of functional finiteness in the learner grammar: utterances include finite simple

verbs and particle verbs denoting actions, finite auxiliaries, and OVS word order.

4 Discussion

The first question that guided the present study was, what influence, if any, does the German
discourse particle doch have on children’s development of functional finiteness? The findings
of the corpus study revealed an overall five- to sixteen-month delayed realization of functional
finiteness in doch-clauses compared to simple main clauses, which indicated a considerable

hindering effect that doch exerted on the expression of functional finiteness in child language.

In this section, I provide answers to the remaining two research questions. I first offer a
detailed discussion of the syntactic structures of the learner system at each of the three stages
(Question 2, Section 4.1). Importantly, I argue that the delayed expression of functional finiteness
is not due to the absence of the relevant functional projections, but rather to an incomplete
exploitation of them. I then present plausible explanations for the delay in finiteness realization
in doch-clauses displayed by the three German children (Question 3, Section 4.2).



41 The developmental path of finiteness in doch-clauses
411 Stage 1: the pre-finiteness stage

Doch-utterances at the pre-finiteness stage are quite short. In most cases, doch is realized either

clause-initially or clause-finally next to the predicate in the clause (27).

27)
(doch) Predicate (doch)
doch Hunger
a. 8 (Leo, 2;00)
DOCH hunger
doch da baden .
b. (Cosima, 2;04)
DOCH there bathe-INF
Rosinen doch
(o . (Leo, 2;02)
raisins DOCH

Given the utterances in (27), children’s doch-productions in Stage 1 can be assumed to have
the syntactic representation in (28), where the particle is adjoined to a phrasal constituent
XP, which syntactically can belong to any lexical category but invariably functions as the

sentence predicate.

(28) The structure of doch-clauses at Stage 1

a XP
doch XP
Predicate
b.

XP
/\
XP doch

PN

Predicate
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4.2 Stage 2: the external-finiteness stage

Stage 2 is defined as the time period when functional finiteness is explicitly marked on the verb

in simple main clauses, as in (29), but not in doch-clauses.

(29) Jetzt hast du es wieder ausgezogen. (Leo, 2;07)
now have you it again out.pull-PTCP

‘Now you pulled it out again.’

The finite auxiliary verb hast ‘have’ and the inverted subject in (29) present evidence that a
functional projection for finiteness (FinP, cf. Clahsen et al. 1993) is now available in the structure
for these clauses, which embeds an agentive VP in whose specifier the external argument is

introduced. The structure of simple main clauses at this stage is illustrated in (30).

(30) The structure of simple main clauses at Stage 2
(adapted from the Functional Stage structure in Jordens & Bittner (2022: 36))"”

FinP

NPTomc/\

/\
Fin VPagentive
NPAgent
/\

Vl)non-agentive Vagentive
PN

jetzt hast du es wieder ausgezogen

now have you itagain out.pull-PTCP

Doch-utterances at Stage 2 are characterized by a significant increase in the number of
constructions with finite or non-finite verbs occurring in the target V2 or VF position, with finite
verbs primarily realized by lexical and modal verbs. In accordance with the findings reported by
Dimroth et al. (2003) and Jordens (2012), finite lexical verbs in children’s early doch-productions

are more likely to be state or change-of-state verbs, and the clause-initial, topic position usually

17 The head-initial VP in Bittner & Bartz (2018) is adapted here as head-final, in line with standard assumptions for

German.



hosts the theme subject (31). Action verbs, on the other hand, occur overwhelmingly as infinitives

(32), with the agent subject almost entirely absent (32a-b).

(31) a. Die hidlt doch auf den Gleisen.

it stops DOCH on the tracks
‘It stops on the tracks.’

b. Das geht doch kaputt, zum Donner.
it goes DOCH broken to.the thunder
‘It’s going to break, damn it.’

c. Da liegt doch (ei)n Blatt.
there lies DOCH a  sheet
‘There’s a sheet lying there.’

(32) a. Doch was essen.

DOCH something eat-INF
‘(I want to) eat something.’

b. Doch da doch auszieh(e)n.
DOCH there DOCH take.off-INF
‘(I want to) take that off there.’

c. Doch ich kochen.
DOCH I  cook-INF

‘(I want to) cook.’

(Leo, 2;06)

(Simone, 2;07)

(Cosima, 3;00)

(Leo, 2;05)

(Simone, 2;08)

(Cosima, 2;07)

Both action and stative verbs can combine with modal verbs, which are the most frequent type

of finite verbs in doch-utterances at Stage 2. Relevant examples are given in (33).

(33) a. Sollst doch nochmal gucken. (action verb, Cosima, 3;04)

should DOCH again see-INF

‘(You) should look again.’

b. Der muss doch wieder trocken werden. (change-of-state verbs,

that must DOCH again dry become-INF

‘It needs to dry again.’

Simone, 2;08)

It can be concluded that once entering Stage 2, children quickly show a fixed utterance structure

with a clause-initial topic, followed by the finite verb (modal or stative verbs)

in V2 and the

clause-internal doch. Furthermore, the high percentage of correct agreement marking on the finite

verb (98.3%), which is traditionally analyzed in a specifier-head relation, indicates that the clause

units must be organized in a hierarchical structure, with the verb being the head of the projection,
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taking the topic in its specifier position and the predicate as its complement. Based on these data,

I suggest the structure in (34) for doch-clauses at this developmental stage.

(34) The structure of doch-clauses at Stage 2
FinP

Although the relevant evidence for functional finiteness is largely absent in doch-clauses in Stage
2 (as discussed in Section 3.2.2), I propose that a functional projection is nevertheless available
at this stage, which, however, is not yet fully exploited by the children. The rationale for positing
a functional projection at this stage is as follows. While evidence for fully established functional
finiteness is limited, there is clear counterevidence against the absence of a functional projection,
namely the presence of auxiliary verbs at Stage 2. Auxiliary verbs occurring in utterances with
a past participle are taken by Jordens & Bittner (2022: 48) as “the clearest evidence that the
child has reached the functional stage”, as these verbs are the first non-lexical and non-modal
words that children acquire. According to their proposal, past participles are expected to be used
without auxiliaries at the lexical stage and with auxiliaries at the functional stage. In doch-clauses
produced during Stage 2, the use of past participles both with and without auxiliaries can be

observed for Leo and Simone (35).

(35) a. Das hab(e) ich doch vorhin vergessen. (Leo, 2;07)

this have 1 DOCH earlier forget-PTCP
‘I forgot this earlier.’

b. Mal doch angemalt. (Leo, 2;08)
just DOCH paint-PTCP
‘Just painted.’

c. Du hast des doch hier selber draufgelegt. (Simone, 2;09)
you have this DOCH here yourself on.put-PTCP
‘You put this here yourself.’

d. Doch noch rumgeriihrt. (Simone, 2;06)
doch still around.stir-PTCP

‘Still stirred around’



In particular, the use of past participles with auxiliaries suggests that a functional projection
is available for children’s doch-productions at Stage 2. But because this projection is not
yet consistently employed in an adult-like manner, past participles still occasionally occur

without auxiliaries.

The structure in (34) can thus be viewed as the child splicing together the FinP template,
which is available in simple main clauses, with the doch-XP template from Stage 1 (as indicated
by dotted lines). But different from the grammar in Stage 1, where doch is merged with a phrasal
projection XP of any lexical category, in Stage 2 the particle is invariably adjoined to VP, resulting

in Fin merging with the VP to which doch is attached.

Another indicator of the incomplete exploitation of the functional projection is the restriction
on elements in its head position: specifically, the head Fin in doch-clauses can only host finite
modal and stative verbs, but not action verbs. I suggest this selectional property of FinP in
doch-clauses to be brought about by a structural difference between simple main clauses and
doch-clauses: possibly due to the interference of doch between VP and FinP and the high processing
costs involved in the use of the particle (to be discussed in Section 4.2), doch-clauses lack
the extended verbal projection vP which is present in simple main clauses and is responsible
for licensing the external argument of the verb in its specifier and assigning the agent theta-
role. The absence of VP and the agent subject in doch-clauses has the consequence that action
verbs cannot move to Fin to express agreement and must stay in their base position. This
accounts for children’s dominant production of infinitive action verbs in clause-final position at

this stage.

For state or change-of-state verbs, in particular unaccusative verbs, their theme or patient
subjects are generally analyzed to be generated inside VP. Given that children can already
successfully carry out subject and verb movement in simple main clauses, they should also be
able to do the same to stative or change-of-state verbs in doch-clauses as long as the subject

is realized.

The functional head Fin in Stage 2 also hosts modal verbs, whose eligibility in this position can
likewise be viewed as learners transferring the use of modal expressions as auxiliaries in simple
main clauses to doch-clauses. Considering that modals in simple main clauses are obligatorily
analyzed as occupying Fin, they will be placed in the same structural position in doch-clauses
as a default option. The topic, no matter whether it is an agent or a theme, will be realized
in SpecFinP.

Note that the FinP proposed for doch-utterances at Stage 2 does not necessarily coincide
with the TP in the target grammar, since the strongest evidence for TP—expressed by finite
utterances with the verb in the VF position—was excluded from the data at the very beginning,

according to the data exclusion criterion outlined in (14v). A functional projection higher
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than FinP also cannot be posited for Stage 2, given that certain syntactic phenomena have
yet to emerge as in the adult grammar: doch-utterances at this stage scarcely show inversion
or topicalization, thus lacking evidence for syntactic movement; finiteness marking is still
dependent on the semantics of the verb, with finite verbs being clearly biased towards
state/change-of-state verbs; hardly any auxiliaries are attested in the children’s data at this
stage. Therefore, by the end of Stage 2, children’s doch-utterances have not reached the full
possible range allowed by the adult grammar, and the syntactic tree in (34) represents a truncated

phrase structure.

4.3 Stage 3: the internal-finiteness stage

The final stage exhibits a series of prominent changes which provide convincing evidence for the

existence of a functional projection in children’s doch-utterances.

The first change concerns the production of utterances with finite auxiliary verbs. The
productive use of finite auxiliaries, which are now treated purely as hosts of finiteness markers, is
viewed as a crucial step in the development of functional finiteness for German children (Dimroth
et al. 2003; Jordens 2012).

Second, during Stage 3 subject inversion is observed more frequently, which indicates that
children now distinguish between a sentence topic and the subject, which suggests the availability
of an additional projection in children’s phrase structure (and the mastery of corresponding verb

movement).

Third, both action and state/change-of-state verbs are now found in the finite form in
the V2 position. This applies not only to simple verbs but also to particle verbs, with the
latter occurring only in Stage 3. The development exhibited by action verbs (from non-finite
to finite forms and from clause-end to V2) suggests that in this stage, the verb is displaced
from its base position within VP to a higher head position, which entails the presence of an
additional functional projection located higher than VP. Furthermore, the appearance of an
explicitly realized agent subject in both clause-initial and clause-internal positions additionally
gives us evidence for the existence of VP in the underlying phrase structure. Consequently, the
syntactic structure of doch-clauses at this stage comprises a FinP, exploited in the same way
as in simple main clauses and consistent with the adult grammar, along with fully developed
VP-shells. Since positions within VP-shells are associated with thematic roles, I propose that
doch is now analyzed as projecting its own phrase, Part(icle)P, outside vP. The proposed
structure of doch-clauses in Stage 3 with respect to functional finiteness is given in (36) (to be

revised below).



(36) The structure of doch-clauses at Stage 3 (to be revised)
FinP

NPTOP{\

N

Fin PartP

N

doch VPagentive

NPAge{>\

VPnon-agentive Vagentive

Most previous studies on the development of functional finiteness in child language focus
primarily on when and how a functional projection becomes available in the child grammar.
However, few discuss the relation between the functional projections available to children at
different stages and those found in the adult grammar (e.g. TP and CP). In the present study,
some utterances in Stage 3 indicate the presence of CP in the child grammar, which was not
observed in Stage 2. Compelling evidence that the children’s grammar now has a CP is provided
by their production of complementizers: dass ‘that’ (37a), wenn ‘when’ (37b), wo ‘where’ (37c),
and the infinitival complementizer um ‘in order’ (37d), all of which occupy the head of CP in the

target language.

(37) a. Hab ich doch geseh(e)n dass der Adler nich(t) (Simone, 3;01)

have I DOCH see-PTCP that.cOMP the eagle not
im Zoo sprechen kann.
in zoo speak-INF can
‘I did see that the eagle cannot speak in the zoo.’

b. Aber ich muss doch nochmal gucken, wenn ich ... (Cosima, 3;07)
but I must DOCH again see-INF when.COMP I
‘But I have to look again whenT ...’

c. Da is(t) das doch, wo der da weg (Simone, 3;00)
there is  this DOCH where.comP it there away
gewesen war.
be-PTCP was

‘There it is, where it (the moon) has gone.’
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d. Der hat doch keine Augen, um zu sehen. (Leo, 3;04)
he has DOCH no eyes  in.order.COMP to see-INF

‘He doesn’t have eyes to see.’

If examples like (37) suggest the existence of CP, they also provide evidence for the
presence of TP, given the Weak Continuity Hypothesis (Tracy 1991; Clahsen & Penke
1992; Clahsen et al. 1993; Meisel 1994) which argues that the functional architecture is
acquired in a bottom-up fashion. Taking both the data in (37) and the continuity view of
language development into consideration, it seems plausible to assume that doch-utterances
in Stage 3, as in the adult grammar, project a hierarchical structure involving two functional
projections TP and CP. Therefore, I propose the final structure for doch-clauses at Stage 3
in (38), which combines the yP-TP-CP clausal structure in the adult grammar with features
particularly related to functional finiteness development in (36) (e.g. the notion of topic and

thematic roles).!®

(38) The structure of doch-clauses at Stage 3

CP
NPTopic
A
C TP
SPECTP/\/\
PartP T
doch VPagentive

Npam>\

VPnon—agentive Vagentive

The functional projections TP and CP in (38) can be seen as concrete realizations of FinP in (36),
with the Topic NP occupying the clause-initial SpecCP position. In line with the adult grammar, CP

encodes properties related to clause type and illocutionary force, TP encodes tense and agreement,

18 Therefore, I am not suggesting that (36) and (38) represent two distinct structures emerging simultaneously at this
acquisitional stage. Rather, they reflect the same structure using different notations that reflect two theoretical
perspectives: one grounded in the information-structure-based approach (e.g. Jordens 2012) (36), and the other
in continuity-based accounts of finiteness development (38). Features from both perspectives can ultimately be
integrated into a single structure, as represented in (38).



and the VP-shells encode thematic information. PartP is located above vP and may eventually be
realized as one of the functional subprojections within the CP or TP layer, following the split
TP/CP proposals in the cartographic literature (Pollock 1989; Rizzi 1997; Cinque 1999). Coniglio
(2011), for example, proposes that in adult German, discourse particles like doch are attached “in
the highest part of the IP/TP domain” (Coniglio 2011: 111).*

Summarizing, the answer to the second research question, i.e. the developmental path of
functional finiteness in children’s doch-clauses, can be formulated as follows: finiteness marking
in children’s doch-productions develops from a simple binary structure in Stage 1 through a phrase
structure with a single functional projection (FinP) in Stage 2 to the target-like full CP structure in
Stage 3. The structure in Stage 2 is particularly interesting, since although a functional projection
is available to children, it is not exploited to the same degree as in simple main clauses. Crucially,
the functional head in Stage 2 does not host finite action verbs, which, as I argued, is attributed

to the absence of vP in the structure.

The developmental path of finiteness in doch-clauses accords well with the general pattern
of finiteness acquisition observed in early German in previous literature (Dimroth et al. 2003;
Winkler 2009; Jordens 2012), particularly with Jordens’ (2012) model of the acquisition of
functional finiteness, where the emergence of a functional head is argued to be driven by the
need to establish contextual cohesion and to express the semantic function of finiteness. The
current study contributes to the existing literature in two main aspects. First, it is argued that
the relation observed between, on the one hand, verb placement and morphology, and on the
other hand, verb semantics, in the early stages of development reflects underlying structural
differences, specifically the presence or absence of vP. Second, by relating the presence of
functional projections in child grammar to those in adult grammar, this study shows that children’s
grammatical development involves both the expansion of their syntactic tree structures (from
Stage 1 via Stage 2 to Stage 3) and the incorporation of syntactic structures available at earlier

stages into more complex configurations.

4.2 The analysis of doch

Regarding the third research question, namely the explanation for the impact of doch on the
acquisition of functional finiteness, I argue that the delayed application of functional finiteness
in doch-clauses is a consequence of the complexity in the semantics of doch and its significant

similarities to aber ‘but’.

191 thank an anonymous reviewer for the reference and for suggesting the link between the position of doch in (38)
and in the adult grammar. As this paper focuses on the development of functional projections in child grammar more
generally, rather than on the fine-grained projections within the TP or CP domain postulated in the cartographic
literature, I remain agnostic about the exact position of discourse particles in the clausal spine and how children
ultimately acquire them. This issue, however, presents an interesting topic for future research.
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In Stage 1, children frequently use doch in a target-deviant way. In erroneous patterns,
doch typically appears in contexts where no contradiction is intended, violating the correction

presupposition. An example is given below in (39).

(39) MAR: Mal gucken, ob wir da noch den Stinder zu finden.
MAR: once look-INF whether we there still the (candle)holder to find-INF

MAR: ‘Let’s see if we can find another candle holder there.’

CHI: Doch Tiite noch. (Simone, 2;00)
CHI: DOCH bag still
‘CHI: The bag still has something in it.’

MAR: Na. In der Tiite is(t) auch nix mehr. Die Tiite is(t) leer.
MAR: na in the bag is also nothing more the bag is empty
MAR: ‘Well, the bag also has nothing in it. It is empty.’

In this context, the interpretation that the candlestick holder remains in the bag, as the child’s
use of doch might suggest, is inconsistent with the actual scenario, as indicated by the mother’s
response. Assuming the child understands that the bag is indeed empty, the use of doch in this
context appears inappropriate. It is not until Stage 2 that children gradually develop a target-like

mastery of doch with almost no improper uses.

With respect to the primary finding of the present study, which says that doch-clauses exhibit
a delayed acquisition of functional finiteness as compared to other particle-containing utterances,
I argue that the reason lies in the considerable similarities between doch and the earlier acquired
connective aber ‘but’. This resemblance necessitates a longer period for children to not only
understand the intricate semantic features of doch but also to discern its distinctions from aber in
the context of expressing contrastive meaning. The additional time required for these cognitive
processes accounts for the slower developmental pace in the acquisition of functional finiteness

in doch-clauses.

In order to account for the variations between individual particles, their semantic features and
the comprehension difficulties they potentially impose on children must be analyzed. According to
previous studies, the earlier occurrence of functional finiteness in nicht-clauses is promoted by its
non-anaphoric use, whereby nicht simply negates the truth of its host utterance without referring
to any previous utterances (Dimroth 2009; Winkler 2009). In contrast, particles that possess the
opposite property, i.e. those that are used anaphorically, such as auch ‘also’, require children to
comprehend the content of the utterance at hand as well as to look back in the pre-context and
trace antecedents there. The requirement of looking backward, which is inherent in the anaphoric
particles, is argued to increase the information-processing load for children and therefore results

in a lag in finiteness realization (Dimroth 2009).



The particles auch and aber also contain more complex semantic meanings than nicht. The
focus particle auch, besides its anaphoric use, conveys an additive meaning, which contributes
to the introduction of new information on the topic. As a concrete example, auch in (40) on
the one hand shows that the current statement is a comment on the previously introduced topic
Maria comes, and on the other hand adds the time today to the set of situations where Maria

may appear.

(40) Maria kommt auch heute. (Dimroth 2009: 14)
Maria comes also today

‘Maria also comes today.’

According to Dimroth (2009), the semantic properties of auch prove more difficult for children,
who have to learn to consider the previous discourse, identify the antecedent of the auch-clause
and integrate the newly added information into their previous discourse-related knowledge. These
complications associated with the use of auch account for the prolonged period of time when the
particle stays in the V2 position (between the topic and the predicate) before children master
its appropriate use, which is argued to be exactly what impedes the realization of finiteness in

auch-clauses.

With respect to aber ‘but’, the particle requires some previous information in the discourse and
is excluded in out-of-the-blue contexts. This contextual-embedding property is also observable
in utterances containing auch, but does not apply to those with the negative particle nicht:
as illustrated in (41), among these three particles, only nicht is acceptable in an out-of-the-

blue utterance.

41D (#Aber) Es regnet (#auch) heute (nicht).
but it rains also today not

‘(#But) it is raining (#also) today (not).’

Furthermore, similar to auch, aber also expresses an additive meaning and introduces new
information to the discourse.? But aber crucially differs from auch in that the new information
it introduces is the opposite to what has been uttered in the context, therefore giving
rise to an adversative meaning. Therefore, similar to utterances containing auch, those with
aber require children to look back to the previous information in the discourse. But aber-

utterances extend the cognitive demands placed on children beyond that: they additionally

20 Following Sanders et al. (1992; 1993), the notion ‘additive’ is used here to refer to one of the cognitive primitives
with which various cohesive relations can be established. Based on this cognitive theory of coherence relations and
connectives, the adversative relation expressed by particles such as aber and doch is characterized as involving both
an additive and a negative relation, another cognitive primitive relevant to discourse processing (Evers-Vermeul &
Sanders 2009). Therefore, while aber is not traditionally classified as an additive particle, its semantics can be viewed
as containing an additive component.
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require children to comprehend the status of information of the aber-proposition in relation
to the context and also critically assess the consequences of adding a piece of contrastive
information to a set of assumptions that have been processed (Sperber & Wilson 1986).
The difficulties children show in this contrastive information-structural alignment process are
proposed by Bittner & Bartz (2018) to be the major cause for the delay of functional finiteness in

aber-clauses.

Based on these proposals, the late development of functional finiteness in doch-clauses can
be explained by invoking the semantic properties that doch shares with aber. Doch resembles
aber in that both entail some prior contextual information in the emergent linguistic context and
ask children to precisely identify the referred antecedent in the previous context, increasing the
processing load on information management. Furthermore, both aber and doch have intrinsic
additive and contrastive denotations, which require a proper information-structural alignment of

the hosting utterance into the discourse.?!

In examining the reasons for the delayed development of functional finiteness in doch-clauses
compared to aber-clauses, I suggest the following possibilities. The first potential explanation
emerges from the considerable similarities between aber and doch, which may lead to confusion
among children in discerning how these two particles differ in conveying contrastive meaning.
Given that aber is found to be acquired earlier, the subsequent acquisition of doch, which
appears to share semantic properties with aber, might compel children to critically evaluate the
nuanced distinctions between these two words. The complex semantics of doch, combined with
the necessity to discern fine distinctions between it and the earlier acquired aber, intensify the
cognitive demands placed on children. Consequently, the increased processing load is likely a

contributing factor to the more protracted development of functional finiteness in doch-clauses.??

Furthermore, while doch as a discourse particle is in most cases unstressed, it can also be
realized in stressed form, which, as argued by Dimroth et al. (2018), has the same function as the
finite verb in establishing a relation between the comment and the topic, specifying whether the
comment holds for the topic or not.?® As a concrete example, both (42b-c) can be used to express
a contradiction to what is described in (42a), with the only difference that the stress is put on the
finite verb in (42b) but on the particle doch in (42c), as indicated by small caps (Dimroth et al.
2018: 269).

21 As one reviewer suggested, the more costly acquisition of doch (and maybe aber) may be related to the absence or
limited development of theory of mind in children aged one to three. Children with lower theory of mind abilities
have difficulties forming judgements of others’ mental states, which influences communicative intentions (Cummings
2017).

22 There has been limited research on the acquisition of synonyms or near-synonyms in L1 acquisition literature,
suggesting a promising area for future investigation.

% See Footnote 3 and the references cited therein for discussion of stressability in the literature on discourse particles.



(42) a. Auf meinem Bild hat das Kind den Geldschein nicht zerrissen.

in my picture has the child the banknote not tear-PTCP
‘In my picture the child has not torn the banknote.’

b. Auf meinem Bild HAT das Kind den Geldschein zerrissen.
in my picture has the child the banknote tear-PTCP
‘In my picture the child HAS torn the banknote.’

c¢. Auf meinem Bild hat das Kind den Geldschein DOCH =zerrissen.
in my picture has the child the banknote DOCH tear-PTCP

‘In my picture the child has indeed torn the banknote.’

If stressed doch overlaps functionally with verb finiteness, children may initially prefer lexical
devices over verbal inflection for the abstract function of linking predicate and topic. Evidence for
this tendency has been reported by Dimroth (2009), who found that children at early stages often
resort to lexical devices, including negation nicht and particles such as auch ‘also’ and noch ‘still,
yet’, as linking elements that validate relations between the predicate and the topic. Moreover,
the use of such particles has been shown to interfere with the marking of finiteness on the verb
(Penner et al. 1999; Nederstigt 2002; Tracy 2002). Nederstigt (2002), for instance, reports a
conflict between the child Caroline’s use of auch and finite verbs. On this basis, stressed doch
could likewise hinder both morphological finiteness marking on the verb and the expression of
functional finiteness. Unlike doch, however, the connective aber is always unstressed, and thus
unaffected by this factor. The additional complexity introduced by the stressability of doch may
therefore contribute to the comparatively slower development of functional finiteness in doch-
clauses relative to aber-clauses. Unfortunately, the phonetic realization of doch in child speech
was not analyzed due to the unavailability of audio data. Future research could draw on auditory
data and carry out a more in-depth analysis of children’s stressed and unstressed uses of doch, their
interrelations with the sentence topic or predicate, and their potential influence on functional

finiteness realization in the relevant utterances.

Finally, as mentioned earlier, doch-clauses were produced less frequently by children than
simple main clauses, which may contribute to the later observed establishment of functional
finiteness in doch-clauses. However, as Table 6 shows, frequency alone cannot fully explain this
delay. This paper has therefore mainly focused on additional factors beyond frequency that may

hinder the realization of finiteness in doch-clauses.

To summarize, the comparatively slow development of functional finiteness in doch-clauses
was attributed to the relatively longer time children require to understand the semantic concepts
involved in this particle, and knowing how to use it in the target-like manner. Moreover, the
substantial semantic overlap between aber and doch presents an additional challenge, as it may

potentially lead to confusion among children in differentiating their roles in expressing contrastive
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meaning. This semantic overlap results in a heavier cognitive load and a more complex learning
task for German children when it comes to doch, which prolongs the acquisition process of
the particle and impedes the development of the morphosyntactic and functional expressions

of finiteness in subsequent stages.

5 Conclusion

By examining the production data of three monolingual German children in the CHILDES corpus
and comparing their expressions of finiteness in doch-utterances and simple main clauses, this
study revealed a conspicuous delay in the realization of functional finiteness in doch-clauses
compared to simple main clauses, which can be as long as sixteen months. The underlying
syntactic structure for doch-utterances from Stage 1 to Stage 3 was proposed to develop from
a binary structure in Stage 1, to a functional structure FinP which has a dedicated position for
finite modal and stative verbs but lacks vP that licenses the agent in Stage 2, and eventually to the
adult structure containing both CP and TP by the end of Stage 3. The observed delayed appearance
of the adult functional structure in children’s doch-productions was argued to be caused by the

high semantic complexity associated with the particle.

So far, only a small set of discourse particles has been analyzed in early German in terms of
their correlations with the realization of functional finiteness in the relevant clauses. Therefore,
additional thorough and comprehensive studies on other particles, and their interplay with the
development of the finiteness category in child language, are needed to arrive at the full picture
of the interaction between discourse particles and the development of finiteness. It also remains
to be seen whether the findings on doch and the associated implications identified in this study

can be extended to other discourse particles.
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