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Abstrac t 

This paper has three goals: (i) to present a partial 
descriptio n o f  th e intricat e semanti c selectiona l 
restriction s o n th e nou n phrase s i n wha t  w e cal l  her e th e 
Causal  Hav e Constructio n (CHC) ,  (ii )  t o sho w tha t  four -
and five-year  ol d childre n ar e sensitiv e t o thes e selectiona l 
restriction s withou t  muc h exposur e t o CHCs ,  an d (iii )  t o 
discus s som e implication s o f  thes e finding s fo r  theorie s o f 
languag e an d languag e acquisition .  Ou r  interes t  i n thi s 
topi c derive s fro m th e possibilitie s i t  open s u p fo r  a  deepe r 
understandin g o f  th e organizatio n o f  th e menta l  structure s 
tha t  giv e rise  t o thes e semanti c selectiona l  facts ,  a n 
understandin g whic h w e believ e implicate s a n intricat e an d 
nontrivia l  interactio n betwee n grammatica l  an d conceptua l 
knowledge . 

The Causal "Have" Construction (CHC) 
an d it s Semanti c Restriction s 

T h e mai n ver b "have "  ha s m a n y uses ,  eac h wit h wha t 
appear s t o b e it s o w n specia l  idiosyncrati c properties .  S o m e 
use s o f  mai n ver b "have "  follo w (fro m Ritte r  &  Rosen , 
1993) : 

(1) a. John had a good time. (experience) 
b.  Harol d ha s a  dinne r  party .  (cause/creation ) 
c.  Joh n ha s a  n e w cabinet .  (possession ) 
d.  Th e cabine t  ha s a  stere o i n it .  (location ) 
e.  Joh n ha d hi s student s wal k ou t  o n him . 

(experience ) 
f .  Joh n ha d hi s studen t  g o t o th e principal' s  offic e 

(cause ) 

We focus here on the causal interpretation of sentences 
suc h a s (If) ,  whic h w e wil l  cal l  Causa l  Hav e Construction s 
(CHCs) .  C H C s includ e wha t  appea r  t o b e tw o subject s -
th e subjec t  o f  "have" ,  an d th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  (e.g. , 
"hi s student "  i n (If)) -  Th e subjec t  o f  "have "  i s interprete d a s 
s o m e h o w causin g th e occurrenc e o f  th e cor e event .  ̂  Th e 

tw o subject s i n C H C s ar e subjec t  t o a n intricat e se t  o f 
restriction s i n th e wa y the y ar e interpreted .  Fo r  instance ,  th e 
tw o subject s ten d t o b e restricte d t o animat e nou n phrases. ^ 

(2) a. In last night's storm, the man had the children cover 
thei r  heads . 

b.  #I n las t  night' s storm ,  th e lightnin g ha d th e childre n 
cove r  thei r  heads . 

(3 )  a .  Th e m a n ha d th e bo y brea k th e vase . 
b.  #Th e m a n ha d th e bal l  brea k th e vase . 

The restriction against an inanimate subject of "have" in 
C H Cs doe s no t  reduc e t o a  genera l  restrictio n agains t 
inanimat e cause s becaus e (i )  inanimat e cause s ar e easil y 
understandable ,  an d (ii )  inanimat e cause s ca n appea r  a s 
matri x subject s (underline d i n th e example s i n (4) )  i n othe r 
periphrasti c causativ e constructions : 

(4) a. In last night's storm, the lightning made the children 
cove r  thei r  heads . 

b.  I n las t  night' s storm ,  th e lightnin g cause d th e 
childre n t o cove r  thei r  heads . 

Similarly, inanimate subjects are acceptable when the core 
even t  appear s a s a  simpl e sentenc e (a s i n (5)) ,  an d whe n th e 
cor e even t  appear s a s th e cor e even t  i n othe r  type s o f 
periphrasti c causativ e construction s (e.g. ,  wit h "make' '  an d 
"cause" ,  a s i n (6)) : 

(5) The ball broke the vase. 
(6 )  a .  Th e m a n mad e th e bal l  brea k th e vase . 

b.  Th e m a n cause d th e bal l  t o brea k th e vase . 

Even so, the selectional restrictions on CHCs are even 
mor e complex .  Th e animac y o f  th e subjec t  o f  "have "  an d 
th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  i s  no t  sufficien t  fo r  th e 
acceptabilit y  o f  C H C s ,  a s th e exampl e i n (7 )  shows : 

^Becaus e o f  this ,  C H Cs ar e ofte n describe d a s a  periphrasti c 
causativ e constructio n (e.g. ,  Givon ,  1974 ;  Goldsmith ,  1984 ; 
Pustejovsky ,  1995) . 

"'W e wil l  cal l  thes e semanti c selectiona l  restrictions ,  thoug h 
th e characte r  an d natur e o f  thes e restriction s ten d t o diffe r  fro m 
th e norma l  us e o f  th e term . 
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(7 )  Joh n ha d Bil l  dro p th e bal l  (#b y sneakin g u p an d 
scarin g him) . 

Again, whatever results in the unacceptability of (7) when 
i t  appear s wit h th e parenthesize d material ,  i t  doe s no t 
transfe r  t o othe r  periphrasti c causatives ,  showin g tha t  i t  to o 
i s no t  a  genera l  restrictio n o n sentence s whic h expres s 
causatio n events : 

(8) a. John made Bill drop the ball by sneaking up and 
scarin g him . 

b.  Joh n cause d Bil l  t o dro p th e bal l  b y sneakin g u p an d 
scarin g him . 

Some notion of intention accompanies the sentence in (7), 
and th e unacceptabilit y o f  th e sam e sentenc e wit h th e 
parenthesize d materia l  presen t  seem s t o b e relate d t o th e lac k 
of  intentio n signale d b y tha t  parenthesize d material .  Bu t  i t 
i s  unclea r  whethe r  thi s lac k o f  intentio n i s a  lac k o f 
intentio n o n th e par t  o f  th e subjec t  o f  "have "  (i.e. ,  John) ,  o r 
on th e par t  o f  th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  (i.e. ,  Bill) .  I n 
fact ,  i t  seem s t o b e th e cas e tha t  th e intentio n o f  bot h th e 
subjec t  o f  "have "  an d th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  ar e 
necessar y fo r  th e acceptabilit y  o f  th e sentenc e i n (7) .  Tha t 
is ,  i f  w e construc t  context s whic h eliminat e th e intentio n o f 
onl y on e o f  th e tw o subjects ,  th e sentenc e become s 
unacceptable : 

(9) a. Intention of both subjects: John and Bill are 
involve d i n a  plo t  t o ro b a  bank .  The y develo p a n 
intricat e syste m o f  signal s t o communicat e wit h on e 
anothe r  covertl y onc e i n th e bank .  W h e n Joh n 
scratche s hi s nose ,  thi s i s a  signa l  fo r  Bil l  t o distrac t 
peopl e b y droppin g a  vase .  W h e n th e tim e wa s 
right,  Joh n gav e th e signal ,  an d Bil l  droppe d th e 
vase . 

a" .  Joh n ha d Bil l  dro p th e vase . 

b. Eliminating the intention of the subject of "have": 
Joh n an d Bil l  ar e involve d i n a  plo t  t o ro b a  bank . 
They develo p a n intricat e syste m o f  signal s t o 
communicat e wit h on e anothe r  covertl y onc e i n th e 
bank .  W h e n Joh n scratche s hi s nose ,  thi s i s a  signa l 
fo r  Bil l  t o distrac t  peopl e b y droppin g a  vase .  I n th e 
middl e o f  th e robbery ,  John' s nos e starte d t o itc h an d 
he scratche d it ,  forgettin g tha t  thi s wa s th e signa l  t o 
Bil l  t o dro p th e vase ,  an d Bil l  droppe d th e vase . 

b" .  #Joh n ha d Bil l  dro p th e vase . 

c. Eliminating the intention of the subject of the core 
even t  Joh n an d Bil l  ar e involve d i n a  plo t  t o ro b a 
bank .  Unbeknowns t  t o Bill ,  Joh n plan s t o distrac t 
peopl e i n th e ban k b y th e droppin g o f  a  vas e whic h 
Bil l  wa s carrying .  W h e n th e tim e wa s right ,  Joh n 
pushe d Bill ,  an d Bil l  droppe d th e vase . 

c" .  #Joh n ha d Bil l  dro p th e vase . 

The interpretation which emerges, at least with respect to 
sentence s suc h a s tha t  i n (7) ,  i s  tha t  bot h th e subjec t  o f 
"have "  an d th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  mus t  b e intentiona l 

agents .  I n fact ,  th e norma l  interpretatio n o f  C H C s involve s 
" a notio n o f  co-agenc y [betwee n th e subjec t  o f  'have '  an d th e 
subjec t  o f  th e cor e event] ,  brough t  abou t  b y agreemen t  o r 
contractua l  obligations "  (Pustejovsky ,  1995 ;  se e als o 
Givon ,  1974 ;  Goldsmith ,  1984).^ ^ 

Experiment One: Adult Knowledge of 
Constraint s o n C H C s 

We designe d a n experimen t  t o tes t  whethe r  naiv e nativ e 
speaker s o f  Englis h kno w thes e intricat e selectiona l 
restriction s o n th e subject s o f  "have "  an d th e cor e event .  I n 
particular ,  th e experimen t  focuse d o n whethe r  nativ e 
speaker s o f  Englis h shar e th e intuition s w e an d ou r 
informant s hav e tha t  th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  mus t  b e 
intentionall y involve d i n th e actio n he/sh e performs .  Fo r 
purpose s o f  comparison ,  w e collecte d informatio n abou t 
people' s interpretation s o f  sentence s wher e th e ver b "make " 
replace d "have "  a s th e causativ e verb . 

Method 

Participants. Participants were twelve undergraduate 
student s a t  Sa n Francisc o Stat e University .  The y wer e al l 
nativ e speaker s o f  Englis h an d participate d i n th e stud y fo r 
cours e credit . 

Design. The experiment was a single factor, between-
subject s design .  Th e independen t  variabl e wa s Questio n 
Type .  Si x  participant s wer e aske d onl y "have "  questions ; 
si x participant s wer e aske d onl y "make "  questions . 

Materials and Procedure. Each participant was read 
fou r  two-par t  scenarios .  To y figures ,  representin g th e 
character s i n th e narratives ,  acte d ou t  th e story .  O n e o f  thes e 
two-par t  scenario s follows : 

PART A - Unintentional subject of core event: Sue is in 
th e bloc k are a buildin g a  larg e structur e wit h blocks .  He r 
bloc k structur e i s reall y nice .  Sh e tell s Doris ,  a  frien d 
w ho i s clos e by ,  tha t  sh e reall y like s th e buildin g tha t  sh e 
i s making .  M e g come s over .  Sh e think s tha t  i t  woul d b e 
fu n t o watc h th e larg e buildin g tha t  Su e i s  makin g ge t 
knocke d over .  Su e can' t  se e M e g an d sh e doesn' t  k n o w 
tha t  M e g i s there .  M e g doesn' t  wan t  t o as k Su e t o knoc k 
ove r  th e blocks ,  s o sh e think s o f  anothe r  wa y tha t  sh e ca n 
get  Su e t o knoc k th e block s over .  M e g goe s u p t o th e 
doo r  t o th e outside .  M e g grab s th e doo r  handl e an d slam s 
th e doo r  shut .  I t  make s a  lou d boomin g noise .  Su e i s 
scare d an d start s t o ru n away .  Sh e run s b y th e bloc k 
structur e an d accidentall y give s i t  a  push ,  knockin g i t 
over .  Th e block s fal l  al l  ove r  th e groun d wit h a  lou d 
crash . 

•̂ Ther e i s muc h mor e t o sa y abou t  C H Cs a t  th e leve l  a t  whic h 
we hav e bee n describin g them ,  e.g. ,  C H Cs discusse d b y Ritte r 
and Rose n (1993 )  whic h hav e quasi-arguments/expletiv e nou n 
phrase s a s th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e event ,  etc .  Fo r  presen t 
purposes ,  th e fact s outline d her e ar e sufficient . 
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P A RT B  -  Intentiona l  subjec t  o f  cor e event :  Late r  tha t 
day .  Su e i s  bac k i n th e bloc k are a buildin g a  larg e 
structur e wit h blocks .  Sh e ha s buil t  a  structur e tha t  i s 
reall y  tall .  Sh e tell s  Doris ,  a  frien d wh o i s clos e by ,  tha t 
she reall y like s th e buildin g tha t  sh e i s making .  Cind y 
comes over .  Cind y think s tha t  i t  woul d b e fu n t o watc h 
th e larg e buildin g tha t  Su e i s  makin g ge t  knocke d ove r 
again .  Cind y ask s Su e nicel y i f  Su e woul d g o u p t o th e 
buildin g an d knoc k th e block s down .  Whe n Su e hear s 
Cindy' s suggestion ,  sh e smile s an d tell s Cind y tha t  i t 
woul d b e a  grea t  ide a t o knoc k ove r  th e block s an d watc h 
the m fall .  Su e goe s ove r  t o th e structur e an d give s i t  a 
bi g push ,  knockin g i t  over .  Th e block s fal l  al l  ove r  th e 
groun d wit h a  lou d crash . 

The three figures — Doris (the friend who is an innocent 
by-stander) ,  Me g (wh o scare d Sue) ,  an d Cind y (wh o aske d 
Sue t o knoc k ove r  th e blocks )  i n th e narrativ e presente d 
abov e — wer e the n place d i n rando m position s i n fron t  o f  th e 
participant .  Afte r  th e figure s wer e place d o n th e table ,  th e 
participan t  wa s aske d on e o f  th e followin g tw o question s 
(dependin g o n whethe r  th e participan t  wa s i n th e "have " 
questio n conditio n o r  th e "make "  questio n condition) : 

Have Condition: 
Whic h on e ha d Su e knoc k ove r  th e blocks ? 

Make Condition: 
Whic h on e mad e Su e knoc k ove r  th e blocks ? 

An identical procedure was used for the three additional 
narrative s tha t  th e eac h participan t  hear d durin g a  tes t 
session .  Fo r  eac h participant ,  th e tw o scenario s withi n a n 
ite m wer e presente d i n rando m orde r  (an d adjuste d fo r  time -
relevan t  linguisti c  elements ,  e.g. ,  "late r  tha t  day....") . 

Results and Discussion 

The dependen t  measur e wa s th e proportio n o f  time s eac h 
participan t  chos e th e cooperativ e instigato r  (i.e. ,  wh o aske d 
th e acto r  t o ac t  intentionally )  i n respons e t o th e question .  I f 
th e participant s kne w tha t  th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  i n 
CHCs mus t  b e intentionall y involve d i n th e event ,  the n 
the y shoul d hav e picke d th e cooperativ e instigator ,  (i.e. , 
Cindy ,  th e on e wh o aske d Su e t o knoc k ove r  th e blocks) . 
The subject s tha t  hear d th e "make "  questio n wer e no t 
expecte d t o confin e thei r  response s t o thi s choice . 

The mea n proportio n o f  time s participant s chos e th e 
cooperativ e instigato r  fo r  eac h o f  th e tw o Questio n Typ e 
condition s i s displaye d i n th e firs t  colum n o f  Tabl e 1 .  A 
one-wa y A N O VA reveale d tha t  th e differenc e betwee n th e 
means fo r  th e "have "  an d "make "  questio n condition s wa s 
significan t  (F(l,10 )  =  8.033 ,  e  <  05) . 

Table 1: Mean Proportion of Responses Adults Made for 
Each Characte r  i n th e Narrativ e 

Conditio n 
Have 
Make 

cooperativ e 
.95 8 
.37 5 

uncooperativ e bystande r 
.04 2 .00 0 
.62 5 .00 0 

Thus ,  whe n face d wit h th e questio n "Wh o ha d Joh n dro p 
th e ball?" ,  nativ e speaker s o f  Englis h wer e considerabl y 
more likel y t o choos e a  characte r  wh o aske d Joh n t o perfor m 
th e actio n intentionally .  The y almos t  neve r  chos e a 
characte r  wh o scare d th e acto r  (John )  int o performin g th e 
action .  However ,  i n respons e t o th e "mak e question " 
participant s di d no t  sho w thi s bias .  Thi s evidenc e show s 
tha t  adult ,  nativ e speaker s o f  Englis h ar e sensitiv e t o a t  leas t 
one o f  th e restriction s o n th e relationshi p betwee n th e 
subjec t  o f  "have "  an d th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  i n CHCs. 

Transcript Analysis: Children's 
Exper ienc e wit h C H C s 

The secon d experimen t  i n thi s stud y teste d children' s 
knowledg e o f  th e sam e C H C constraint .  However ,  befor e 
we discus s th e secon d study ,  a  descriptio n o f  children' s 
exposur e t o th e C H C i s usefu l  i n providin g a n ide a o f  wha t 
children' s direc t  experienc e wit h th e C H C is . 

We analyze d th e languag e transcript s fo r  th e thre e childre n 
-  Ada m (ages :  2;3.4-4 ;  10.23) ,  Ev e (ages :  l;6-2;3) ,  an d 
Sara h (ages :  2;3.5-5;1.6 )  -  i n th e Brow n (1973 )  corpu s 
availabl e i n th e CHILDE S databas e (MacWhinne y &  Snow , 
1987) .  Fro m thes e transcript s w e culle d ou t  th e adul t 
utterance s whic h include d "have" .  W e the n categorize d th e 
utterance s base d o n th e followin g categorie s o f  th e us e o f 
"have" :  Alienabl e Possession ,  Inalienabl e Possession , 
Auxiliary ,  Modal ,  Location ,  Nomina l  (bot h stativ e an d 
eventive) ,  th e experiencer-have-constructio n (EHC )  (se e 
sentenc e ( 1 f )  an d below) ,  an d th e causal-have-constructio n 
(CHC) .  CHCs an d EHCs ar e th e leas t  frequen t  construction s 
fo r  eac h o f  th e thre e childre n (proportio n o f  use s o f  "have "  i n 
parentheses) : 

Table 2: Number of Instances of CHCs and EHCs in 
Children' s Linguisti c Inpu t 

Adam 
Eve 
Sara h 

CHC 
4 (.003 ) 
2 (.002 ) 
11 (.006 ) 

E HC 
3 (.002 ) 
2 (.002 ) 
11 (.006 ) 

Tota l  "have " 
1148 
938 
1175 

The relativ e paucit y o f  CHCs i n children' s linguisti c inpu t 
i s on e reaso n t o suspec t  tha t  th e acquisitio n o f  thi s 
constructio n i s a t  leas t  i n par t  independen t  o f  children' s 
experienc e wit h CHCs.  However ,  eve n i f  w e allo w tha t  th e 
minima l  experienc e childre n gai n wit h th e C H C i s adequat e 
fo r  the m t o develo p master y o f  it ,  w e sugges t  tha t  EHCs -
whic h ar e equall y frequen t  i n children' s linguisti c experienc e 
accordin g t o thes e analysi s — potentiall y  confus e th e 
learnin g situatio n fo r  th e chil d becaus e CHCs (10a )  an d 
EHCs (10b )  shar e th e sam e basi c surfac e form : 

(10) a. The teacher had his students walk out (by telling 
the m to. ) 

b.  Th e teache r  ha d hi s student s wal k ou t  (eve n thoug h 
he tol d the m no t  to. ) 

Though these two constructions have the same surface 
forms ,  the y d o no t  shar e th e sam e sort s o f  interpretiv e 
constraint .  Fo r  instance ,  i t  i s  possibl e fo r  th e subjec t  o f  th e 
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cor e even t  t o b e a n inanimat e objec t  i n EHC' s (a s i n (11)) , 
or  tha t  bot h th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  an d th e subjec t  o f 
"have "  ar e unintentionall y involve d i n th e even t  (a s i n (12)) . 

(11) Fred had the hammer fall on his toes. 
(12 )  T i m m y ha d th e teache r  ste p o n hi s toes . 

For the child to master the CHC, he/she must determine 
base d o n identica l  surfac e form s whe n th e constructio n i s a 
C HC an d whe n th e constructio n i s a n E H C ,  an d no t  confus e 
th e propertie s o f  wha t  i s observe d fo r  on e constructio n a s 
bein g relevan t  t o th e othe r  construction .  I n ou r  transcrip t 
searches ,  w e discovere d tha t  thi s  i s mor e tha n a  hypothetica l 
problem .  I n th e followin g E H C ,  fro m Eve' s mothe r  t o Eve , 
ther e i s n o share d intentio n implied : 

(13) see how frustrating it is # Eve # to have people 
stompin g thei r  fee t  whe n you'r e tryin g t o coo k ? 

Similarly, in the following EHC, from Sarah's mother to 
Sarah ,  th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  - -  i.e. ,  a  commercia l  - -  i s 
not  animate : 

(14) she can be sound asleep # (a)n(d) have a commercial 
come o n #  wak e u p #  loo k a t  th e commercia l  (a)n(d ) 
when th e commercial' s  ove r  #  righ t  bac k soun d aslee p 
again . 

These transcript analyses suggest that children's exposure 
t o C H C s i s  rathe r  limited ,  an d tha t  learnin g th e semanti c 
restriction s o n C H C s b y observin g th e context s i n whic h 
the y appea r  i s complicate d b y othe r  factor s a s well .  I f 
childre n a t  thes e age s ar e sensitiv e t o th e semanti c 
restriction s o n C H C s tha t  nativ e English-speakin g adult s 
showe d knowledg e o f  i n Experimen t  One ,  i t  i s  unlikel y tha t 
the y woul d b e abl e t o lear n the m base d o n observin g th e fe w 
situation s i n whic h C H C s ar e use d i n thei r  presence . 

Experiment Two: Children's Knowledge 
of  Constraint s o n C H C s 

Experimen t  Tw o teste d whethe r  childre n wer e sensitiv e t o 
th e C H C constrain t  tha t  adult s demonstrate d knowledg e o f  i n 
Experimen t  One . 

Method 

Subjects. Participants were 20 four and five year old 
childre n (mea n ag e o f  4;4 )  a t  th e Chil d Stud y Cente r  a t  Sa n 
Francisc o Stat e University .  Al l  spok e Englis h fluently . 

Materials and Procedure. Except for the addition of a 
thir d questio n grou p an d a  practic e phase ,  th e procedur e fo r 
thi s experimen t  wa s identica l  t o th e on e use d wit h adul t 
participants .  Th e thir d conditio n wa s a  "se e -  question" : 

See Condition: 
Whic h on e sa w Su e knoc k ove r  th e blocks ? 

Because all three characters in a given narrative sees the 
actor ,  w e include d children' s patter n o f  response s t o th e "see " 

questio n t o obtai n a  baselin e measur e o f  children' s 
preference s fo r  th e thre e character s i n th e narratives .  A 
practic e phas e wa s als o adde d i n orde r  t o tes t  children' s 
knowledg e o f  othe r  use s o f  "have "  (namely ,  th e locationa l 
and th e moda l  uses) ,  an d t o familiariz e childre n wit h th e 
experimenta l  procedure .  I f  childre n faile d th e practic e test , 
thei r  dat a wer e exclude d fro m th e analysis ;  tw o o f  th e twent y 
childre n faile d t o answe r  bot h practic e question s correctly . 
Th e remainin g eightee n participant s wer e evenl y distribute d 
acros s th e thre e Questio n Typ e conditions . 

Results and Discussion 

Th e dependen t  measur e wa s th e proportio n o f  time s eac h 
participan t  chos e th e cooperativ e instigato r  i n respons e t o 
th e question .  I f  th e participant s kne w tha t  th e subjec t  o f  th e 
cor e even t  i n C H C s mus t  b e intentionall y involve d i n th e 
event ,  the n the y shoul d hav e picke d th e cooperativ e 
instigato r  i n respons e t o th e "have "  question .  Th e 
participant s tha t  hear d th e "make "  o r  "see "  question s wer e 
not  expecte d t o confin e thei r  response s t o thi s choice . 

Th e mea n proportio n o f  time s participant s chos e th e 
cooperativ e instigato r  fo r  eac h o f  th e thre e Questio n Typ e 
condition s i s displaye d i n th e firs t  colum n o f  Tabl e 3 .  A 
one-wa y A N O V A reveale d tha t  th e differenc e betwee n th e 
means fo r  th e "have" ,  "make" ,  an d "see "  questio n condition s 
was significan t  (F(2,15 )  =  4.687 ,  p  <  .05) . 

Table 3: Mean Proportion of Responses Children Made for 
Eac h Characte r  i n th e Narrativ e 

Conditio n 
Have 
M a ke 
See4 

cooperativ e uncooperativ e bystande r 
.76 3 .18 0 .05 5 
.33 3 .62 5 .04 2 
.29 2 .31 8 .36 0 

A Tukey- B pos t  ho c analysi s showe d tha t  th e grou p 
means differe d significantl y ( p <  .05 )  i n pairwis e 
comparison s o f  th e mea n proportio n o f  cooperativ e 
instigato r  response s betwee n th e "have "  questio n grou p an d 
th e "make "  questio n group ,  an d betwee n th e "have "  questio n 
grou p an d th e "see "  questio n group .  (Th e pairwisedifferenc e 
betwee n th e "make "  an d "see "  questio n group s wa s no t 
significant. ) 

Childre n i n thi s experimen t  sho w th e sam e genera l  patter n 
of  response s a s adult s di d i n Experimen t  One .  Thus ,  thes e 
result s indicat e tha t  childre n a t  thes e age s ar e sensitiv e t o th e 
constrain t  o n C H C s tha t  th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e even t  mus t 
be intentionall y involve d i n th e event .  Togethe r  wit h th e 
transcrip t  analysi s fro m th e previou s sectio n (whic h show s 
tha t  childre n d o no t  receiv e much ,  i f  any ,  experienc e wit h 
C H C s ) ,  thes e findings  cas t  seriou s doub t  o n an y accoun t  o f 
th e acquisitio n o f  thes e constraint s whic h depen d o n 
children" s exposur e t o them . 

^Th e proportion s fo r  th e Se e conditio n d o no t  ad d u p t o 1.00 0 
becaus e on e participan t  i n tha t  conditio n di d no t  alway s respon d 
wit h on e o f  th e thre e character s w e provided . 

237 



G e n e r a l  D i s c u s s i o n 

Th e result s o f  th e experiment s an d transcrip t  analyse s 
describe d abov e plac e ver y tigh t  constraint s o n theorie s o f 
h o w th e comple x se t  o f  semanti c restriction s o n C H C s i s 
acquired .  Fo r  instance ,  th e entir e clas s o f  theorie s o f 
languag e learnin g tha t  relie s solel y o n statistica l  propertie s 
of  children' s linguisti c experienc e a s th e basi s fo r  languag e 
acquisitio n woul d see m t o b e unsuite d fo r  accountin g fo r  th e 
acquisitio n o f  suc h knowledge .  O f  course ,  thi s  i s no t  t o sa y 
tha t  al l  theorie s o f  languag e learnin g whic h depen d o n a t 
leas t  som e exposur e t o th e construction s bein g learne d fai l 
t o accoun t  fo r  thes e particula r  acquisitio n facts .  Bu t  thes e 
finding s d o clarif y th e exac t  natur e o f  th e learnin g proble m 
facin g childre n acquirin g C H C s ,  an d a  nontrivia l  ga p 
betwee n experienc e an d knowledg e tha t  suc h theorie s mus t 
explicitl y  accoun t  for . 

Anothe r  clas s o f  theorie s whic h ca n b e (tentatively ) 
eliminate d base d o n thes e findings  ar e thos e whic h suppos e 
tha t  th e man y use s o f  "have "  hav e associate d wit h the m 
distinc t  lexica l  entrie s i n whic h learne d idiosyncrati c 
informatio n ma y b e stored .  I f  ther e wer e man y verb s 
"have" ,  eac h o f  whic h ha s it s o w n learne d idiosyncrati c 
properties ,  children' s littl e experienc e wit h th e "have "  i n 
C H Cs woul d no t  b e sufficien t  fo r  accountin g fo r  thei r 
knowledg e o f  th e constraint s o n C H C s . 

Thi s lin e o f  argumen t  bring s u s clos e t o th e centra l 
assumptio n i n Ritte r  an d Rose n (1993 ,  1997) .  Ritte r  an d 
Rosen sho w tha t  (muc h of )  th e rang e o f  interpretation s o f 
th e subjec t  o f  "have "  acros s th e rang e o f  syntacti c 
construction s withi n whic h "have "  appear s m a y b e derive d 
from :  (i )  th e syntacti c for m an d interpretatio n o f  th e 
complemen t  o f  "have" ,  an d (ii )  principle s o f  Even t  Structur e 
(e.g. ,  Grimshaw ,  1990 ;  Tenny ,  1992) .  Becaus e o f  th e 
minimji l  rol e tha t  th e ver b "have "  play s i n assignin g a n 
interpretatio n t o it s subject ,  Ritte r  an d Rose n assum e tha t 
"have "  doe s no t  assig n a n interpretatio n t o it s subjec t  a t  all , 
and tha t  ther e i s a  single ,  semanticall y unspecifie d lexica l 
entr y fo r  mai n ver b "have" . 

Ritte r  an d Rosen' s theor y i s broadl y consisten t  wit h th e 
fact s describe d i n thi s pape r  i n th e sens e tha t  thei r  theor y 
doe s no t  lis t  i n th e lexica l  entr y fo r  "have "  th e idiosyncrati c 
interpretation s assigne d t o th e subjec t  o f  "have "  fo r  eac h 
constructio n typ e i n whic h "have "  appear s (se e (1)) .  Thus , 
Ritte r  an d Rosen' s syntacti c analysi s lend s itsel f  t o a  theor y 
of  th e acquisitio n o f  "have "  i n whic h th e single , 
semanticall y unspecifie d lexica l  entr y fo r  "have "  ma y b e 
learne d base d o n children' s experienc e wit h relativel y frequent 
use s o f  "have" ,  an d i n whic h th e idiosyncrati c semanti c 
propertie s o f  construction s wit h "have "  ma y b e 
independentl y derive d fro m th e structur e an d interpretatio n o f 
th e complemen t  o f  "have "  an d th e principle s o f  Even t 
Structure .  Thoug h w e se e promis e i n suc h a n approach ,  w e 
remai n agnosti c her e abou t  Ritte r  an d Rosen' s theor y 
becaus e i t  doe s no t  explai n th e semanti c restriction s o n th e 
C HC tha t  w e hav e discusse d i n thi s paper . 

Finally ,  w e woul d lik e t o not e tha t  thes e fact s cu t  a t  th e 
hear t  o f  claim s tha t  C H C s ar e periphera l  t o linguisti c 
theory .  I t  i s  tru e tha t  C H C s d o no t  occu r  i n al l  language s 
and tha t  the y ar e use d onl y infrequentl y i n Englis h (de n 

Dikken ,  1997 ;  Ritte r  &  Rosen ,  1997) ,  bu t  i t  i s  unlikel y 
tha t  C H C s ar e a  clas s o f  froze n expression s o r  slan g o r 
idiom s specifi c  t o Englis h tha t  acquir e thei r  meanin g b y 
conventiona l  stipulatio n amon g languag e user s i n a  speec h 
community. ^ 

But  i n ligh t  o f  ou r  experimenta l  findings,  th e relativ e 
rarenes s o f  C H C s amon g th e world' s language s seem s no t  t o 
be caus e fo r  dismissal ,  bu t  caus e fo r  seriou s investigatio n -
somethin g mus t  accoun t  fo r  th e systemati c knowledg e o f  th e 
subtl e semanti c restriction s o n C H C s tha t  childre n hav e 
acquire d i n th e absenc e o f  relevan t  experience . 

I n th e end ,  w e se e thes e fact s a s centra l  t o a  certai n sor t  o f 
interdisciplinar y endeavor .  O n th e on e hand ,  i t  seem s tha t 
an explanatio n o f  thes e fact s wil l  involv e linguisti c analysi s 
at  it s core .  Ther e i s certainl y som e dee p relevanc e t o th e fac t 
tha t  C H C s involv e onl y on e tens e specificatio n (an d on e 
even t  role ,  i f  Ritte r  an d Rose n (1993 )  ar e correct )  -  th e ver b 
"have "  carrie s th e tens e informatio n i n th e sentence ;  th e ver b 
i n th e cor e even t  i s i n it s infinitiva l  form .  Ther e i s muc h t o 
be gaine d fro m linguisti c analyse s regardin g th e 
individuatio n o f  lexica l  entrie s an d th e structur e o f  th e 
lexico n whic h ma y b e relevan t  fo r  th e prope r  analysi s o f  th e 
fact s describe d here .  M u c h o f  th e literatur e o n causatio n an d 
th e semanti c compositio n o f  predicate s i s linguisti c 
literature . 

On th e othe r  hand ,  i t  seem s unlikel y tha t  a  solel y 
linguisti c analysi s wil l  suffic e fo r  explainin g thes e facts .  I n 
particular ,  answer s t o question s like :  "Wh y mus t  th e 
subjec t  o f  'have '  b e a n intentiona l  agen t  i n CHCs? "  an d 
" W hy mus t  th e kin d o f  causatio n describabl e wit h CHCs 
involv e th e cooperativ e agenc y betwee n th e subjec t  o f  'have ' 
and th e subjec t  o f  th e cor e event? "  see m t o b e question s tha t 
wil l  receiv e (a t  leas t  par t  o f  their )  explanation s no t  fro m 
linguisti c theory ,  bu t  fro m a  theor y o f  th e menta l  structure s 
responsibl e fo r  ou r  understandin g an d conceptio n o f  agency , 
causation ,  intention ,  an d socia l  interaction .  Perhap s th e 
semanti c restriction s o n C H C s ar e derivabl e fro m an d wil l 
lea d t o insight s abou t  th e propertie s o f  th e interfac e betwee n 
th e linguisti c leve l  o f  Even t  Structur e tha t  Ritte r  an d Rose n 
discus s an d ou r  capacit y fo r  understandin g physica l  causatio n 
versu s intentiona l  interaction .  W e leav e th e explanatio n o f 
thes e fact s fo r  futur e research ,  bu t  hop e tha t  ou r  empirica l 
finding s ma y direc t  th e attentio n o f  cognitiv e scientist s t o 
develo p integrate d theorie s o f  languag e an d cognition . 
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