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This study attempted to reveal the nature of the innate constraint that governs the cross-linguistic
variation in the availability of the intensional transitive verb need. The results obtained from the
analysis of the spontaneous speech corpora of 10 English-learning children showed that there was
no child who acquired the transitive need significantly earlier than the transitive have. These results
not only lend support to the claim by Harves & Kayne (2008) that only those languages that have
the transitive have permits the transitive need, but more importantly provide support for the innate
constraints on language variation.

This study also investigated the nature of the innate constraint that are relevant to the
cross-linguistic variation in argument ellipsis, and also the innate constraint that determine the
cross-linguistic variation in fragment answers.
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Transitive have vs. Transitive need
Child Early acquired p=
Adam have p<.05
Anne have p<.01
Aran have p <.001
Becky at around the same time p>.05
Eve at around the same time p>.10
Naomi at around the same time |  -----
Nina have p <.001
Peter at around the same time p>.10
Sarah at around the same time p>.10
Shem at around the same time p>.10

Table 1: have & need DIEFFNIEFE




Transitive have vs. Transitive want

Child Early acquired p=

Adam have p <.05
Anne want p <.001
Aran want p <.001
Becky want p <.001
Eve have p <.05
Naomi want p <.001
Nina at around the same time p>.05
Peter at around the same time | = -----

Sarah want p<.01
Shem want p <.001

Table 2: have & want DJENEFE

Child Tre;]r:,\igve Tre;]r;sggive
Adam 54 12
Anne 244 33
Aran 539 85
Becky 132 17
Eve 196 13
Naomi 35 1
Nina 159 2
Peter 12 0
Sarah 58 3
Shem 7 1
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