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A Study on the Null Subject Phenomenon
Jeong-Hee Choi

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to examine the null subject phenomenon
which universally occurs in early child language and to explain the
phenomenon and grammatical development.

It is proposed that null subjects are licensed by morphological
uniformity (Jaeggli and Safir 1989), and identified by several ways: null
subjects in languages like Spanish and Italian are identified by rich
AGR; null subjects in discourse-oriented languages like Korean and
Japanese are identified by Mood or topic; null subjects shown in
children learning non-null subject languages like English are identified
by topic. Following this proposal, we can explain crosslinguistic
difference in the rate of subject drop and null subject/null object
asymmetry.
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(1) a. Vado al cinema stasera. (Italian)
b. Voy al cine esta noshe. (Spanish)
‘() go to the movies tonight.’
(Hyams 1989, 215)

a8 ol Foj7h glE 2R EHYez FE&HA & HETF
1o (non-null subject language)Q ¥, o}5°l QHE F7t A= =3e
AFE ALE3E AL #IZE 5 I

(2) Want more.
Is broken.
(Hyams 1986)

ol2lg TFo] WAL HHsE o8 Fole A ¥ ol E(Grammatical
theory)® Q1o1x8) o} &(processing theory)°l 3. 2 o]&2 Chomsky
(1981)¢] ¥l iz}l o} E(principles-and-parameters theory)< uheh
A Hyams(1986)9} Jaeggli$t Safir(1989)¢t Hyams$t Wexler(1993) 5 °l
zZass Aoz ool ALEEE obFol F5 x7|dE oty &
1—’1"-01 Aolxd TFojz Byolgts orduh, o= AN 2XE A

& g3 Folg gFAHoz AN Bue 74°]‘:} AojA 8 °]&2> Bloom
(1990 1993) So] FAsE Ao Folg FEIE o} o8} £
BEg MR Ao e FAREN FAE %@r’q?“:}—’ Eig=)

B w=Ro ZHE o] nEF o YehgE FFo @4 do] e
g Agae Ad o|ge FEaEd Aok 287 AHA AA, TH °
23 AdHy ol2e 2AHZ, TE, FF F50A4 F=I 54
Zo) &ty 2o} getel ¥t (null subject/null object asymmetry)¥t
oojzte] Fo] et nlgel xolo] tis AHSATH T FFo X
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¥ Bolx ¥Fold dE dYoR BIY o8& TYANE AHEI,
g2 dojdl Yo FFo YL YAHA dYsany o,

I1. 38 ol&3} dojxe] o)
1. Y ol

St oA olvf AF ARl By ol &L Chomsky(1981)¢] aleh uj7A
¥l o] E(principles-and-parameter theory)g WaA, Hojg& AlLsts
°bsol 85 7t olHgoly & FF0 dojHy BZo)s 2y
olZAL AT}, o= AN AEY AL L3 FojE ¥ Hoz i
B3A dvs Aotk o] FAME BY oE FdA yEQ
Hyams(1986)¢} Jaeggli®t Safir(1989)9] #3& F=2 g2,

1) AG/PRO wjsjel

Hyams(1986)< o1& 9 &5 42 AG/PRO wiAEA oz Ao}
olelE ol 27 Ae)e) H 9 A} 49| U= (agreement) 2+ o] INFLOJ
EEH 3, )l MHE AG7H PROOIEZ PROZF A uiE) %) ©27] 184
FF07F s7td k. 28U AGT PROZE obU® F3Fo]: 3]s x| e

3 S
/ \
NP INFL VP
/ \
AG/PRO AUX
(Hyams 1989, 219)
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Qo] B Hj$E 15 L &5 7] GAAMNE oHFAY 2HAAXNH
AGE PROZ BUAst Folg AFatw, A} its} thereo] |l ZFA
7} Q= 2ag walsth. 28t 34} ite) thered] FFOE o= A H
M AGE PRO7 ofugts 2 & si Foj8 ¥ AHE3HA Ao BES
olE & Lol AG7} PROZTE wi/AWdS THANAAN FFo A4S X
olAut, Gojol & uFFo| AdodME inputd dFS 2 AG7 PROZ
olyzte wi/iEle s ARAHANG

agy o] o2 2 Jix EAFE E0dh 34\5‘“ A, AFo w2 o
=) (agreement)7t e F7o}, B, #FFo] TE FTF °12 & 7} et H)
AG/PRO ui7i#iole gz ddgo] HA FEt. ‘E’““, olef gl t} 2o}

F

= 24 YA RN FA7t AFEHAE A IBIESY, FolE
HE5E o}FL Foj2 A7 H A Zo] FAAAA 2 FFUHAA
oo 2= gtk AA, viAEQle] AnAHA LAH WA Fo|5 2
t}31 Hyams: R oich 22y O'Grady 5(1989)2 obFo] FAH o= F
o8 Alg3ittE AMES TP

2) B3 YA (morphological uniformity)

Jaegglis}t Safir(1989)= AG/PROU/AW AL EAHE AAsnA, FH
22 B4 (morphological uniformity)& Role dole FFE ad

B FFo] uivdes FHA

(4) Null Subject Parameter
Null subjects are permitted in all and only languages with

morphologically uniform inflectional paradigms.
(Jaeggli®} Safir 1989, 29)

4714 HHed AR @ Aojs TAAAL @A EF oA ¥
sxggoay dEgos auﬂair:h g 2dd4E (5)% 2ol
4% s90z oFoRrld WHEHLR duFo FF 3
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7HE o

(5) habl-o I speak 1s
habl-as you(sg.) speak 2s
habl-a he/she speaks 3s
habl-amos we speak 1pl
habl-ais you(pl.) speak 2pl
habl-an they speak 3pl

(Jaeggli®} Safir 1989, 27)

oA B9 RS tgel AE ©)F DM nFol, oizbe] FHojn)
hEe A% 28X g Aol WA A FHed ABAL Ho|
A @7)d) FFlg #Aberx e

&

(6) to talk infinitive
talk present 1s, 2s, 1pl, 2pl, 3pl
talk-s present 3s

(7) [parl-e] infinitive ‘to speak’
[parl] imperative 2sg.(=stem)
[parl] present 1s, 2s, 3s, 3pl(=stem)
[parl-5 ] present 1pl
{parl-e] present 2pl

2 Folut Bojg AMEEE olE 9 FE 27 Aol 2Ho] y
Bl 87] die el dANL Holmg TRl 3o

Jaeggli®t Safir(1989)€ ¥ F19] & 7}(licensing)$t <) (identification)
T TERY TFAE FUEF 9B o4 srEAw e F o
s Befd Fo7k FAANA Flsjok st olefgols} L oloj= =
3 AGRl 98 AFE Fol7} Zoilx & 4 ik AR T3 o9
2 doje olddN B £ 5o dyEHoz Adnsg ) 57}
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745D, wapael Bl (discourse topic)el o8l AHEW FolE FAY
+ Qe

(8) ¢
yom-ru ‘read-present’
yom-~-ta ~past
yom-eba -conditional
yom-—00 -imperative
yuom-itai ﬂ -volitional
yom-are ~passive
yom-ase -causative
3o}
xihuan ‘like’

(Jaeggli®} Safir 1989, 29)

&5 2719 dole ESHo| X &of FHEHo2 dBNHE BN F
o] g&gto] 3stHARY, A o] FAYA B A o3 &
At

a3y o FHEH dBP S Bold FFE sl da BF
& ZAE AAS L Foh Jaeggli®h Safir(1989, 4= ©&3 Zo] £AH
< 9

e r

(9) Unfortunately we do not have any answer to the natural question
that arises; we have no explanation to offer as to why (4) should
be a property of natural languages.

2. doiA g o] &

=

A dREE A=

Bloom(1990)& WA A% Y ol&HE= T Zdd
2o o3 7 £9% E¥e 7HAA

4
gk a9 oA oo @ o}F L of
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°ld X4& ALY o QdojHae) oL uRo] ZAs} A, F
LIE dEd ool Ard Folg: HTUYE Aot} A
Bloom(1990, 495)& ol5<] A $ Fof A& Eato] Foj7} g= £3n}
H 2 FATE 71E Rojgt= AL Z o] 7H4(VP length hypothesis)-2
Aot AAZ Fo7l duigatel 29 2771 g #gx, Fol7} gz
Aol AutBALM T BAMREIL 23 3, o)) AFE 3% SAT)
7t AA JeR olRe Aoz | % (processing constraint) 2.2 =
A7t AFEte Aol ol2 e Ax|aA Hr}.

I 2y} Hyams$t Wexler(1993, 440)= Bloom®] FAFF Zo] &3} ol
HEAE 2o 4AAAE YEgS nazg, doaxe ey Az FA)
T Z°l 237} YetdtE Blooms) 4% L o) g a o] A BAT Ao
Edgols HHz B,

E ARG AAE(1990, 45)0) 2AE @2 o} M(2;11)3} H(2;11)
g SAT BE dol§ BY FojEo] FFo|ERG ¢ 7 Aoz yehd
o olAY FFAE $58E o}l A= Blooms A o] axst v
By dEdE Re ¢ 4 g,

°|*¥ Bloom] A7 o] 713 AW A= SAMT Ho) 7t
°f ARHEZ o}z o]Ee] Mudo] }3H}. YN Y ol o
2 FFo A4S d9gstuzxl 3o

g

3. 5 ¥4z A¥Y 9 six 24

1) doizte] Fo] & ujg2] 3je)

Valian(191) & o]ej2jol & Zale o} 5L 0% E =ojZ A eFshe uk
Y, 9ol & AHEFHE ol 5 F 0% E Fol= ggA 0= RS B2}
Atk ol @4l digl Valian olEjz]o] olE e pro-2ge EYAQ
S8 Fol& AT, Fof ol5 e 428 RS (performance constraint) 2. 2
FToE EHANO T FRITY 28U Eya gy sy A o) 70%9}
30%62] Aol AWY £ YA=I}?
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Hyams$} Wexler(1993, 431)0ll ¢l3tq, ojgjgol & @3t obF 2 pro-
g 29e 7R3, g olE e 3A-2 9 (topic-drop grammar)<
A2t ool FRE AGRE 7 U7l FFol7t M kAL,
golo] H$ BRE o] A Fo| FAE 7HAA 4347 Wi F
gete 71371 o Ad.

add 230 Qoo AH o olgFolgE ThE FFol FH
Kim(1992, 134)9] &4} of 50%3 = Folg gt oA dojnirt
e &2 Fo18 2FAIE RS BA HFT AAN?

2) Fol|9} 3o} g vldA (null subject/object asymmetry)

el A Aol F5 x7IGANA Folg AFse F¢7F gz A
a6 og ¥ 14 BXo] Fol A u &L FHojg dHsc HEH
o WR ol Fojs} B0l gFd] JojNe HlA L o]Ert. E 194
Bd Adamoldte ol L 1@AIME FolE 56% E&stn 2aA M E
29% B AIFIH, EHE ALoE 7% EFAIN I YFAE 11% EHA
71tk Eved A$E FolE2 QAIEE 39%, 15% 23t EH4E 13%,
4% A

& 1 709 o] 2 v

Adam Eve total
PERIOD 1
subjects 55% 39% 48%
objects 7% 13% 9%
PERIOD 2
subjects 29% 15% 22%
objects 11% 4% 8%

(Hyams$} Wexler 1993, 426)
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Wang 5(1992)& 5018 23 olFo] Folu} 2ol 342 it
A= A S #2050 o] 22 WaA4 Hyamsst Wexler(1993)%= g9

AS = A %":}(topic drop) 28 Folo] WFe Hysiux} sy} ==
oj9tE € dole T EHAIE Ae dHstE R, AFET] 98
= AT %‘J?ﬂ(scope)“"q] Aoiol #Th= Diesing(1988)9] Aslg w
FEdd. F Fole TATHA UM A shsaiAw Zaoj= A
HoR Go W 8hAl SKtopicalization) & Z3olot S =1 3}asts F531A
@olA A ¢ Qi)

Fol-=4o] udl Yol thal Bloom(1993, 501) &7 o] Hmsic}.
AN Z, Fole FHHE(old information)s] s =zojx= ’\L 2 B (new
information)e] 22 Aejxe] A o8 Folg AFart T WA s
AE oA o) 71g BAL AL AF mRge Sg= Rolt},
Bloom2 Foi¢} £xoj& 3183 Aol el Yojd Ho)E Ro]7]o] )
W3 ol dojdriz Mg

1. BFoje] FiFo] WA= Ao} we
1. 934 &4
°l BollME 53 @0l FFo] WYL UMHEER U ojzEX
TAE A obg WHIMNE A Foizt AU 24 649
°be AT w3} F g e Fof Y 2AL 44 wAY 5 Ao

(10) a. (2Fol7}) 77 A <7y
b. (SFAR7}) o] A wj Mg o)A witja o)A,

B3 &9 Fole Ao NPHYA) AT FAA onj= Ay
AL3 Aok A H (19900 FH B (old information)e] 7 Al

3 gFolz
L (new information)e] Z$& Fo|& A} &3l HAH3 H3AFS o5 5
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o) AHgstn JATE TARARE AW IHE 48 4F ABMAAE
e & k.

(11D duk &, nFole A2 N?
A A3z gl

F2o|E LaE o}EL FHRE UUE FolB AFstE 3Tl 9
£dl, 22 TARE AFHESE F¥AEE] gRelTh

Cho(1994) M= Aed Fo]9 91%7F THEE Yedn, 48 F9
o 70%7t AAEE JEhdth @Y S0l 87%7t APRE, AT
25o)g 85%7 FHRE wehich |

28y e 24} AR)E BTHT YHER AVoRE FTole

Fzoj@ae 49arld EAM Atk 2AM thg FEeIAE Moodl
el w2, |

2. Mood
Cho(1994, 456) 9+ A, Q1A dg 24& 71Xz o] F5F7 3

ARE oldelolt 2deshe B2l @Feli moodel el Faana
29 48 o (12NN, ¥ F2E moodE 7HA T Uk

(12) & o}t
E-7 -3, 1pl
E-otgt - 2sg/pl
- -R 3y 2sg/pl, 3sg/pl
-9 L R TA 2sg/pl, 3sg/pl

Cho¥ mood FEj2d] 98] FFo)7} 3715 ™, mood categories®l] 3%
& g2l FPEHoz AdBHAUG Bt
a8 Y Kim(1992, 123)2 &Zoj7t thgol ZA$old BXo] FeEH o
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E E¥H9 dvn F38.

(13) 7t o) 7}
7t-9 -4
7= 354
7t -Ae
7t -3
7 -9

olZe] di&} Chox 2 &z37} ) A E Al (underlying representation)$! /
Zb-ot/ell A&l AMA we jol/7t geato [J1)7 "Hgn udgs
O 2N §3oje Py dnye Hol& Qojgtm i)

(14)  /7}-o}/
X s/83 /95
-1-o}
[7H
AT ol Adxs= olefaojut 25dolotE g FFojr Folg}
mood7t AX & BAT} 1A gow OS3 Zol vl EY QA Eo] w

Soja),

(15) a. "g38-7t  E-x

3sg-F4  -FHFFUAR B
b. “ul-7} =-
2sg ~F4 -RIYHEUH GBS

A Cho(1994, 459)= themt e Aote A At}

(16) Subject Pro Constraint (optional)
Drop nominals if predictable from the mood categories.
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Cho7’} AH B o] gZole: FHEH AL Holy dojol2= ¥
zo)7} 37tEh Ay AL 2Y3r] 9 E moodyt Al o &3
of dxm WAE FFIT (IDF 2L ofF9 #d ‘A3 of'eA
mood categoryol 913l AT Fo7t FANA &7 5710 B3
A2 e T43td A ‘TFo7t AFHATGE A S € 5 A

3. B30 YAl W 2y
A2 Qdofol Uehte FFolg szt BAE ¥ 28 T »A

E 2 o dojo] BEE FFeld Hrtet ¥

¥ 7H(licensing) 8¢l (identification)
370 ol | 20U 1 ggen guy w9 528 AGR
o T pi OIEHE]O'] 0 o o TR
:jzj’ sezd Quy B mood/3HAl
Wzl | 55 | aues vy ny 344
ao | wa pq | B9E4 4@d 27
wBe

M Jaegglist Safir(1989)9] FElEH dBAdolzte= 7

HEd 9BAe Hold FFost FriEn FHEH <

o FFoj7t BrtEA gt HFF dAFE F5 27t Fo

&2 gt ol AL FE ZVldE Aol A Fohr FHEHS

#Egong FFoj7t gty AT

33‘—7“017} 7 x5k AgE Folrt FAUA &S sof ¥ A
oyt 1511“‘/10301‘:‘ THT AG R°ﬂ —43}1 “’Q’Lﬂ"“/‘i "E‘—‘—LF% -rOJE

e
rxJ, o
o
mio
f
-
A
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o Aol ojE&sfol frt. ] FFo Holg BMLE o}Fo] = Z7ld B
ol FFoE Al os AFH Folg s o} s}

oAl doiztel Fol wet Mg xlo]s} Zoj/ZHo g2to] Hgl Y
A oA FHERAT 4, Joj9} oyl =o] gt H] & (Z2} 309,
70%)2] Aole] s, 24 HFE o] o)dol= B s 2 A7) =1 o)y
gol ojdole Foi7t AgHdEE EFUA 44 G & Ae TH
& AGRE 7IA3 glomz Fo} g v o) WA =}

g=o] oFxE Hagel x4 B8] FAE BB A0 moodoll
A3 AFE FoIg JBY shsAel o Aot o5 moods AGRA¥Y &
= B9 4% RS 98 & 5 Qenz Fo uy H] & (509)°] o]
Hajojrges v

Fo BFo] B30 ggung dASA B AL AP o} ol o
M Hole Fof gta E3o ggo ugyL Hyams$} Wexler
(1993)9] F3& wWebA Folx FALFu0) glonz Ay An Aol
SAE §#53%4x G FeodE AFY 4 Adn 3o 498 F 9l
% @FodE Fo] @83 ZHo g H&(Cho 19949 o3&t Zhz}
371%, 25%)° o] zolg BATH o] RL FAMY NABEG: Row A
BE T AR RE THEI w4 Yo m AREI YyE Hew 34
2= AZFHT] 4716 HyoledA 94 Yo Fojs) gvary 7H5 A o)
=},

v.z2 &

2 =EANME olFo] dojg $53= 279 JEHUE= HBHAQA A
T St FFo 4L A8z, Hyamso} Wexler(1993)2] £ o) &3}

2) Rizzi(1994)= o1& W& o}59) Fol gate BUrssd A2 gas)= Ho) o}
Yt diary-dropl X W-etim 2ok 2@n 293 28= nul constantg}il FZ31
2R FH9 CP-Specolt C-Projectiono] 44 5= 9ste w [P SpecAte] o] of )
22 e F %2 FHo Agole Ug 5 goese Fojg Zxol g9 ujr el
dojuirty R




Bloom(1993)2] 1o}x2] oj& F &¥ ¢ol8o2 dBsuA Yo Jaeggli
o} Safire] FElE24 /AL o843, FEEH dAEe Bold FF9
7t S7tE 2, 3 dBAE HolR Yo FFo7t FHUEHA gerh
H|FF0] doBtE §5 27)E Fo& AHEEA e AL 5 2
Zlole -] EA gotr HHEH o2 dBAHIJLER FF7} 37
ttan Ay, 5009 i dEZ Agd Fo7t FAJAA #AL
gjof g} A AFdoy ojejEojE FH T AGRel s FAAUA
AZE Fol & 44 A + Ut FFoi9 &9 A $E moodt 8
Ao ol&] FH FoIE ¢ F Utk H]FFO] A& v & otFol FF
Z7)o) Rolt FFE Al o AZE FolE FAsoF o

o] =RANE 48 AojA Yehde TF0] 8L 7iE dolg &4
o2 X g3 ‘FgEF @A ol Mdstel T 2
At
a8 943 AAHA & FEo] e, oA Fong HARA

o

dech duled QU4 Hold FFojs} siztETE Aol o A <
ole} £407kol sl Aol Wasith ofgel Fois ge HFF A
of $5 270 mole FFo dabel dal & o ol Yk AT & F
At

AnEd

AEA, AP 1990. FFolF 9 Pro-2F F5. @=5Ax A3 FA%
4 g3 =F3. 42-48
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