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1. Introduction* 
 
 English allows three major types of ellipsis constructions: sluicing as in (1a), 
VP-ellipsis as in (1b), and NP-ellipsis (or N’-ellipsis) as in (1c). 
 
(1)  a. Lauren can play something, but I don’t know what. 
 b. Lauren can play the guitar and Mike can, too. 
 c. Lauren can play five instruments, and Mike can play six. 
              (Merchant 2016) 
 
According to Merchant (2016), three questions have occupied much of the 
theoretical literature analyzing these ellipsis structures. The first is called the 
structure question, which asks whether there is unpronounced syntactic structure 
internal to the ellipsis site. The second question is called the identity question, 
which addresses the relationship between the understood material in ellipsis and 
its antecedent. The third question is known as the licensing question, which 
inquires about the nature of the heads, positions, or structures that allow for 
ellipsis, as well as the locality conditions on the relation between these structures 
and the elided parts. Theoretical studies on ellipsis have centered on the first two 
questions, and the third question, which concerns the syntactic licensing on 
ellipsis, has not attracted as much attention as the questions about the syntax 
within the ellipsis site and its identification. 
 In light of this background, the present study attempts to contribute to the 
question concerning the licensing of ellipsis by bringing evidence from a novel 
source: child language acquisition. More specifically, we present evidence from 
the acquisition of English that agreement errors which are robustly attested with 
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the auxiliary do in negative sentences do not carry over to sentences involving 
VP-ellipsis. We argue that this absence of agreement errors in VP-ellipsis is in 
line with the view proposed in Lobeck (1995) and Saito & Murasugi (1990), 
demonstrating that agreement plays a crucial role in the licensing condition on 
ellipsis. 
 
2. The Licensing Conditions on Ellipsis 
 
 The question about the licensing of ellipsis has traditionally been addressed 
by providing a uniform characterization of the structural positions in which 
ellipsis is permitted. In an attempt to provide such a characterization, Saito & 
Murasugi (1990) and Lobeck (1995) made an influential proposal that an ellipsis 
site must be the complement of a functional head which agrees with its specifier. 
Saito & Murasugi (1990) states the relevant generalization as follows: 
 
(2) Saito & Murasugi (1990:299, note 8) 
 […] Hence, it seems that functional heads such as D and C can license an 
 empty complement only when they agree with an item in the SPEC position. 
 
 Lobeck (1995) assumes that the empty categories that arise from sluicing, 
VP-ellipsis, and ellipsis in NP are non-arbitrary, non-NP pro, and argues that this 
pro element is constrained by a kind of Empty Category Principle given in (3). 
 
(3) Licensing and Identification of pro (Lobeck 1995:52): 
 An empty, non-arbitrary pronominal must be properly head-governed, and  
 governed by an X0 specified for strong agreement. 
 
Agreement and strong agreement are defined as in (4) and (5). 
 
(4) Agreement (Lobeck 1995:52): 
 An X0 is specified for agreement iff its features must be ‘shared’ with those 
 of another X0 or XP under government. 
(5) Strong Agreement (Lobeck 1995:52): 
 An X0 is specified for ‘strong’ agreement iff X0, or the phrase or head with 
 which X0 agrees, morphologically realizes agreement in a productive number 
 of cases. 
 
Under (4), heads govern and can therefore agree with their specifiers. According 
to (5), a head is specified for strong agreement if the head itself realizes these 
features, or if agreement features are realized on the element which the head 
agrees with, such as a specifier. Thus, given these definitions, the licensing 
condition in (3) dictates that the typical cases of ellipsis should be the complement 
of a head which agrees with its specifier and manifests morphological agreement, 
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or the complement of a head whose specifier morphologically realizes agreement 
with its head. 
 In the case of sluicing (which is typically assumed to be IP-ellipsis), the 
requirement for a filled specifier is responsible for the contrast between (6) and 
(7). 
 
(6) a. Even though Mary’s not sure [CP who [IP e ]], she thinks someone   
  interesting is speaking tonight. 
 b. Sue asked Bill to leave, but [CP why [IP e ]] remains a mystery. 
 c. Although [CP how [IP e ]] is unclear, Sue thinks that John made it to  
  work on time. 
(7) a. * Even though Mary hopes [CP that [IP e ]], she doubts that anyone   
  interesting is speaking tonight. 
 b. * Sue asked Bill to leave, and [CP for [IP e ]] was unexpected. 
 c. * Although [CP if [IP e ]] is unclear, Sue thinks that John made it to   
  work on time. 
             (Lobeck 1995:54-55) 
 
Under the assumption that that, for and if are all under the Complementizer head, 
the empty IPs in the ungrammatical examples in (7) constitute a complement of 
the C head without any specifier. Due to this lack of filled specifier, the C head 
fails to be specified for agreement and hence cannot license empty IP in its 
complement. 
 The necessity of agreement relation with its specifier in licensing ellipsis is 
motivated by the observation that in English, elided VP is permitted only when it 
is governed by a finite INFL (which agrees with the subject DP). Thus, VPs that 
are in the complement position of another V cannot undergo ellipsis, since this V 
does not directly agree with the subject DP. 
 
(8) a. * Because Mary continued [VP e ], John also started speaking French. 
 b. * Fire began pouring out of the building, and then smoke began [VP e ]. 
             (Lobeck 1995:53) 
 
In addition, Bošković (1997) and Martin (2001) suggest that the agreement 
requirement is the source for the contrast concerning the availability of VP-ellipsis 
between control and ECM infinitives. 
 
(9) a. I don’t know if I can understand this, but I’ll try to [VP e ]. 
 b. * I don’t know if John understands this, but I believe him to [VP e ]. 
 
According to these studies, (9a) is grammatical because the infinitive to must 
agree with PRO in the embedded subject position in order to assign Null Case. On 
the other hand, (9b) is ungrammatical since to in the ECM infinitive does not 
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assign Case to the embedded subject in its specifier position, and hence is not in 
an agreement relation with this specifier. 
 Even though the proposal made by Saito & Murasugi (1990) and Lobeck 
(1995) that both the presence of the filled specifier and the agreement relation 
with this specifier constitute crucial parts of the licensing condition on ellipsis has 
been quite influential, more recent studies such as Richards (2003) and Saito 
(2015) cast doubt on the necessity of the agreement requirement, suggesting that 
the relevant condition should be stated only in terms of the presence of a filled 
specifier position. This reformulation is based in part on the observation that 
raising infinitives permit VP-ellipsis, as illustrated in (10). 
 
(10) a. I don’t know if Jon (really) understands this, but he seems to [VP e ]. 
            (Richards 2003:223) 
 b. John does not like math but Mary seems to [VP e ]. 
            (Wurmbrand 2014:406) 
 
Since to in raising infinitives does not assign Case to the subject and hence does 
not agree with its specifier, the agreement requirement should predict that VP-
ellipsis is not possible with raising infinitives, contrary to fact. In addition, 
Wurmbrand (2014) observes that there are cases where even ECM infinitives 
allow VP-ellipsis. 
 
(11) ? They say that Mary doesn’t like raisins but Bill believes her to [VP e ]. 
            (Wurmbrand 2014:406) 
 
 In light of the observation that raising infinitives and (at least some cases of) 
ECM infinitives permit VP-ellipsis despite the fact that to in these constructions 
does not agree with its specifier, Richards (2003:223) reformulates the licensing 
condition on ellipsis as follows, dropping the agreement requirement from its 
formulation. 
 
(12) An ellipsis site must be the complement of a head with a specifier. 
 
 To summarize, Saito & Murasugi (1990) and Lobeck (1995) proposed that 
the licensing condition on ellipsis consists of (i) the requirement that the head 
licensing ellipsis must accompany a filled specifier and (ii) the requirement that 
this specifier and its head must establish an agreement relation. However, more 
recent studies like Richards (2003) and Saito (2015) suggest that (i) is enough for 
the licensing of ellipsis, excluding (ii) from the relevant licensing condition. In 
this study, we try to evaluate which version of the licensing condition is more 
appropriate empirically, by bringing evidence from a new source: children’s 
acquisition of English. 
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3. Asymmetry between Interrogative and Negative do in Child English 
 
 Turning now to child language, it has widely been observed that English-
learning children before or around the age of three often produce negative 
sentences with third-person singular subjects and uninflected do as illustrated in 
(13a), which alternate with the regularly inflected forms as in (13b). 
 
(13) a. Robin don’t play with pens. (Adam 28, 3;04:01) 
 b. So Paul doesn’t wake up.  (Adam 28, 3;04:01) 
 
This alternation is not surprising at all, in light of the fact that child English allows 
alternation between inflected and uninflected forms for lexical verbs as well. 
 
(14) a. Robin break it # your pen.  (Adam 28, 3;04:01) 
 b. And the motor comes out.  (Adam 28, 3;04:01) 
 
 However, the study by Guasti & Rizzi (2002) adds to this a surprising 
observation that the optionality which appears with negative do illustrated in (13) 
does not carry over to the interrogative use of do: In sharp contrast to errors as in 
(13a), sentences like (15a) is virtually absent as a form alternating with (15b). 
 
(15) a. # Do he go? 
 b. Does dis write?    (Adam 28, 3;04:01) 
 
 Guasti & Rizzi’s (2002) finding concerning the contrast between negative 
and interrogative do is based on the analysis of the spontaneous speech data for 
the seven English-speaking children available in the CHILDES database 
(MacWhinney 2000): Adam, Eve, Sarah (Brown 1973), Nina (Suppes 1974), 
Peter (Bloom, et al. 1974), Shem (Clark 1982), and Ross. A detailed analysis of 
children’s production of do and does was conducted on the five children 
summarized in Table 1, given that Eve and Shem were limited to adult-like uses 
of do from the start. 
 

Child  Files Age Range (years;months)

Adam 1 - 40 2;03 - 3;11 

Sarah 1 - 138 2;03 - 5;01 

Nina 1 -56 1;11 - 3;03 

Ross 20 - 53 2;06 - 4;06 

Peter 1 - 20 1;09 - 3;01 
Table 1: Corpora Analyzed in Guasti & Rizzi (2002) 
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 The results of Guasti & Rizzi’s (2002) transcript analysis are summarized in 
Table 2. All of the five children often used non-agreeing form of don’t with third-
person singular subjects, as well as the adult form of doesn’t. In contrast, this 
alternation was not found with interrogative sentences. 

 

Child (files) 
Negatives Interrogatives 

does do does do 

Adam (11-33) 8 12 78 3

Sarah (50-137) 55 40 76 1

Ross (24-50) 72 20 51 1

Nina (12-51) 65 65 62 0

Peter (15-18) 20 7 3 0

Totals 220 144 270 5
Table 2: Results of the Transcript Analysis by Guasti & Rizzi (2002) 

 
 In order to provide an account for the asymmetry between interrogative and 
negative uses of do, Guasti & Rizzi (2002) suggest that UG is equipped with the 
following principle applying on the morphological side of the syntax-morphology 
interface: 
 
(16) A Principle of the Syntax-Morphology Interface (Guasti & Rizzi 2002:178): 
 If a feature is checked in the overt syntax, then it is expressed in the 
 morphology. 
 
In addition to this principle, Guasti & Rizzi (2002) adopt a clausal architecture 
involving a structural layer in which subject agreement is checked. Thus, negative 
sentences in English look like (17). 
 
(17) Structure of Negative Sentences in English 
    AgrsP 
          ei AAgrs' 
     DP       ei TP	
     4    Agrs     ei T' 
     He            AdvP    ei NegP 
                              T     ei Neg'	
                              |     not     ei 
                            does                       VP 
 
 The principle in (16) is not relevant to the negative do in this structure, since 
it does not need to raise as far as Agr in the overt syntax. Thus, the morphological 
expression of agreement is a matter of language-specific morphological rule, 
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which must be learned without any special UG guidance. This learning is the 
source for the observed fluctuation between do and does in negative sentences. 
 On the other hand, interrogative do under the T head moves up to the C head, 
and this T head adjoins to the Agr head on its way to the C system, to satisfy a 
locality condition on movement. Consequently, agreement features are always 
checked in overt syntax with interrogative do, and the principle in (16) operates 
to enforce the morphological manifestation of Agr. Thus, under Guasti& Rizzi’s 
(2002) analysis, the contrast summarized in Table 2 stems from the interaction 
between (i) the principle in (16) and (ii) the different structural positions of 
interrogative and negative do, one above and the other below the Agr head. 
 
(18) Structure of Interrogative Sentences in English 
        CP 
    ei C' 
          ei AgrsP 
            C       ei Agrs' 
           |       DP      ei TP 
           does      |      Agrs    ei T' 
                   he                    ei 
                                        T          VP 
 
 

 Even though an important theoretical question remains as to whether and how 
the account proposed by Guasti& Rizzi (2002) can be reformulated within the 
framework that has done away with independent agreement projections (as in 
Chomsky 1995, Chapter 4), the sharp asymmetry between interrogative and 
negative do in child English indicates that children’s realization of agreement on 
the auxiliary do is controlled by principles of UG. If so, agreement of the auxiliary 
do in child English should provide an important ground to evaluate whether or not 
agreement relation constitutes part of the licensing condition on ellipsis: If the UG 
principle responsible for the licensing of ellipsis depends on the agreement 
between the licensing head and its specifier, then VP-ellipsis sentences with third-
person singular subjects in child English should always accompany the agreeing 
form of does, as in the case of interrogative sentences. In the next section, we 
evaluate the validity of this prediction, by analyzing the spontaneous speech 
corpora for English-learning children. 
 
4. Transcript Analysis 
4.1. Predictions for Child English 
 
 As we discussed in Section 2, the licensing condition on ellipsis proposed by 
Saito & Murasugi (1990) and Lobeck (1995) can be roughly formulated as in (19). 
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(19) The Licensing Condition on Ellipsis by Saito & Murasugi (1990) and Lobeck 
 (1995): 
 An ellipsis site must be the complement of a head which agrees with its 
 specifier. 
 
In contrast, Richards (2003) and Saito (2015) excluded the agreement requirement 
from its formulation, and stated the relevant condition as in (20). 
 
(20) The Licensing Condition on Ellipsis by Richards (2003) and Saito (2015): 
 An ellipsis site must be the complement of a head with a specifier. 
 
 Under the assumption that the licensing condition on ellipsis reflects 
principles of UG and hence is satisfied by children from very early, these two 
formulations should make different predictions for auxiliary do in English-
learning children’s sentences involving VP-ellipsis. If the agreement requirement 
constitutes part of the licensing condition as envisioned by Saito & Murasugi 
(1990) and Lobeck (1995), then it is predicted that the auxiliary do in children’s 
VP-ellipsis sentences with third-person singular subjects should be limited to the 
adult form of does, as in the case of interrogative sentences. In contrast, if the 
licensing condition on ellipsis does not include agreement requirement in its 
formulation as suggested by Richards (2003) and Saito (2015), then the auxiliary 
do in children’s VP-ellipsis sentences with third-person singular subjects would 
fluctuate between the non-agreeing form of do and the adult form of does, as in 
the case of negative sentences. A previous study by Schütze (2010) provides an 
initial piece of evidence from five English-learning children that only the adult 
form of does appears in children’s VP-ellipsis sentences. Our study extends the 
analysis to 19 children, to determine whether Schütze’s (2010) finding holds for 
a wider range of children. 
 
4.2. Subjects and Method 
 
 With the goal of adjudicating between the two different formulations of the 
licensing condition on ellipsis, we analyzed the spontaneous speech corpora for 
19 English-learning children available in the CHILDES database (MacWhinney 
2000), which provided a total sample of more than 382,000 lines of children’s 
speech. The corpora examined in our study are summarized in Table 3. 
 The CLAN program, together with a file containing do, does, don’t, and 
doesn’t, was used to identify potentially relevant child utterances, which were then 
searched by hand and checked against the original transcripts to locate utterances 
that accompany third-person singular subjects. The analysis was continued until 
the point at which the child clearly stopped using the non-agreeing form of do or 
through the end of the corpus (whichever came first). 
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Child Collected by 
Files 

Analyzed 
Age Range 

(years;months:days)
# of Children's  

Utterances 
Abe Kuczaj (1977) 001-095 2;04:24 - 3;04:19 16,645 

Adam Brown (1973) 01-55 2;03:04 - 5;02:12 45,520 

Anne Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-23b 1;10:07 -2;05:25 13,595 

Aran Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;11:12 - 2;10:28 17,111 

Becky Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 2;00:07 - 2;11:15 23,295 

Carl Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;08:22 - 2;08:15 25,629 

Dominic Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;10:25 - 2;10:16 21,085 

Eve Brown (1973) 01-20 1;06 - 2;03 10,856 

Gail Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;11:27 - 2;11:12 16,940 

Joel Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;11:01 - 2;11:11 17,857 

John Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;11:15 - 2;10:24 13,303 

Liz Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;11:09 - 2;10:18 16,547 

Naomi Sachs (1983) 01-76 1;02:29 - 2;11:12 11,716 

Nicole Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 2;00:25 - 3;00:10 16,930 

Nina Suppes (1974) 01-44 1;11:16 - 3;00:16 24,845 

Peter Bloom et al. (1974) 01-20 1;09:08 - 3;01:20 23,016 

Ruth Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;11:15 - 2;11:21 20,094 

Sarah Brown (1973) 001-139 2;03:05 - 5;01:06 30,945 

Warren Theakston et al. (2001) 01a-34b 1;10:06 - 2;09:20 16,587 

Table 3: Corpora Analyzed 
 
4.3. Results and Discussion 
 
 The overall results of our transcript analysis are summarized in Table 4. 
Among the 19 children analyzed in our study, 16 children produced VP-ellipsis 
sentences containing a third-person singular subject and a form of do (do or does). 
We found a statistically significant difference between the use of doesn’t in 
negative sentences and the use of does in VP-ellipsis sentences: t(15) = 6.646, p 
< .000, d = 1.661. Thus, while negative sentences in child English contained the 
non-agreeing form of don’t quite often (as observed by Guasti & Rizzi 2002), VP-
ellipsis sentences in the same group of children tend to accompany the adult-like, 
agreeing form of does. 
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Child 
Negative  
Sentences 

Interrogative 
Sentences 

Sentences with 
VP-ellipsis 

doesn't *don't does *do does *do 

Abe 15 20 25 0 9 0 

Adam 79 28 208 2 11 1 

Anne 3 5 6 0 5 0 

Aran 4 20 7 3 8 0 

Becky 34 4 110 0 22 1 

Carl 2 9 0 0 1 0 

Dominic 23 20 0 0 10 5 

Eve 3 1 3 1 0 0 

Gail 4 6 4 0 9 0 

Joel 5 2 7 0 6 1 

John 0 4 0 0 0 0 

Liz 3 4 6 0 3 0 

Naomi 7 5 3 0 2 0 

Nicole 2 29 3 0 8 1 

Nina 45 56 30 0 18 0 

Peter 35 12 17 0 3 0 

Ruth 0 5 0 0 0 0 

Sarah 45 36 69 1 5 3 

Warren 7 9 0 0 2 0 

TOTAL 
316 

(53%) 
275 

(47%)
498 

(99%)
7 

(1%) 
122 

(91%)
12  

(9%) 
Table 4: Results of the Transcript Analysis 

 
 However, there remains the possibility that the contrast between negative 
sentences and VP-ellipsis sentences stems not from the licensing condition on VP-
ellipsis but from the presence of negation in negative sentences. In other words, 
it might be the case that children always use the non-agreeing do when it is 
followed by negation. In order to evaluate this possibility, we compared the 
number of don’t in negative sentences without ellipsis and the number of don’t in 
VP-ellipsis sentences. The results are summarized in Table 5. Among the 19 
children analyzed in our study, 14 children produced VP-ellipsis sentences 
containing (i) a third-person singular subject and (ii) a negative form of do (don’t 
or doesn’t). The difference between the use of doesn’t in negative sentences and 
the use of doesn’t in VP-ellipsis sentences was again statistically significant: t(13) 
= 4.468, p < .000, d = 1.194. Thus, while negative sentences in child English often 
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involved the non-agreeing form of don’t, VP-ellipsis sentences with negation in 
the same group of children tend to be accompanied by the adult-like, agreeing 
form of doesn’t.1 In light of this finding, we can safely conclude that the contrast 
between negative and VP-ellipsis sentences concerning the frequency of non-
agreeing form of do does not follow from the presence of negation: The 
asymmetry is tightly associated with the existence of ellipsis. 
 

Child 
Negative  
Sentences 

Sentences with 
VP-ellipsis 

doesn't *don't doesn't *don't

Abe 15 20 3 0 

Adam 79 28 4 1 

Anne 3 5 4 0 

Aran 4 20 0 5 

Becky 34 4 10 0 

Carl 2 9 0 0 

Dominic 23 20 2 2 

Eve 3 1 0 0 

Gail 4 6 1 0 

Joel 5 2 1 0 

John 0 4 0 0 

Liz 3 4 1 0 

Naomi 7 5 0 0 

Nicole 2 29 1 0 

Nina 45 56 4 1 

Peter 35 12 4 0 

Ruth 0 5 0 0 

Sarah 45 36 8 1 

Warren 7 9 1 0 

TOTAL 
316 

(53%)
275 

(47%)
44 

(81%)
10 

(19%)

Table 5: Children’s Use of doesn’t and don’t  
in Negative and VP-ellipsis Sentences 

                                                  
 1. Aran appears to constitute an exception among the 14 children who produced VP-
ellipsis sentences with negation: He consistently used the non-agreeing form of don’t even 
in sentences involving VP-ellipsis. The question of why this is so, as well as the question 
of how general this pattern is, has to be left for future research. 
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5. Conclusion 
 
 In this study, we brought evidence from the acquisition of English to compare 
two different formulations of the licensing condition on VP-ellipsis. One of these 
formulations, adopted by Saito & Murasugi (1990) and Lobeck (1995), 
necessitates the agreement relation between the subject DP and the T head to 
license VP-ellipsis. The other formulation, suggested by Richards (2003) and 
Saito (2015), excludes the agreement requirement from its formulation, and only 
requires that the specifier of T be filled. The results of our transcript analysis 
revealed that, while English-learning children often produce non-agreeing form 
of do in negative sentences, this error does not extend to sentences involving VP-
ellipsis: VP-ellipsis sentences showed a strong tendency to contain the adult-like, 
agreeing form of does, irrespective of whether or not these sentences are 
accompanied by a negation. This finding from child English provides evidence 
for the proposal made by Saito & Murasugi (1990) and Lobeck (1995) that 
agreement plays a crucial role in the licensing condition on ellipsis.2 At the same 
time, our finding poses a potential problem to the formulation by Richards (2003) 
and Saito (2015), in which agreement plays no role to license VP-ellipsis. Thus, 
our study demonstrated that the time course of acquisition can be an important 
ground to evaluate competing syntactic analyses, which in turn suggests that child 

                                                  
 2. Nina Hyams (personal communication) pointed out to us that there would be an 
alternative way to interpret our findings: Sentences with VP-ellipsis tend to contain the 
adult-like, agreeing forms of does (or doesn’t) primarily because these sentences are 
typically shorter than ordinary negative sentences and hence place less processing burden 
on children during their production. Even though this is a quite serious alternative 
interpretation that deserves much attention, we cannot think of a good way to evaluate this 
possibility at this time. A potentially relevant observation might be the finding made by 
Schütze (2010) that English-leaning children tend to produce the adult-like, agreeing
form of does in emphatic affirmatives, as illustrated in (i): 
(i) MOT:  does he squeak now? 
 CHI:  yes he does. 
 MOT:  he does? 
 CHI:  he does squeak.  (Nina 37, 2;10:21) 
If we adopt the assumption that the VPs immediately following the emphatic do is 
deaccented, as well as the proposal by Tancredi (1992) that an extreme case of such 
deacceting of VPs constitutes VP-ellipsis, then emphatic affirmatives might provide 
another situation in which the licensing condition on VP-ellipsis is at work: The relevant 
condition might apply not only to VP-ellipsis but more generally to deaccenting of VPs. 
Since the auxiliary do in children’s emphatic affirmatives appears to take the correctly-
agreeing form (despite the fact that they do not involve ellipsis), this finding might indicate 
that the adult-like form of does in VP-ellipsis indeed stems from the agreement requirement 
in the licensing condition, rather than from the “shortness” of VP-ellipsis sentences. 
However, since emphatic do (with third-person singular subjects) appears to be small in 
number in children’s utterances, we must leave a full evaluation of the alternative 
possibility for future research. 
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language acquisition has the potential of providing critical evidence bearing on 
the central issues in syntactic theory. 
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