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                The current collection of papers in this volume has been in the works
                    since summer 2016, when we learned that Dr. Paula Kempchinsky was planning to
                    retire from the University of Iowa. For this volume, we invited former students
                    as well as former colleagues of hers at the University of Iowa to submit
                    contributions in the areas of syntax, semantics, and language acquisition. We
                    also invited some select individuals whose work intersected with and was
                    influenced by Paula’s research. By and large, this group of academics subscribes
                    to a formal, generative syntactic theoretical approach in its research, an
                    orientation that assumes that language acquisition and processing is guided by a
                    set of innate principles (i.e. Universal Grammar, see Chomsky, 1965, et. seq.) and, moreover, that various
                    sub-systems, or linguistic modules, contribute to successful interpretation
                        (Chomsky, 1981, 1995). Specifically, it is assumed that
                    linguistic competence can be explained in terms of an abstract and unconscious
                    linguistic system, or grammar, which underlies the comprehension and production
                    of language. Furthermore, the contributions to this volume are inspired in part
                    by Dr. Kempchinsky’s extensive body of work, which focuses primarily on
                    properties of the interface of syntax and semantic modules of the grammar in
                    Spanish and other Romance languages (e.g. Kempchinsky, 1992, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006,
                        2009). While her early work as a
                    graduate student centered on phonology, her subsequent work has included
                    investigations of the preverbal field and left periphery, clitics, mood
                    distribution, and language acquisition – all of which are represented and
                    examined in the current volume. The empirical studies contained within are
                    driven by formal, experimental, and corpus-based approaches, thus illustrating
                    the quality and the scope of research currently conducted in Hispanic
                    linguistics as well as the field of linguistics more generally. Traditionally,
                    introspective, intuition-based judgments have been favored by formal linguists,
                    owing to the fact that corpora are incapable of providing insight into so-called
                    negative evidence, or data regarding which structures may not be generated by
                    the internal grammar. Notwithstanding, corpora are still of value in that they
                    can provide valuable data regarding possible structures in a language variety.
                    Dr. Kempchinsky always insisted on the importance of different types of
                    linguistic data, reminding her students that different types of data were
                    capable of answering different sorts of research questions and gaining different
                    types of insight. Although for many years, formal studies have eschewed the
                    experimental application of intuition-based judgments to larger groups of naïve
                    informants, a growing number of researchers have adopted such methodologies in
                    an effort to falsify and challenge prevailing theoretical wisdom. The editors of
                    this volume agree that a variety of empirical approaches can be employed to ask
                    new questions and provide novel insight into prevailing wisdom as well as
                    persistent puzzles. We attribute our opinions, in no small part, to the
                    mentoring that we received as students of Paula’s.

                Relatively speaking, investigations of the interactions and
                    interfaces between linguistic modules, in particular the
                        syntax-semantics and syntax-discourse
                    interfaces are recent developments in the history of linguistics. Within the
                    formal tradition, these are perhaps best conceived in the Y-model of language
                        (1). Semantics, pragmatics, and
                    discourse/information structure were considered peripheral to the syntax proper,
                    lying at the interface of the narrow syntax and the Conceptual-Intentional (C-I)
                    system.

                (1)
The Y-model of language1
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                In the past, it was largely thought that the work of the syntax
                    proper, the central component in the Y-model, happened in isolation from the
                    Articulatory-Perceptual (A-P) module, or Phonological Form (PF), and the C-I
                    module (Logical Form, or LF in earlier models). In recent years, however, the
                    connections between these modules have rapidly developed and become major areas
                    of research. At the heart of research on the C-I interface is the extent to
                    which semantic, discourse-pragmatic, and/or information structural features are
                    represented in the syntactic component of the grammar. In other words, are
                    interpretations involving both syntax and context compositionally or
                    contextually derived? Furthermore, what insights can cross-linguistic and
                    acquisition data provide with respect to the formal representation of interface
                    properties? The goal of the current volume is to expand upon our empirical
                    knowledge and theoretical understanding of these important questions.

                I.Crosslinguistic explorations at the interfaces
The first part of the volume comprises five chapters that
                        explore different facets of the linguistic interfaces. Three of the five
                        contributions in this section examine experimental methodologies in order to
                        inform theoretical debate and subject current theory to empirical testing, and
                        two of these employ novel psycholinguistic tasks. The conclusions of the
                        first two chapters in this volume serve to deepen our understanding of the
                        interfaces related to syntax and information structure via topic and focus
                        phenomena in Haitian Creole and Galician, respectively. Notions of topic and
                        topicalized constituents have proven difficult to define in terms of their
                        semantico-pragmatic interpretation and contribution to the discourse
                        context. For many, topics capture a sense of aboutness (see
                        e.g., Gundel, 1988; Halliday, 1967; Hockett, 1958; Lambrecht, 1994). Others, such as
                            Sgall et al. (1986), Erteschik-Shir (1997) define topics
                        as “discourse-old” or known information, about which new information is
                        given, yielding the so-called topic-comment structure of the sentence. In
                        Romance, topicalized constituents occupy a position to the left of the verb
                            (2), and are accompanied by a
                        resumptive clitic (the second instance of la in (2)), a phenomenon referred to as clitic
                        left dislocation (CLLD):
(2)

                                La
The

 película,
movie,

 la

                                                cl.acc.f.sg
                                            

 voy
go.prs.1sg
                                            

 a
to

 ver
see.inf
                                            

 mañana.
tomorrow

 

                            ‘As for the movie, I’m going to see it tomorrow.’



Rizzi (1997: 285)
                        defines Romance CLLD topics of the Spanish and Italian type as “a preposed
                        element characteristically set off from the rest of the clause by ‘comma
                        intonation’ and normally expressing old information, somehow available and
                        salient in previous discourse; the comment is a kind of complex predicate,
                        and open sentence predicated of the topic and introducing new information.”
                        Benincà and Poletto (2004,
                        p. 63), however, have pointed out various inconsistencies with this view of
                        topics. Conversely, they claim that the two properties that all elements in
                        the Topic field share are (a) they are not related to a variable in a clause
                        (different from elements belonging to the Focus field) and (b) they are all
                        “known information in some sense”.
Focus has also been characterized in a number of ways in the
                        literature (see discussion in e.g., Gundel & Fretheim, 2004). Despite the fact that it is often
                        taken for granted in linguistics that focus refers to “new information”,
                        several researchers (e.g., Rochemont,
                            1986) disagree with this definition. Casielles-Suárez (2004, p. 127) takes a less
                        categorical approach, describing focus in Spanish as prosodically prominent
                        constituents that are “more informative and less topical”. With respect to
                        the preverbal field, there is an important distinction to be made between
                        information focus and contrastive focus (see e.g., López, 2009; Ortega-Santos, 2016 for in-depth discussion). Informally,
                        preverbal, contrastively focused constituents do not appear with a doubled
                        clitic pronoun (3), with
                        capitalization indicating prosodic prominence:
(3)

                                LA
the

 PELÍCULA
movie

 voy
go.1.sg.prs
                                            

 a
to

 ver
see.inf
                                            

 mañana.
tomorrow

 

                            ‘I am going to see THE MOVIE tomorrow (not something
                                else).’



In semantico-pragmatic terms, Rizzi’s (1997, p. 285) definition of Focus is the
                        following:

                        The preposed element, bearing focal stress,
                            introduces new information, whereas the open sentence expresses
                            contextually given information, knowledge that the speaker presupposes
                            to be shared by the speaker.

                    
Following the advancements of Rizzi’s (1997) seminal proposal for a more
                        articulated hierarchy of functional projections (the so-called ‘split CP’),
                        it is often assumed that fronted topics occupy a position in the specifier
                        of TopicP, while contrastively focalized constituents are assumed to occupy
                        a position in the specifier of FocusP (4).2
                    
(4)
ForceP > *TopicP > FocusP > FinP



The proposal has prompted a prolific body of research on the
                        structure and composition of the left periphery. Various conceptions and
                        modifications of this basic left-peripheral architecture have been proposed
                        and discussed in a prolific literature (e.g. Benincà & Poletto, 2004; Cinque, 2002; Grewendorf, 2002; Haegeman,
                            2012; Kempchinsky,
                            2013; López, 2009;
                            Platzack, 2004; Ramchand & Svenonius, 2014;
                            Speas and Tenny, 2003; Villa-García, 2015; among many
                        others).
Walker-Cecil and Destruel expand upon these important
                        conceptual questions in Chapter 1 by
                        investigating contextual considerations of predicate cleft constructions in
                        Haitian Creole. Namely, the researchers employ a novel experimental
                        methodology to examine the strategies and requirements of focus and cleft
                        constructions, predicate gradability, and exhaustivity inference. Their
                        study tests focus realization across different syntactic categories – namely
                        subjects, objects, predicates and sentences, while also offering a
                        discussion on the interpretation of se-clefts. Their
                        findings suggest that the acceptability of se-clefts as
                        well as non-se-clefts is influenced by a suite of
                        semantico-pragmatic factors that interface with the syntax together, namely
                        the semantic features of a predicate, the type of focus structure involved,
                        and the pragmatic context. Their findings also uncover interesting
                        similarities and differences between Haitian Creole and French with
                        implications for cross-linguistic accounts of exhaustivity and inference.
                        Like French, subject-focus clefts are interpreted as more exhaustive than
                        non-subjects in the same context. However, results suggest that clefts in
                        general in Haitian Creole are less exhaustive than in French.
Gupton continues the examination of focalized constituents in
                            Chapter 2 with an investigation of
                        the intonation contours of left-peripheral constructions in Galician,
                        contributing to recent studies of syntactic and prosodic phenomena related
                        to the expression of information structure and contrastive focus in Romance.
                        He tests the claim in the literature that left peripheral syntactic
                        projections each have a unique, corresponding prosodic contour (Bianchi & Frascarelli, 2010;
                            Frascarelli & Hinterhölzl,
                            2007). The prosody of contrastive/corrective object focus in
                        Galician in ex situ as well as in situ
                        contexts were examined, making comparisons with the prosody of object
                        information (narrow) focus and wide focus sentences. The results do not
                        support the predictions of the Cartographic isomorphism account of the
                        syntax-prosody interface, which seeks to expand the Cartographic Program
                            (Cinque, 1999; Rizzi, 1997) by proposing a strict
                        correspondence between the syntactic position, information structure, and
                        prosodic contour. The findings instead suggest that, in Galician, a
                        homomorphic correspondence between syntactic position and intonation is
                        present, but this does not involve information structure.
Goodall’s squib in Chapter 3 investigates the syntax-information structure
                        interface via the processing of wh-questions in Spanish,
                        examining the effects of discourse-linking (D-linking) on these
                        left-peripheral operations in Spanish. He explores well-known subject-verb
                        inversion effects in Spanish wh-questions, which typically
                        trigger VS order and render SV word order ungrammatical. However, D-linking
                        within the wh-gap significantly improves the acceptability of Spanish
                        wh-questions with SV word order. He presents experimental evidence comparing
                        a semantic-account with a working memory account of Spanish wh-questions.
                        The findings suggest that a working memory account of D-linking makes better
                        predictions than a semantic-syntactic approach. Notwithstanding, he does not
                        entirely dismiss the possibility that the subject-verb inversion phenomenon
                        in questions is rooted in the grammar.
Gielau’s squib examines a well-known property associated with
                        the semantics-pragmatics interface: mood distribution. In Chapter 4, she examines mood contrasts in
                        Spanish complements to no creo ‘I don’t believe’ and Modern
                        Greek complements to dhen pistévo ‘I don’t believe’.
                        Curiously, a contrast occurs in unevaluated contexts, in which the speaker
                        wishes to reserve truth-value judgment: Spanish requires the subjunctive
                        while Greek requires the indicative. Gielau asserts that the variable
                        interpretation of the complement and, consequently, mood contrasts, result
                        from the possibility for two interpretations of negation, a property first
                        analyzed in Horn’s (1989) seminal
                        work. The observation ultimately supports Farkas’ (2003) proposal that the relevant parameter
                        for mood in Spanish is Assertive Context Change Potential. Unevaluated
                        complements require the subjunctive because the proposition does not update
                        the context. In Greek, the relevant parameter for mood is
                        (non-)veridicality, an idea advanced by Giannakidou (1997, 1998, et sequens). The indicative is exhibited because
                        unevaluated complements are not non-veridical. Gielau suggests that the
                        observations can shed light on mood contrasts in presupposed/factive emotive
                        contexts, predicates which are also compatible with both types of negation
                        and exhibit cross-linguistic variation. She concludes that a deeper analysis
                        of sentential negation can provide important insight into mood contrasts
                        cross-linguistically, leading to a greater understanding of mood
                        distribution in human language.
In Chapter 5, the squib
                        by O’Neill and Shea examines important connections between the lexicon and
                        diachronic phonological change, exploring the potential that these may hold
                        for psycholinguistic studies of lexical processing. They inspect the
                        lexicon-phonology interface via diachronic and cross-linguistic influences
                        related to the adoption and adaptation of lexical items in Spanish. The
                        investigation yields important implications for linguistic interfaces, as
                        the researchers examine how sound change and borrowing have conspired in
                        forming the Spanish lexicon. First, they illustrate that, over time, not all
                        words are equally subjected to sound change. For instance, the forms of
                            palabras cultas (learned words, or
                            cultismos) have been protected from change due to their
                        cultural context. Furthermore, they illustrate that borrowed lexical items
                        often undergo sound changes that do not form part of the phonological
                        timeline of Spanish. Resistance to sound change and borrowing of lexical
                        items are attributed to strategies employed by speakers to create
                        associations between lexical forms and to extract semantic content from
                        lexical items. The authors suggest that the patterns examined yield
                        probabilistic regularities that may prove fruitful in future
                        psycholinguistic studies of lexical processing in Spanish as well as other
                        languages.

                II.Innovative approaches to clitics and noun phrases in Romance
Section two of the volume seeks to advance our collective
                        understanding of two fundamental areas that, within the formal generative
                        tradition, have been proposed to fall under the theoretical umbrella of the
                        Determiner Phrase (DP). The first of these examines the typology of clitics
                        within current syntactic theory vis-à-vis a number of crosslinguistic and
                        acquisition patterns in dialects found on the Iberian Peninsula.
                        Specifically, these studies aim to expand our knowledge of the factors that
                        influence the syntax of clitics through the lens of diachronic development,
                        comparative linguistics and acquisition. The studies herein also introduce
                        avenues for future research on the typology of mixed languages and
                        cross-linguistic influence more generally.
Within the generative literature, the syntactic nature of
                        Romance pronominal clitics has been a topic of much debate. Proposals have
                        focused on issues such as climbing properties, base position, or their
                        relation to Case and theta roles. The studies in this section are concerned
                        with answering three main questions: (1) what determines the surface order
                        of clitics, (2) what is the nature of the syntactic relationship between the
                        clitic and its host and (3) which model can best account for the acquisition
                        of clitics?
Two main theoretical approaches have competed in accounting
                        for the special status of Romance clitics: a movement approach and a
                        base-generation approach. Kayne
                            (1975) was the first to propose a movement analysis (for French).
                        In his analysis, the clitic is moved to adjoin to the verb from its
                        base-generated argument position, with the source position analyzed as a
                        trace. In French and in Italian, clitics and the related complements are in
                        complementary distribution, providing motivation for his account. However,
                        languages like Romanian and Spanish, both of which exhibit clitic doubling,
                        pose a potential problem for this analysis. The existence of clitic doubling
                        has led to the formulation of various base-generation analyses (e.g., Borer, 1994; Jaeggli, 1982; Rivas, 1977; Strozer,
                            1976). Within this type of approach, clitics are base generated
                        in their surface position, while the argument position is filled by
                            pro. An alternative approach to clitic doubling
                        proposes that the relevant NP/DP fills the argument position. Mixed
                        approaches such as Uriagereka
                            (1995) claim that pronominal clitics denote the functional part
                        of an argument, which undergoes movement to the functional domain of the
                        clause. Sportiche (1996) proposes
                        a mixed account as well, claiming that clitics head their own projections,
                        but that clitic constructions also involve movement. Specifically, clitic
                        constructions are decomposed into initial XP movement followed by Head
                        movement. Cross-linguistic variation is accounted for under this view by
                        assuming that, in clitic-doubling languages, the XP that moves does so
                        overtly in the syntax, while in non-clitic-doubling languages, this movement
                        takes place covertly. The analysis thus claims to capture the advantages of
                        both movement and base-generation approaches, while providing a uniform
                        treatment of cliticization.
The syntax of clitics represents an important challenge for
                        any linguistic model, owing to empirical evidence favoring both
                        base-generation and movement, in addition to the cross-linguistic variation
                        exhibited in Romance. Furthermore, their investigation is a matter of
                        crucial importance to the generative theory of syntax because such analyses
                        hold critical implications regarding the correspondence between argument
                        structure, interpretation, and Spell-out. The studies in this section
                        contribute to this line of research by providing novel insights from the
                        perspectives of cross-linguistic influence and acquisition.
In Chapter 6, Garrett
                        researches clitic placement in Barranquenho, a Portuguese dialect that
                        displays several Spanish-like phonological and morphosyntactic properties
                        combined with a largely Portuguese lexicon (i.e., it is a mixed language
                        following Clements, Amaral, & Luís,
                            2011). This study fills an important gap in previous research by
                        quantitatively analyzing object clitics from a corpus of 20 native-speaker
                        interviews with respect to placement, morphology, and distribution.
                        Quantitative analysis of the Barranquenho speaker data reveals similarities
                        to both Spanish and Portuguese clitic systems. Garrett ultimately shows that
                        Barranquenho exhibits a more Spanish-like clitic placement pattern based on
                        the sensitivity of the system to finiteness rather than a sensitivity to
                        left-peripheral operators or morphophonological factors, both of which are
                        characteristic of European Portuguese. He concludes that Barraquenho clitics
                        are affixes, which holds important implications for the study of mixed
                        languages as well as syntactic microparameterization related to movement
                        operations and clitic directionality.
MacDonald and Vázquez-Lozares explore clitic structures in
                        Spanish involving se in Chapter 7. In particular, they examine the impossibility of
                        double se constructions involving impersonal
                            se in control infinitivals. They present the
                        distribution of Spanish impersonal se in a range of
                        infinitival constructions as a tool to develop a deeper understanding of the
                        noted ungrammaticality of inherently reflexive verbs in the presence of
                        impersonal se. They expand on Holmberg (2010), claiming that the
                            se found in impersonal expressions is the valued
                        version of the [uD] feature proposed to occur in the T projection of
                        consistent null-subject languages. This, in turn, introduces a
                        non-referential pronoun (pro
                        se) that lacks number specification. This deficiency precludes
                        impersonal se from combining with (i.e. valuing) other
                        forms of se. The configuration proposed in T also prevents
                        an Aboutness-shift topic from valuing [uD], thus explaining the lack of a
                        generic interpretation in Spanish, unlike the one found in Brazilian
                        Portuguese. Furthermore, the authors conclude that it is extremely unlikely
                        that impersonal se undergoes movement, which has important
                        implications for the analysis of clitics briefly reviewed above.
In Chapter 8, Satterfield
                        examines the acquisition of pronominal object clitics in Spanish by
                        simultaneous bilinguals of English and Spanish in an academic Spanish
                        immersion setting. She examines a novel corpus of data from 60 Spanish
                        heritage speakers (SHS) age 4–7, testing the Competence Gradience Model of
                            Duffield (2003) and its
                        adequacy in describing child language acquisition. The object clitic data
                        were gathered from spontaneous speech and analyzed for syntactic placement
                        (clitic omission and clitic climbing) and inflectional morphology (gender
                        and number). The findings show that young SHS speakers at all proficiency
                        levels produce clitics in a manner consistent with native monolingual
                        speakers and, importantly, at a high frequency. This production includes
                        perhaps more subtle phenomena such as enclitic and proclitic structures,
                        clitic doubling structures, and clitic omission. The findings support the
                        dual competence model of Duffield
                            (2003), which may be used to make precise predictions about the
                        development of clitic syntax in SHS children. However, optionality in the
                        data pose a problem for the Clitic Acquisition Theory of Wexler (2014), suggesting that
                        maturational competence in clitic production operates on an individual
                        timetable.
The ninth and final chapter of the volume examines
                        nominalizing constructions, incorporating novel empirical and conceptual
                        considerations related to the DP. Since the DP hypothesis was formally
                        introduced in the MIT doctoral dissertation of Steven Abney (1987), the internal structure and
                        corresponding interpretation of the DP have received a prolific amount of
                        attention, with a number of proposals accounting for data in Romance (e.g.
                            Bernstein, 1993, 2001; Demonte, 2008; Picallo, 2008, 2012).3 Abney’s
                        proposal implies that the DP, like the VP, is composed of a full range of
                        functional categories between D and N, such as Number, Case, Definiteness,
                        and Agreement. Research on the fine structure of the DP attempts to
                        disentangle, among other properties, the typology of determiners and their
                        relationship with the noun, adjectival and adverbial modification, the
                        expression of quantification, animacy, possession, gender agreement, and the
                        status of degree and number features.
Nominalizations in Spanish are syntactic structures in which a
                        verbal root co-occurs with a determiner, as in: el constante fumar
                            de ella ‘her constant smoking’. Such constructions pose
                        interesting challenges to and insights into the cartography of the DP, and
                        have received a considerable amount of attention in recent years (Alexiadou, 2010; Alexiadou, Iordăchioaia, & Soare,
                            2010; Alexiadou,
                            Iordăchioaia, & Schäfer, 2011; among others). In these
                        studies, nominalization constructions are compared among various Romance and
                        Germanic languages and are couched within the Distributed Morphology
                        framework (Halle & Marantz,
                            1993). These analyses posit separate syntactic structures to
                        account for the differences between cross-linguistic and inter-linguistic
                        nominalization types. In Chapter 9,
                        Leal and Renaud shed light on two important theoretical questions related to
                        Spanish nominalizations: What is the point in the derivation at which verbal
                        categories transition into nominal ones? And what is this transition’s
                        effect on case assignment? Complicating matters, two types of
                        nominalizations are attested in Spanish: those which co-occur with nominal
                        modifiers (e.g., adjectives, genitive case for argument expression), and
                        those which occur with verbal modifiers (adverbs, nominative/accusative
                        arguments), for which Alexiadou et al.
                            (2011) propose two different syntactic configurations. Leal and
                        Renaud empirically test Alexiadou et al.’s proposal by implementing a
                        self-paced reading task among 42 monolingual speakers of Mexican Spanish in
                        order to determine the cases and types of adjunction available in nominal
                        and verbal nominalizations. While the results by and large support Alexiadou et. al’s (2011) analysis
                        of nominalizations, the researchers provide evidence that nominal
                        nominalizations may allow adverbial adjunction, a possibility that is ruled
                        out by Alexiadou et. al. (2011),
                        who stipulate that v in the DP structure of nominal
                        nominalizations does not discharge accusative case or allow adverbial
                        adjunction. The findings provide evidence for a more succinct syntactic
                        analysis of nominalization constructions, which does not require this
                        anti-Minimalist ad-hoc provision. The study thus reveals the value of
                        empirically testing syntactic proposals, and provides support for a more
                        parsimonious, Minimalist analysis of nominalization constructions than has
                        been recently offered.
The contributions to this volume draw on a variety of formal
                        and empirical methods to address a range of relevant linguistic topics. As a
                        whole, this volume represents the current scope of linguistic research
                        within a number of sub-fields related to syntactic theory, language
                        acquisition and diachronic development of related properties. Furthermore,
                        investigations related to additional linguistic modules, such as phonology,
                        discourse/information structure, semantics, and the lexicon further
                        contribute to the breadth of coverage in this volume. In summary, the high
                        quality of the research presented here reflects current and future avenues
                        of investigation in the field in general, with particular connections to the
                        lifelong contributions of Dr. Paula Kempchinsky, whose work has inspired and
                        influenced many of the studies herein. Moving forward, it is our hope that
                        this volume will serve as the impetus for future research and collaboration
                        within the generative paradigm as well as beyond.

            
                Notes

                        
                        1.The Y-model of language is often assumed, but rarely
                            attributed to specific researchers. Irurtzun’s (2009) defense of the Y-model, which also
                            considers alternative models of human language, traces the origins of
                            this model to a description appearing in Chomsky & Lasnik (1977,
                            p. 431).①


                    

                        
                        2.The asterisk (*) indicates that the projection is recursive.
                            In Rizzi’s original proposal, a second *TopicP was proposed below
                            FocusP, but was later revised in Rizzi (2001) to the schema in (4). For further discussion of topic recursivity, see
                                Rizzi (2013). Rizzi (2001) proposes the
                            existence of an additional projection, InterrogativeP (IntP), located
                            between TopicP and FocusP, which hosts interrogative
                            complementizers.①


                    

                        
                        3.These are lexicalist accounts of the DP. See e.g., Fábregas (2010) for a
                            non-lexicalist account of Spanish nominalizations. For an overview of
                            the lexicalist debate, we refer the curious reader to Ramchand &
                            Reiss (2007, Chaps 7–12).①
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Chapter 1Interpretation of focus in Haitian Creole
                                se-clefts
Kezia Walker-Cecil & Emilie DestruelUniversity of Iowa

While past literature on Haitian Creole focus
                                structures primarily concentrates on predicate clefts (see DeGraff, 1995; Glaude & Zribi-Hertz,
                                    2012; Harbour,
                                    2008; Lefebvre,
                                    1990), few authors use empirical data to justify proposed
                                interpretations of clefts. In this paper, we empirically test which
                                interpretations are available in se-clefts,
                                expanding on previous work on clefts in Haitian Creole and other
                                languages. Our first experiment investigates the influence of
                                predicate gradability (Harbour,
                                    2008) and syntactic structure (Glaude & Zribi-Hertz, 2012) on
                                predicate cleft interpretation, using a felicity judgment task.
                                Prior work on Haitian se-clefts has not discussed
                                the exhaustive inference, an inference conveyed in similar clefts
                                cross-linguistically (see Destruel et al., 2015; Horn, 1981). Our second experiment examines
                                the exhaustivity inference in both predicate and nominal
                                    se-clefts, comparing Haitian speakers’
                                judgments to results from similar clefts in other languages,
                                particularly French, via a forced-choice task adapted from Onea and Beaver (2011).

Keywords: 	Clefts,
	Predicate clefts,
	Focus,
	Haitian Creole,
	French,
	Information structure



                        1.Introduction
In the large body of work on information structure,
                                much of the discussion concerning topicalization and focus
                                structures has concentrated on (the realization of) arguments and
                                adjuncts. The focusing of predicates is typically less discussed,
                                often because it seems like there are fewer syntactic options for
                                the placement of a predicate. Cross-linguistically, predicate focus
                                is realized by a range of grammatical strategies, including prosody,
                                morphological markers and syntactic orderings (Zimmermann, 2016). In Haitian Creole, the
                                language of interest in this paper, clefting is often used to focus
                                the predicate of a sentence. Predicate clefts in Haitian Creole are
                                particularly interesting because of the cross-linguistic rarity of
                                predicate clefts compared to argument clefts and because of their
                                similarity to c’est-clefts in French, in which
                                predicate clefts are never possible.
Historically, Haitian Creole resulted from the mingling
                                of West African languages and French on the island of Hispaniola
                                during the seventeenth century (DeGraff, 1992). The French language heavily influenced
                                not only the lexicon, but also the syntax of Haitian Creole. The
                                focusing strategy of clefting, which is quite common in French, is
                                prevalent in both languages, and the similarities between the cleft
                                constructions in both languages can be seen in Examples (1) and (2).
(1)

                                        
                                                  C’est
                                                  

                                                  ce-be.prs
                                                  

 
                                                  Marie
                                                  
Marie

 
                                                  qui
                                                  

                                                  comp
                                                  

 
                                                  aime
                                                  
loves

 
                                                  Jean
                                                  
Jean

 (French)

                                    “It’s MARIE that loves John.”



(2)

                                        
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  Mari
                                                  
Mari

 
                                                  ki
                                                  

                                                  comp
                                                  

 
                                                  damou
                                                  
in.love

 
                                                  Bouki
                                                  
Bouki

 (Haitian Creole)

                                    “It is MARI that loves Bouki.”



However, cleft sentences in Haitian Creole are more
                                syntactically flexible than cleft sentences in French, allowing for
                                the clefting of predicate structures in addition to the more
                                prototypical clefting of argument structures, such as objects. This
                                syntactic flexibility is likely due to the syntactic possibilities
                                available in the West African languages that mingled with French to
                                create Haitian Creole (see Harbor, 2008).
(3)

                                        
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  Se
                                                  

 
                                                  malad
                                                  
sick

 
                                                  m
                                                  
1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  te
                                                  

                                                  ant
                                                  

 
                                                  malad!
                                                  
sick

 (HC)

                                    “I was actually SICK (e.g. not LAZY)./I was
                                        REALLY sick.”1
                                         
                                        (Glaude &
                                                Zribi-Hertz, 2012, p. 79)
                                    



Prior literature on clefts in Haitian Creole has
                                largely focused on features of the predicate cleft. Researchers have
                                investigated the quantificational scope of predicate movement, the
                                limitations of the types of predicates that can be clefted, and
                                differences between predicate clefts and other types of predicate
                                fronting structures in Haitian Creole (see DeGraff, 1995; Glaude & Zribi-Hertz, 2012; Harbor, 2008; Larson & Lefebvre,
                                1991). A review of this literature shows that the
                                interpretations and limitations of Haitian predicate clefts are not
                                widely agreed upon. For example, some authors have claimed that
                                non-verbal predicates differ from verbal predicates in
                                interpretation and scope when clefted (DeGraff, 1995). Other authors claim that
                                the differences in the interpretation and distribution of predicate
                                clefts are due to semantic properties of the predicate being clefted
                                    (Harbour, 2008; Larson & Lefebvre,
                                1991). Still others claim that different interpretations of
                                predicate focus are based on the distinction between a “true”
                                predicate cleft (as in (3)
                                above) and another type of predicate fronting permitted in Haitian
                                Creole, illustrated in (4)
                                below (Glaude & Zribi-Hertz,
                                    2012).
(4)

                                        
                                                  Malad
                                                  
sick

 
                                                  m
                                                  
1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  te
                                                  

                                                  ant
                                                  

 
                                                  malad!
                                                  
sick

 (HC)

                                    “I was SICK (not LAZY).” (Glaude & Zribi-Hertz, 2012,
                                            p. 78)
                                    



The distinctions between (3) and (4) will be explored in more detail in the discussion of
                                the syntax and semantics of Haitian cleft structures in Section 2.2.
In nearly all of these prior investigations of Haitian
                                clefts, the interpretations of predicate clefts and other predicate
                                fronting mechanisms have not been tested empirically, as the
                                interpretations are based on the authors’ intuitions. Given the
                                great disparities between conclusions in the literature for both the
                                limitations of the predicate cleft and the interpretations available
                                for predicate clefts, we hope to provide an investigative framework
                                to empirically test which factors influence the interpretations of a
                                predicate cleft. Specifically, we investigate whether differences in
                                interpretation are due to the semantics of the predicate or due to
                                the type of focusing structure used (compare (3) and (4) above). Previous research in Haitian Creole predicate
                                clefts has not examined all of these factors together, nor has
                                anyone (to our knowledge) investigated the interpretation of
                                predicate clefts empirically.
In this paper, we also address an unstudied aspect of
                                the interpretation of Haitian Creole clefts: exhaustivity. While the
                                interpretation of exhaustivity has been observed to varying degrees
                                in other similar cleft structures, such as the French
                                    se-cleft and the English
                                it-cleft (see Destruel, 2012; Destruel et al., 2015), there is nothing in the
                                literature on Haitian clefts that discusses the exhaustivity
                                inference in any type of cleft structure. Thus, we add to a
                                cross-linguistic discussion of the interpretation of cleft
                                structures by collecting empirical data on the interpretation of
                                exhaustivity in argument and predicate clefts in Haitian Creole.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In
                                    Section 2, we present
                                some background information on linguistic focus, some important
                                features of clefts in Haitian Creole (including contrasts between
                                Haitian se-clefts and French
                                c’est-clefts and the syntax and semantics of
                                Haitian clefts), and the prior research on the relationship between
                                cleft structures and exhaustivity. In Section 3, we introduce our research
                                questions and hypotheses for each of our two experiments. In Section 4, we discuss each
                                experiment in detail. We give our conclusions and some discussion of
                                the implications of our results in Section 5.

                        2.Background
2.1What is focus?
In this paper, we take focus to be an
                                    information-structural property with a pragmatic function (see
                                    also discussion in the background section of Chapter 2 in this volume, on
                                    contrast in Galician). The focus of an utterance evokes a set of
                                    alternative propositions which the speaker takes to be salient
                                        (Krifka, 2008),
                                    and this in turn conveys information about how the utterance
                                    fits into the larger discourse structure. In discourse moves
                                    that answer an (implicit) question, focus marks the answering
                                    element. In such a case, the focus alternatives must all be
                                    possible and congruent answers to the question. For instance,
                                    with a question on the grammatical subject in (5), the alternatives
                                    from which the focus is selected include those in (6).
(5)
Question: Who drank wine?



(6)
Alternatives: {Mary drank wine, Paul drank
                                            wine, Jerry drank wine, … Suzy drank wine.}



Crucially for this paper, other parts of the
                                    sentence can be focused beyond arguments, in particular
                                    predicates, as illustrated in the question-answer pair in (7). In English, the
                                    realization of focus is most commonly done via prosody; the
                                    focus element, whether it is an argument or a predicate, will
                                    bear a pitch accent.
(7)
Q: What did Mary do? A: Mary [drank
                                                wine]F
                                        



In Haitian Creole, syntax plays a more important
                                    role: predicates that are focused are realized sentence-initial,
                                    either in a full predicate cleft, as in (8), or in a fronting construction without
                                    the typical cleft marker se, as in (9).
(8)

                                            
                                                  Kisa
                                                  
what

 
                                                  pwofesè
                                                  
professor

 
                                                  a
                                                  

                                                  art
                                                  

 
                                                  fè?
                                                  
do

 

                                        
                                            
                                                  
                                                  Se
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  akeyi
                                                  
                                                  
welcome

 
                                                  pwofesè
                                                  
professor

 
                                                  a
                                                  

                                                  art
                                                  

 
                                                  akeyi
                                                  
welcome

 
                                                  elèv
                                                  
student

 
                                                  yo.

                                                  art.pl
                                                  

 (HC)

                                        “What did the professor do? The professor
                                            WELCOMED the students.”



(9)

                                            
                                                  Kisa
                                                  
what

 
                                                  pwofesè
                                                  
professor

 
                                                  a
                                                  

                                                  art
                                                  

 
                                                  fè?
                                                  
do

 

                                        
                                            
                                                  
                                                  Akeyi
                                                  
                                                  
welcome

 
                                                  pwofesè
                                                  
professor

 
                                                  a
                                                  

                                                  art
                                                  

 
                                                  akeyi
                                                  
welcome

 
                                                  elèv
                                                  
student

 
                                                  yo.

                                                  art.pl
                                                  

 

                                        “What did the professor do? The professor
                                            WELCOMED the students.”



Haitian Creole, therefore, can use a cleft
                                    construction to bring the predicate into focus. This strategy is
                                    unusual crosslinguistically and also contrasts with the
                                    limitations on French clefts.
2.2French and Haitian Creole clefts
As noted in Examples (1) and (2), c’est-cleft
                                    constructions in French are very similar to the
                                        se-cleft structures in Haitian Creole. Not
                                    only are se and c’est
                                    phonological cognates, the Haitian se-cleft
                                    also resembles the French c’est-cleft in
                                    following the same pattern of focus-background articulation; the
                                    clefted XP is focused and precedes a relative clause-like
                                    structure containing backgrounded information. However, some
                                    crucial differences set the two cleft structures apart. First,
                                        c’est in French combines the demonstrative
                                        ce and a conjugation of the verb
                                        être, while se is a single
                                    word that has been analyzed as a copula or as a pronominal
                                    element (among other analyses; see DeGraff, 1992; Larson & Lefebvre, 1991). While a
                                    great deal has been written on the many functions of
                                        se in Haitian Creole, it is sufficient to
                                    note that the syntactic distributions of c’est
                                    and se in their respective languages are not
                                    identical, despite their apparent similarity in cleft
                                    constructions. Even within cleft constructions in the two
                                    languages, there are strong distinctions between
                                        c’est-clefts and
                                    se-clefts, most notably the fact that in
                                    Haitian Creole, clefting is not limited to XPs that are
                                    arguments of the predicate. In French and most other Romance
                                    languages, c’est-clefts and similar clefting
                                    constructions can only be used to cleft DPs or a limited set of
                                    APs and PPs.
However, in Haitian Creole,
                                    se-clefts can be used to apply focus to
                                    predicate structures that are unavailable for this type of focus
                                    movement in other languages. The examples below show the broader
                                    range of XPs available for Haitian Creole
                                    se-clefts.
(10)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Kisa
                                                  
what

 
                                                  li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  fè?
                                                  
do

 
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  vòlè
                                                  
steal

 
                                                  li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  vòlè
                                                  
steal

 
                                                  lajan
                                                  
money

 
                                                  leta.2
                                                  
state

 (HC)

                                                
                                                “What did he do? He STOLE
                                                  state money.”

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Qu’est-ce qu’il a fait? *C’est voler qu’il
                                                  a fait. (French)
                                                

                                                “What’s he doing? *It’s
                                                  stealing that he’s doing.”

                                            




(11)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pou-kisa
                                                  
why

 
                                                  Bouki
                                                  
Bouki

 
                                                  kouche?
                                                  
lie-down

 
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  malad
                                                  
sick

 
                                                  li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  malad.
sick

 (HC)

                                                
                                                “Why is Bouki lying down? He
                                                  is SICK.”

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Pourquoi est-ce que Jean se couche?*C’est
                                                  malade qu’il est. (Fr.)
                                                

                                                “Why is Jean lying down?
                                                  (*)It’s sick he is.“

                                            




(12)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Kote
                                                  
where

 
                                                  Bouki
                                                  
Bouki

 
                                                  ye?
                                                  

                                                  ye
                                                  

 
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  anba
                                                  
under

 
                                                  tab
                                                  
table

 
                                                  la
                                                  
the

 
                                                  li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  ye.

                                                  ye
                                                  

 (HC)

                                                
                                                “Where is Bouki? It’s under
                                                  the table that he is.”

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Où est Jean? *C’est dans le jardin qu’il
                                                  est. (Fr.)
                                                

                                                “Where is Jean? *It is in
                                                  the garden he is.”

                                            




(13)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Kisa
                                                  
what

 
                                                  Bouki
                                                  
Bouki

 
                                                  ye?
                                                  

                                                  ye
                                                  

 
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  yon
                                                  

                                                  num
                                                  

 
                                                  doktè
                                                  
doctor

 
                                                  li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  ye.

                                                  ye
                                                  

 (HC)

                                                
                                                “What is Bouki? It’s a
                                                  doctor that he is.”

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Qu’est-ce qu’est Jean? *C’est un doctor
                                                  qu’il est. (Fr.)
                                                

                                                “What is Jean? *It’s a
                                                  doctor he is.”

                                            




In the examples above, Haitian Creole allows
                                    elements to appear in clefting constructions that are not
                                    allowed in French clefts: verbs (10), adjectives (11), prepositional phrases (12), and non-specific
                                    DPs (13). Each of
                                    these constructions can be considered different types of
                                    predicates, since Haitian Creole lacks an overt copular
                                    construction. Adjectives are often used as stative predicates,
                                    while prepositional phrases and non-specific DPs form locative
                                    predicates and identificational predicates. From the examples
                                    above, it is clear that Haitian Creole
                                    se-clefts differ from French
                                        c’est-clefts in that Haitian Creole freely
                                    allows predicate clefting for several different types of
                                    predicates. French and other Romance languages use other focus
                                    strategies for verbs, adjectives, prepositional phrases and
                                    non-specific DPs, instead of using the cleft construction.
Not only do se-clefts allow a
                                    broader range of clefted elements, they also differ from typical
                                    French c’est-clefts in that they do not always
                                    require an overt complementizer between the clefted element and
                                    the (background) relative clause. In Example (2), reproduced below,
                                    the Haitian Creole complementizer ki appears in
                                    the same position as complementizers in French clefts.
(2)

                                            
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  Mari
                                                  
Mari

 
                                                  
                                                  ki
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  comp
                                                  

 
                                                  damou
                                                  
in.love

 
                                                  Bouki
                                                  
Bouki

 (Haitian Creole)

                                        “It is MARI that loves Bouki.”



However, a complementizer is not always required
                                    in Haitian clefts; in some non-predicate clefts, the
                                    complementizer can be dropped to create an equally acceptable
                                    sentence. We can remove the complementizer ke
                                    (analogous to the French complementizer que)
                                    from the clefted sentence without any apparent changes to
                                    grammaticality.
(14)

                                            
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  Mari
                                                  
Mari

 
                                                  Bouki
                                                  
Bouki

 
                                                  damou.
in.love

 (HC)

                                        “It is Mari that Bouki loves.”
                                                (DeGraff,
                                                1992, p. 173)
                                        



In predicate clefts, the complementizer does not
                                    appear between the clefted predicate and the remainder of the
                                    sentence. Each of the example predicate clefts above shows this
                                    phenomenon. In fact, including the complementizer in a predicate
                                    cleft would create an ungrammatical sentence.
(15)

                                            *
                                            Se vòlè ki li vòlè lajan leta.



(16)

                                            *
                                            Se malad ki li malad.



This difference in use of the complementizer can
                                    be analyzed as indicating that se-clefts in
                                    Haitian Creole may not necessarily have the typical cleft
                                    structure appearing in French c’est-clefts: a
                                    fronted and focused XP preceding a relative clause which
                                    contains the remainder of the proposition. What follows is a
                                    brief overview of several syntactic analyses of predicate clefts
                                    in Haitian Creole.
2.3The syntax of se-clefts
Since predicate clefts do not exist in French and
                                    many other Romance languages, a vast amount of research in
                                    Haitian Creole has concentrated on analyzing its predicate
                                    clefts to determine their structural components. In the
                                    following section, we briefly discuss a few of the proposed
                                    syntactic analyses and the possible implications that the
                                    underlying structure of the cleft construction may have on the
                                    interpretation of the focused information.

                                    DeGraff (1992) claims
                                    that for se-clefts in which the clefted
                                    information is an argument of a verb (an object cleft or a
                                    subject cleft), the syntactic structure is identical to more
                                    traditional it-cleft constructions, including
                                    French c’est-clefts. In DeGraff’s analysis, the
                                    fronted element is raised out of an embedded relative clause and
                                    a trace of that element remains in the relative clause for both
                                    French and Haitian Creole clefts. Under this assumption that the
                                    syntax of c’est-clefts and
                                    se-clefts are identical in this context, we can
                                    expect that argument clefts in Haitian Creole will have similar
                                    interpretations and contexts of use to argument clefts in
                                    French. In contrast, DeGraff analyzes predicate clefts as having
                                    a separate syntactic structure from the typical clefting
                                    structure used for arguments. He contends that predicate cleft
                                    structures are more accurately described as predicate fronting,
                                    in which the predicate is brought to the beginning of the
                                    sentence and se is included as a subject
                                    pronoun for the fronted predicate to satisfy certain
                                    phonological and syntactic requirements rather than as a
                                    morpheme to introduce a proper cleft (1992). This analysis
                                    accounts for the loss of the complementizer in predicate clefts,
                                    since the structure is more accurately a focus fronted
                                    construction rather than a cleft construction. DeGraff’s
                                    analysis also allows for the prediction that predicate clefts,
                                    given a distinct syntactic structure, might have different
                                    semantic interpretations and contextual distributions from
                                    argument clefts (1992). A distinction between predicate clefts
                                    and argument clefts in their syntax and distribution would not
                                    be surprising, given that it is not unusual for a language to
                                    have more than one strategy available for creating focus.
                                    Consider, for example, the use of both cleft structures and
                                    prosodic marking for English focus in Examples (5)–(7). One drawback for
                                    this analysis, however, is that it does not account for the
                                    repetition of the predicate head, especially in verbal and
                                    adjectival predicates, in which the predicate head is repeated
                                    both in the cleft-like portion of the sentence and in the
                                    canonical position.
While DeGraff claims a syntactic distinction
                                    between argument and predicate clefts, other syntactic analyses
                                    of predicate clefting argue that argument and predicate clefts
                                    are derived similarly, predicting similarity in the meaning and
                                    distribution of the cleft structures. These analyses assume that
                                    the predicate head is duplicated in the base clause and one of
                                    the copies of the predicate moves to the beginning of the
                                    sentence (Glaude &
                                        Zribi-Hertz, 2012; Harbour, 2008). Predicate doubling
                                    without movement is attested in Haitian Creole, so the extra
                                    copy of the predicate head is not arbitrarily permitted just for
                                    predicate clefting.
(17)

                                            
                                                  Ou
                                                  
you

 
                                                  mèt
                                                  
put

 
                                                  ekri
                                                  
write

 
                                                  ekri
                                                  
write

 
                                                  poèm
                                                  
poem

 
                                                  wi.
yes

 (HC)

                                        “You can keep on writing poems.”
                                                (Harbour,
                                                2008, p. 858)
                                        



This type of ‘low reduplication’ is used for
                                    emphasis or to “measure thoroughgoingness or iconic
                                    instantiation of the verbal event” (Harbour, 2008: 859). That is, the
                                    repetition of the verb can be used to mark emphatic focus or
                                    introduce an overt event argument in the form of a repeated
                                    predicate head. This doubling of the predicate in Haitian Creole
                                    is a semantic and syntactic strategy not available in French
                                    focus constructions, and this strategy most likely entered
                                    Haitian Creole via the influence of West African languages (see
                                        Aboh, 2006). When
                                    movement of the predicacte occurs in clefting, the semantics
                                    that emerge from the reduplication process may remain as part of
                                    the interpretation of the cleft as well. Additionally, the
                                    movement of the reduplicated predicate can essentially operate
                                    identically to argument cleft movement since the moved copy of
                                    the predicate can be considered a type of argument of the main
                                    predicate (Harbour,
                                        2008).
Harbour’s analysis accounts for the reduplication
                                    of some predicate heads while also allowing both predicate
                                    clefts and argument clefts in Haitian Creole to be easily
                                    compared to the structure of French
                                    c’est-clefts. One missing element in Harbour’s
                                    analysis is the lack of accounting for the differences in the
                                    behavior of the complementizer in predicate and argument clefts.
                                    While both types of clefts can appear without a complementizer,
                                    predicate clefts never appear with the complementizer. Since
                                    this paper is primarily interested in exploring the
                                    interpretation of predicate clefts in Haitian Creole, and for
                                    reasons of space, we leave this particular syntactic concern as
                                    an open question for now. In any case, a crucial question in
                                    Haitain cleft research is how predicate clefts behave in
                                    comparison with argument clefts. Can predicate clefts and
                                    argument clefts be used in similar semantic and pragmatic
                                    contexts? Would semantic and pragmatic similarities indicate
                                    similar underlying syntactic structures?
A syntactic analysis of Haitian cleft structures
                                    that includes predicate reduplication in the embedded clause
                                    before movement into the fronted position can also account for
                                    the existence of another predicate focusing structure in Haitian
                                    Creole.
(18)

                                            
                                                  Malad
                                                  
sick

 
                                                  m
                                                  
1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  te
                                                  

                                                  ant
                                                  

 
                                                  malad.
sick

 (HC)

                                        “I was sick (not LAZY).” (Glaude & Zribi-Hertz,
                                                  2012, p. 78)
                                        



This sentence is similar to the predicate cleft
                                    in (11a), in which
                                    the predicate malad is reduplicated and moved
                                    to the beginning of a sentence using a
                                    se-cleft. However, this structure is missing
                                    the se analygous to the cleft pronoun
                                        c’est in French clefts. It is possible to
                                    analyze this structure as a focus-fronting construction, as it
                                    does not contain an cleft pronoun, a crucial component of most
                                    cleft constructions. However, because both the structure in
                                        (18) and the
                                    structure in (11a)
                                    focus the predicate, for the sake of emphasizing the contrast
                                    between the two structures and maintaining terminological
                                    simplicity in this paper, we will refer to the structure in
                                        (11a) as a
                                        se predicate cleft, and the structure in
                                        (18) as a
                                        non-se predicate cleft, even though the
                                    structure in (18) may
                                    not truly be a cleft at all, but a separate focus fronting
                                    construction.
In their analysis of these two types of predicate
                                    fronting, Glaude and
                                        Zribi-Hertz (2012) claim that only fronted predicates
                                    that appear with an overt se are truly
                                    predicate ‘cleft’ constructions, containing bi-clausal
                                    structures similar to an argument cleft structure. They analyze
                                    sentences such as those in (18) without a se marker as a
                                    mono-clausal structure with a focus-fronted verb. Glaude &
                                    Zribi-Hertz argue that this distinction between the two
                                    verb-fronting structures leads to intrinsic differences in
                                    interpretation. Predicate fronting without se
                                    (a non-se predicate cleft) allows a contrastive
                                    interpretation of the predicate, while a ‘true predicate cleft’
                                    (a se-predicate cleft) permits both a
                                    contrastive interpretation and an intensive interpretation.
(19)

                                            
                                                  Malad
                                                  
sick

 
                                                  li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  malad
                                                  
sick

 (HC)

                                        “He is actually sick (e.g. not
                                            DEAD).”/*“He is REALLY SICK.”



(20)

                                            
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  malad
                                                  
sick

 
                                                  li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  malad
                                                  
sick

 

                                        “He is actually sick (e.g. not DEAD).”/“He
                                            is REALLY SICK.” (Glaude & Zribi-Hertz,
                                                  2012, p. 103)
                                        



The interpretive distinction between (19) and (20) proposed by Glaude
                                    and Zribi-Hertz is not the only possible difference between the
                                    two predicate clefts in the literature. In Harbour’s analysis of
                                        non-se clefts, he claims that the fronted
                                    predicate without se is a distinct (syntactic)
                                    construction that can add temporal, causal, or factive
                                    information to the cleft construction (Harbour, 2008). Thus, Glaude and
                                    Zribi-Hertz and Harbour claim that predicate
                                    se-clefts and argument
                                    se-clefts will behave similarly due to similar
                                    syntactic structure, whereas non-se-clefts of
                                    predicates will behave differently, also due to syntactice
                                    structure differences. However, it is not clear from the
                                    literature whether the pragmatics and semantics of fronted
                                    predicates with se are distinct from the
                                    pragmatics and semantics of fronted predicates without
                                        se. Thus, it is crucial to examine how
                                    different types of focus structures and different types of
                                    clefted XPs affect interpretation in Haitian Creole. In the
                                    following section, we discuss some previous analyses of
                                    interpretation of Haitian Creole clefts before proposing an
                                    empirical study investigating the use and interpretation of
                                    clefts by Haitian Creole speakers.
2.4Past accounts of the interpretation of
                                    (se-)clefts
As noted in Examples (19) and (20) above, Glaude and Zribi-Hertz (2012) predict
                                    two possible interpretations of predicate
                                    se-clefts: a contrastive focus meaning and an
                                    intensive meaning. They also claim that non-se
                                    predicate clefts (or ‘Verb Fronted Doubling’ constructions) only
                                    have the contrastive meaning and cannot have the intensive
                                    interpretation. The contrastive interpretation of both types of
                                    predicate clefts has been attested rather widely in the
                                    literature (see also Larson
                                        & Lefebvre, 1991; Lefebvre, 1990), but there is some
                                    argument about when the intensive interpretation can be conveyed
                                    by the predicate cleft. Harbour (2008) claims that any type of fronted
                                    predicate can have both contrastive and intensive meanings, not
                                    making a distinction between the interpretations available for
                                    predicate clefts with se and
                                        non-se predicate clefts. He claims that the
                                    intensive interpretation of predicate clefts comes from the
                                    semantic meaning of ‘maximal degree’ that is added to the
                                    predicate through the process of reduplication. In his analysis,
                                    since the intensity or ‘maximum interpretation’ arises from the
                                    reduplication rather than from the type of predicate fronting
                                    used, the presence or absence of se in the
                                    fronted construction should not make a difference in the
                                    interpretation of the sentence as a whole. Any difference in the
                                    availability of the intensity interpretation arises, according
                                    to Harbour, from the semantic quality of the predicate head
                                    itself. He claims that ungradable state predicates are always
                                    incompatible with the intensity interpretation because of their
                                    semantic type, which also prohibits these verbs from appearing
                                    in the low reduplicated form with the intensive
                                    interpretation.
(21)

                                            
                                                  *
                                                  Li
                                                  
3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  bileng
                                                  
bilingual

 
                                                  bileng.
bilingual

 (HC)

                                        “It’s BILINGUAL.” (Harbour, 2008,
                                                p. 865)
                                        



Because ungradable predicates cannot occur in a
                                    low-reduplicated position or with the intensifying adverb
                                    ‘really,’ these predicates most likely cannot appear in clefts.
                                    Thus, the sentence Se bileng li bileng is
                                    predicted to be infelicitous in Haitian Creole (Harbour, 2008).
So far, Harbour (2008) and Glaude and Zribi-Hertz (2012) both
                                    claim that contrastive and intensive interpretations are
                                    available in predicate clefts, but the origins of the
                                    differences of interpretation vary. Glaude and Zribi-Hertz claim
                                    a distinction based on syntactic structure, while Harbour limits
                                    the interpretations based on the predicate’s semantic content.
                                    Other authors have also discussed the limited types of
                                    predicates that can appear in predicate clefts, but the types of
                                    predicates that are claimed to be available are not always the
                                    same. Lefebvre (1990)
                                    claims that only stage-level predicates are permitted in a
                                    predicate cleft because the clefted element is the event
                                    argument acting as the focus of the sentence; individual-level
                                    predicates cannot appear as part of a predicate cleft because
                                    these predicates do not have an event argument position, thus
                                    having no argument to be fronted in a cleft structure. In terms
                                    of interpretation, Lefebvre claims that all event argument
                                    clefts (predicate clefts) have a contrastive reading without
                                    mentioning the possibility or presence of intensity
                                    interpretations (1990).

                                    Larson and Lefebvre
                                        (1991) agree that predicate clefts are event
                                    arguments and expand on the interpretation of the event by
                                    illustrating that the contrastive interpretation available in a
                                    predicate cleft can extend to elements within the event and is
                                    not restricted to the predicate head itself.
(22)

                                            
                                                  Se
                                                  

                                                  se
                                                  

 
                                                  mache
                                                  
walk

 
                                                  Jean
                                                  
John

 
                                                  mache
                                                  
walk

 
                                                  al
                                                  
to

 
                                                  lekol.
school

 (HC)

                                        	
                                                “It is WALK that John did to
                                                  school (not, e.g., run).”

                                            
	
                                                “It is WALK TO SCHOOL that
                                                  John did (not, e.g., run home).”

                                            
	
                                                “It is to SCHOOL that John
                                                  walked (not, e.g., to the park).” (Larson & Lefebvre, 1991,
                                                  p. 251)
                                                

                                            




This flexibility in predicate cleft
                                    interpretation seems to indicate that the entire event ‘walking
                                    to school’ is being contrasted in the sentence above, rather
                                    than just the predicate ‘walk.’ This analysis maintains that
                                    individual level predicates cannot appear in predicate clefts
                                    because these predicates lack an event argument (Larson & Lefebvre,
                                        1991). If, indeed, predicate clefts involve the
                                    fronting of an event argument, which can be argued to have a
                                    theta-role in the predicate, the interpretations of predicate
                                    clefts could have similar properties to other argument clefts,
                                    such as subject clefts and object clefts.
For all of the analyses discussed above, the
                                    authors do not provide empirical data to show the actual use of
                                    the various cleft structures, so all of the proposed differences
                                    between the meaning and use of argument clefts, predicate
                                        se-clefts, and predicate
                                        non-se-clefts are theoretical. Thus,
                                    empirical research in this area will provide a more complete
                                    picture of what types of predicates are attested in Haitian
                                    Creole cleft structures and which interpretations can be
                                    attributed to these structures. In experiment 1, we focus on the
                                    availability of intensive and contrast interpretations with
                                    gradable and non-gradable predicates in order to investigate
                                    whether the interpretation is available as a function of the
                                    predicate type (as claimed in Harbour, 2008) or as a function of the
                                    type of predicate focus used (as proposed in Glaude & Zribi-Hertz,
                                        2012).
2.5Exhaustivity
We conclude our background section by raising
                                    another question concerning interpretation of clefts in Haitian
                                    Creole: To what extent is exhaustivity present in Haitian
                                    clefts? To the best of our knowledge, this issue is left
                                    unexplored in past literature. Exhaustivity is a meaning
                                    component often discussed in relation to English
                                        it-clefts and has been claimed to arise in
                                    other cleft constructions cross-linguistically, such as the
                                    French c’est-cleft (cf. Destruel et al., 2015; Onea & Beaver,
                                    2011). A cleft with an exhaustive interpretation amounts
                                    to exhausting the set {x |
                                    P(x)} for the referent of the clefted XP, where
                                    P is the predicate of the sentence. Thus, the English
                                        it-cleft in (23), and its French counterpart in
                                        (24) are often
                                    interpreted as conveying the exhaustivity inference in (25).
(23)
It was John who kissed Mary.



(24)

                                            C’est Jean qui a embrassé Marie.



(25)
It was John and no one else who kissed
                                            Mary.



The exhaustivity inference is quite robust in
                                    English it-clefts, but recent empirical
                                    investigation of exhaustivity in French clefts indicates that
                                    the exhaustivity inference is not as strong (Destruel, 2012). Since
                                    Haitian Creole is derived in part from French, a natural
                                    question is whether Haitian se-clefts convey
                                    the same type of exhaustivity inferences as French
                                        c’est-clefts. Moreover, since the majority
                                    of prior work on clefts and exhaustivity has focused on argument
                                    clefts, an investigation into the interpretational differences
                                    (or similarities) between predicate clefts and argument clefts
                                    in terms of exhaustivity would contribute to prior research in
                                    this area. Our second experiment investigates the exhaustivity
                                    inferences in Haitian clefts using tasks similar to previous
                                    empirical studies in the exhaustivity of clefts in other
                                    languages.

                        3.Research questions and hypotheses
From the brief overview of the literature on Haitian
                                clefts presented above, it is clear that empirical research into the
                                use and interpretation of cleft structures in Haitian Creole will
                                provide more information about the underlying structures and usage
                                similarities between argument clefts and various types of predicate
                                fronting structures (specifically, those structures shown in (19) and (20) above). A few key
                                questions stick out to us, which we seek to address in this
                                paper.
First, what factors affect the interpretations that are
                                available for a predicate cleft? From the literature, two possible
                                interpretations are available: a contrastive
                                interpretation and an intensive interpretation.
                                However, past analyses do not agree on the limitations to each
                                interpretation; Glaude and
                                    Zribi-Hertz (2012) claim that an intensity interpretation
                                is never available for non-se predicate clefts,
                                while Harbour (2008)
                                claims that intensity is available for both types of predicate
                                clefts (with and without se) but that ungradable
                                predicate clefts can only have a contrastive interpretation. To
                                compare these two analyses, we focus on the interactions of three
                                factors in the use of predicate clefts: interpretation of the cleft,
                                gradability of the predicate, and type of cleft structure used. Our
                                hypothesis is that the semantic type of the predicate head will be
                                the main factor in determining the interpretations available for a
                                particular cleft.
Our second research question concerns the
                                interpretation of exhaustivity: Do predicate (and argument) clefts
                                in Haitian Creole carry an exhaustivity inference similar to that
                                conveyed in other languages (Destruel et al., 2015; Onea & Beaver, 2011)? Our hypothesis is
                                that all clefts in Haitian Creole will carry an exhaustivity
                                inference, regardless of whether the cleft is an argument cleft, a
                                predicate cleft with se, or a fronted predicate
                                without se. Because of the historical relation
                                between French and Haitian Creole, we also predict that the level of
                                exhaustivity in Haitian clefts should be parallel to that found in
                                    c’est-clefts in French.

                        4.Empirical data
4.1Contrast and intensity in predicate clefts
4.1.1Goals
We first investigate whether ambiguity
                                        always exists between a contrastive interpretation and an
                                        intensive interpretation in predicate clefts. As mentioned
                                        previously, most prior literature on Haitian clefts assumes
                                        that a contrastive interpretation is available for all
                                        clefts, yet some authors claim that predicate clefts are
                                        sometimes ambiguous between an intensive interpretation and
                                        a contrastive interpretation. However, there is no consensus
                                        about where the ambiguity arises. Harbour (2008) claims that the
                                        semantics of the predicate head is the most important factor
                                        in the presence or absence of ambiguity between intensive
                                        and contrastive readings, while Glaude and Zribi-Hertz (2012) claim
                                        that the type of predicate cleft used is most crucial in
                                        determining whether this ambiguity exists. We report here on
                                        work with two Haitian informants that attempts to tease
                                        apart the contributions of the semantics of the predicate
                                        head and the type of clefting strategy used in determining
                                        which interpretations are available.
4.1.2Informants
Two native speakers of Haitian Creole rated
                                        the naturalness of a series of sentences containing clefts.
                                        The speakers were 25 and 45 years old, and were native
                                        speakers of Haitian Creole born and raised in Haiti. They
                                        did not move to the United States until they were 19
                                        (informant A) and 21 (informant B). They reported using
                                        Haitian Creole as their language of communication at least
                                        fifty percent of the time in their everyday life.
4.1.3Design and materials
We created sixteen short conversations in
                                        which the first speaker provides a context and the second
                                        speaker responds with a sentence containing a predicate
                                        cleft. Subjects read the conversations and indicated the
                                        naturalness of the second speaker’s response in that
                                        context. The conversations were specifically designed to
                                        investigate the contributions of each of three factors:
                                        interpretation, predicate type, and cleft type. We created
                                        conversational contexts in which a contrastive
                                        interpretation would be expected and contexts in which an
                                        intensive interpretation would be expected. We tested the
                                        naturalness of different types of predicates by presenting
                                        two gradable predicates – bo ‘kiss’ and
                                            reprimande ‘scold’ – and two
                                        non-gradable predicates – repare ‘repair’
                                        and fini ‘finish’ in both the contrastive
                                        and intensive contexts. The non-gradable predicates are
                                        predicates with achievement meaning because the default
                                        interpretation of achievement predicates indicate an abrupt
                                        and complete change of state (from broken to repaired and
                                        from incomplete to finished); thus, it is fairly difficult
                                        to add gradability meaning to these predicates. The gradable
                                        predicates – bo and
                                            repremande – are activity predicates,
                                        which are unbounded in time and can thus exihibit
                                        gradability in intensity and/or duration. Additionally, we
                                        used both types of predicate clefts in each context with
                                        each type of predicate to see what effect cleft type has on
                                        the naturalness of an interpretation. Table 1 presents the three factors
                                        and how they were combined.
Table 1.Factors in gradable vs. non gradable
                                                study

                                            
                                                
                                                  	
                                                  	Contrastive interpretation
                                                  	Intensive interpretation
                                                

                                            
                                            
                                                
                                                  	Gradable
                                                  predicate
                                                  	
                                                  se cleft
                                                  	
                                                  se cleft
                                                

                                                
                                                  	non-se cleft
                                                  	non-se cleft
                                                

                                                
                                                  	Non-gradable
                                                  predicate
                                                  	
                                                  se cleft
                                                  	
                                                  se cleft
                                                

                                                
                                                  	non-se cleft
                                                  	non-se cleft
                                                

                                            
                                        

We presented our informants with sixteen
                                        different conversations (two conversations per shaded cell
                                        in Table 1), and
                                        they were asked to judge the naturalness of the clefted
                                        sentence on a seven-point Likert scale with values ranging
                                        from 1 ‘extremely bad’ on the left to 7 ‘extremely good’ on
                                        the right. The conversations were presented in random order
                                        to each informant. Examples of a few of the conversational
                                        contexts are presented below.3 Informants were asked to rate only
                                        the underlined portion of the sentence as natural or
                                        unnatural.
(26)
Contrastive context, gradable
                                                predicate, se cleft
a.

                                                  
                                                  Jean:
                                                  Èske ou konn Pòl ak Esther kòmanse renmen?
                                                  Mwen tande Pòl anbrase Esther nan fèt la wikenn
                                                  denyea.


                                                  
                                                  Mari:
                                                  Non. Se bo Pòl bo Esther nan
                                                  fèt la
                                                  . (HC)
                                                  


                                                  


b.

                                                  
                                                  John:
                                                  Did you know that Paul and
                                                  Esther started dating? I heard that Paul hugged
                                                  Esther at the party last weekend.


                                                  
                                                  Mary:
                                                  No. Paul KISSED Esther at
                                                  the party.


                                                  






(27)
Intensive context, gradable predicate,
                                                  non-se cleft
c.

                                                  
                                                  Jean:
                                                  Mwen panse Pòl damou pou
                                                  Esther.


                                                  
                                                  Mari:
                                                  Mwen dakò. Mwen te wè yo lè yo te
                                                  rankontre yè. Bo Pòl bo
                                                  Esther
                                                  . (HC)
                                                  


                                                  


d.

                                                  
                                                  John:
                                                  I think that Paul is
                                                  falling in love with Esther.


                                                  
                                                  Mary:
                                                  I think so too. I saw then
                                                  when they met yesterday. Paul (really) KISSED
                                                  Esther.


                                                  






All the predicates used in the underlined
                                        experimental sentences were transitive predicates with overt
                                        objects. We also avoided using any aspect markers, as the
                                        placement of aspect markers can influence the grammaticality
                                        and the interpretation of certain cleft sentences (Larson & Lefebvre,
                                            1991), and created contexts in which the past
                                        tense could be assumed without being overtly marked. These
                                        considerations allowed for morphological simplicity in each
                                        stimulus sentence without requiring specific placement of
                                        tense or aspect markers relative to the predicate heads.
4.1.4Procedure
The sixteen conversations were presented in
                                        a randomized order using Qualtrics software. Before the
                                        first conversation was presented, our informants were
                                        instructed to rate how natural the underlined segment of
                                        each conversation sounded to them. For each test item, the
                                        conversation was presented first, followed by the question
                                        “How natural does the underlined sentence sound in this
                                        conversation?” The question appeared next to a seven-point
                                        Likert scale ranging from ‘Extremely bad’ on the left
                                        (value = 1) to ‘Extremely good’ on the right (value = 7).
                                        Each of the intermediary values also had an English
                                        description of the number rating above the number, and the
                                        rating slider was programmed to allow only integer values.
                                        The informants were instructed explicitly to rate an item as
                                        ‘extremely good’ if it sounded like something they would say
                                        in a conversation, and to rate an item as ‘extremely bad’ if
                                        it sounded strange for any reason. Once a subject gave a
                                        rating to a test item, they could click to go to the next
                                        conversation. They were not permitted to go back and change
                                        answers to previous conversations once they had progressed.
                                        All items were displayed for the two informants, but in
                                        different orders determined by the software.
4.1.5Results
Our hypothesis was that there would not be
                                        any significant difference of interpretation based on the
                                        type of predicate cleft structure used, but that the
                                        semantics of the predicate head itself would determine the
                                        acceptability of the predicate. However, judgments from the
                                        informants seem to indicate that both Harbour’s and Glaude
                                        and Zribi-Hertz’s predictions for interpretation are
                                        over-stated. Indeed, found all sentence types to be at least
                                        somewhat acceptable. The average rating for each sentence
                                        was no lower than 5 on the seven-point Likert scale.
                                        However, it does seem that certain factors make a sentence
                                        less natural-sounding to a native speaker of Haitian
                                        Creole.
As shown in Figure 1, the sentences with the
                                        best ratings are the sentences that are gradable predicates
                                        with an intensive interpretation and non-gradable predicates
                                        with a contrastive interpretation, following the
                                        predications of Harbour
                                            (2008). Additionally, when there is a difference
                                        between the ratings for the types of predicate cleft, the
                                            non-se predicate cleft is always rated
                                        lower than the se predicate clefts.
                                        However, this difference is not limited to the intensive
                                        interpretations, as predicted by Glaude and Zribi-Hertz (2012).
Figure 1.Acceptability rating by sentence type
Figure 1.
These trends suggest that the acceptability
                                        of clefted predicates in different interpretation contexts
                                        and with different types of predicates is not dependent on a
                                        single factor. Instead, it is more likely that a combination
                                        of factors leads to acceptability. Further research with a
                                        broader range and larger number of contexts could tease
                                        apart the relationships between these factors to provide a
                                        clearer picture on the limitations of predicate clefts in
                                        Haitian Creole.
4.2Exhaustivity inference
4.2.1Informants
Four informants consulted with us on this
                                        second issue. Two of them were the same informants as
                                        described in 4.1.1, informant A and B. The other two were
                                        also native Haitian speakers who were born and raised in
                                        Haiti and moved to the United States as adults.
                                        Unfortunately, these two did not finish all of the items in
                                        the task, as it was rather long. We discarded the results
                                        for one of these informants completely (informant D), as
                                        only half of the task was completed. The other informant
                                        (informant C, age 19), who did not complete the task
                                        entirely, only missed five of the target items and the
                                        missed items were each in different categories of test
                                        items, so we have included data from the informant.
4.2.2Design and materials
We aimed to test the level of exhaustivity
                                        in predicate clefts with se, and
                                            non-se predicate clefts compared to
                                        argument clefts in Haitian Creole, by examining whether
                                        speakers systematically attribute an exhaustive reading to
                                        the cleft sentences. We relied on the idea that if some
                                        aspect of the sentence meaning is not semantically encoded,
                                        the speaker must be able to cancel the inference without
                                        also denying the truth of the sentence. Therefore, if a
                                        speaker does not attribute a strong exhaustive reading to a
                                        sentence, they will have no problem adding information to
                                        the previous sentence, which would sound contradictory if
                                        the speaker instead attributed a strong exhaustive reading
                                        to the sentence (i.e. they will tend to overtly contradict a
                                        sentence that continues the discourse).
We implemented this by adapting the
                                        forced-choice ‘yes, but…’ task in Onea and Beaver (2011), which has
                                        been used to investigate exhaustivity in similar cleft
                                        constructions in other languages. The experimental stimuli
                                        involve a series of question (Q)-answer (A) pairs each
                                        followed by a continuation (C) sentence. An example of a
                                        test item is shown in (28).
(28)
Q:

                                                  Ki moun ki akeyi elèv yo?
                                                  
“Who welcomed the
                                                  students?”


a.

                                                  Pwofesè a akeyi elèv yo.
“The professor welcomed
                                                  the students.” (canonical)
                                                  


b.

                                                  Se pwofesè a ki akeyi elèv
                                                  yo.
“It was the professor who
                                                  welcomed the students.” (cleft)
                                                  


c.

                                                  Sèlman pwofesè a akeyi elèv
                                                  yo.
“Only the professor
                                                  welcomed the students.” (exclusive)
                                                  
	
                                                  
                                                  Wi, epi direcktè a akeyi elèv yo
                                                  tou.

                                                  “Yes, and the director
                                                  also welcomed the students.”

                                                  
	
                                                  
                                                  Wi, men direktè a akeyi elèv yo
                                                  tou.

                                                  “Yes, but the director
                                                  also welcomed the students.”

                                                  
	
                                                  
                                                  Non, direktè a akey elèv yo
                                                  tou.

                                                  “No, the director also
                                                  welcomed the students.”

                                                  







The question targets the grammatical
                                        subject, object or predicate of the sentence, and is
                                        included to ensure that participants correctly identify the
                                        focus element. The answer always contains a two-place
                                        predicate, a focus argument (or predicate) and a background
                                        argument, and differs from the question only in form: it is
                                        presented to the participant in a canonical sentence (28a), an exclusive
                                        sentence including sèlman (‘only’) (28c) or a cleft
                                        sentence (28b).
                                        Finally, the continuation sentence is introduced by ‘yes,
                                        and…’ (28i), a
                                        ‘yes, but…’ (28ii), or ‘no…’ (28iii). During the work with informants, only
                                        one of the answer options (a, b, or c) is shown per test
                                        item, while all of the continuation forms (i-iii) appear for
                                        each item. For sentences with a focused predicate, we
                                        presented a clefted option with se and a
                                        clefted option without se, giving a total
                                        of four different types of clefted sentences: a subject
                                        cleft, an object cleft, a predicate se
                                        cleft, and a predicate non-se-cleft. With
                                        the exception of the four-way contrast for the clefts, this
                                        3×3 design included contrasting canonical sentences, cleft
                                        sentences and exclusive sentences for subject, object, and
                                        predicate focus with four lexicalizations for each sentence
                                        type.
We predict that, if clefts in Haitian
                                        Creole do not convey exhaustivity semantically, then the
                                        responses to the clefted answer condition should differ from
                                        the responses for the exclusive ‘only’ condition. More
                                        specifically, the ‘no’ continuation should be selected most
                                        frequently, and maybe exclusively, as a felicitous response
                                        for the exclusive condition, since this continuation assumes
                                        that the focused information conveys exhaustivity
                                        semantically and no additional information should be able to
                                        be added to the discourse. In contrast, sentences with
                                        canonical word-order and cleft sentences should allow more
                                        flexibility of interpretation and more potential felicitous
                                        responses, since the two word orders are argued to carry a
                                        much weaker exhaustivity inference – i.e. one that is
                                        cancelable.
Results could show a distinction between
                                        the interpretation of argument clefts, such as subject
                                        clefts and object clefts, and the interpretation of
                                        predicate clefts. If there is a difference in the syntactic
                                        structure of argument clefts and predicate clefts, there
                                        could also be a distinction between the interpretations
                                        inherent to each respective structure. Differences in
                                        structure could also lead to a difference in the
                                        interpretation of non-se predicate clefts
                                        and predicate clefts with se. Glaude and Zribi-Hertz
                                            (2012) claim that non-se
                                        predicate clefts have structure distinct from that of
                                            se predicate clefts. If this is the
                                        case, we would expect differences in interpretation of the
                                        two types of predicate clefts due to differences in
                                        syntactic structure. If, however, the exhaustivity inference
                                        arises from the pragmatic use of it-clefts
                                        as a strategy to focus certain information in the
                                        proposition, then differences of syntactic structure may be
                                        irrelevant for the interpretation of clefts and the presence
                                        (or absence) of an exhaustivity inference, since all types
                                        of clefts – argument, predicate, and non-se
                                        clefts alike – are used to confer focus on a particular
                                        constituent.
4.2.3Procedure
Fifty question-answer-continuation items
                                        were presented in a randomized order using Qualtrics
                                        software to our informants. Forty were test items, and ten
                                        were fillers. On each trial, informants read a
                                        question-answer pair in the upper half of the screen and
                                        three continuation sentences in the bottom half of the
                                        screen. The instructions emphasized that informants needed
                                        to understand each item as being uttered by three different
                                        people, thus reading a conversation between three speakers:
                                        one asking the question, another answering and the last one
                                        supplementing information. The instructions then explained
                                        the task: informants select the continuation they judged
                                        most appropriate given the preceding question-answer pair.
                                        We emphasized that there was no correct answer and that they
                                        should base their judgments on their first impressions. The
                                        fillers were designed to ensure that the informants were not
                                        just selecting the same answers repeatedly, as the logical
                                        answers could only be one of the given options.
Three possible continuations were presented
                                        for each of the items: one beginning with wi,
                                            epi… (“yes, and…”), one beginning with
                                            wi, men… (“yes, but…”) and one
                                        beginning with non,… (“no, …”). These
                                        continuations were presented in random order for each item,
                                        and participants could only select one of the options. Once
                                        an option was selected, the software immediately proceeded
                                        to the next question.
4.2.4Results
The results are given in Figure 2 below in
                                        percentages, per sentence type and grammatical function of
                                        the focus. Because of the small number of informants, we
                                        will not perform a statistical analysis of our results but
                                        will simply describe the patterns observed and discuss
                                        whether they seem to trend in favor of or against our
                                        working hypothesis, which is that both types of predicate
                                        clefts will be associated with the same level of
                                        exhaustivity, similar to what is found in argument clefts in
                                        Haitian Creole.
Figure 2.Continuations selected by sentence type and
                                                focused element
Figure 2.








































































































































































































































  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  
  
  
  


  
  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  
  
  


  


  
  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  


  


  
  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  



  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  



  
  



  
  
  



These trends support the prediction that
                                        speakers are more likely to overtly contradict a
                                        semantically exhaustive sentence (i.e. sentences with an
                                        exclusive like sèlman) than other types of
                                        sentences. Indeed, if an exclusive is present, participants
                                        choose to update the conversation with the continuation
                                        introduced by non/no in the vast majority
                                        of cases, regardless of the grammatical function of the
                                        focus. As predicted too, a canonical sentence is rarely
                                        overtly contradicted because it is not semantically
                                        exhaustive: Answers in the canonical form are most typically
                                        continued by a simple addition rather than a correction,
                                        introduced by wi, epi (“yes, and”).
                                        Interestingly though, we see a difference between the
                                        subject focus cases and the other two grammatical functions,
                                        with the former being more frequently continued with the
                                        slightly stronger follow-up introduced by wi,
                                            men (“yes, but”) – thus conveying a medium
                                        degree of disagreement; not directly accepting the change of
                                        focus as an addition to the preceding answer, but not
                                        overtly denying it either. The subject position is
                                        considered a privileged position in a sentence, carrying
                                        information about the subject’s role in the discourse as
                                        well as in the sentence. The subject position is often is
                                        associated with being the topic of the sentence (Casielles-Suárez,
                                            1999), so the combination of a subject, which is
                                        typically a topic, with a focus construction may cause the
                                        subject cleft to behave different from other clefted
                                        elements in Haitian Creole. Even though we did not predict
                                        this difference, it is not surprising.
Finally, the pattern observed for the cleft
                                        sentences is as follows: As predicted, clefts are rarely
                                        followed by a continuation expressing an overt contradiction
                                            (non…), which suggests that an
                                        exhaustive inference, if present, is cancelable and
                                        therefore not part of clefts’ semantic meaning. Of most
                                        interest are the results for the continuations introduced by
                                            wi (“yes”), mainly because they differ
                                        from what is seen in French where participants significantly
                                        prefer the strong continuation introduced by oui,
                                            mais (“yes, but”) (as reported in Destruel et al.,
                                            2015). In our results for Haitian Creole, except
                                        in the case of the subject focus, informants are instead
                                        more likely to select the weak continuation (i.e. the one
                                        introduced by wi, epi (“yes, and”). In
                                        principle, this pattern suggests that clefts in Haitian
                                        Creole are less exhaustive than in French. We turn to
                                        discussing our results more generally in the following
                                        section.

                        5.Discussion and conclusions
In Section 4.1, we investigated several factors that are
                                predicted to impact the interpretations of predicate clefts in
                                Haitian Creole. Previous work on predicate clefts does not agree on
                                the range of interpretations available for predicate clefts, the
                                types of predicates allowed in the cleft structure, and the
                                distinction between different types of predicate focus structures.
                                In our work with informants, we sought to examine the influence of
                                syntactic structure on the interpretation of clefts by contrasting
                                the acceptability of a sentence containing a straight-forward
                                    se cleft with a sentence containing a fronted
                                predicate without the se marker. While Harbour (2008) claims that
                                a se-cleft and a non-se-cleft have
                                at least some similarities in their underlying structures, other
                                authors, including Glaude and
                                    Zribi-Hertz (2012), claim that these two types of
                                predicate focus structures are syntactically and pragmatically
                                distinct. The information collected from our informants suggests
                                that, at least in terms of pragmatic acceptability, these two focus
                                structures are not vastly different from one another. The trends
                                further suggest that the acceptability of gradable and non-gradable
                                predicates in clefted focus structures are also very similar
                                (contrary to the predictions of Harbour, 2008), and that both types of predicates can be
                                possible in both an intensive and a contrastive setting. Our
                                original hypothesis that the gradability of the predicate head would
                                be the strongest factor in determining the available interpretation
                                was not confirmed in the data, as all three factors seemed to
                                influence the acceptability of a cleft structure. A larger data set
                                of acceptability judgments from a larger number of speakers could be
                                more informative to weight the relative strength of the influences
                                of syntax and semantics on the preferred interpretation of predicate
                                clefts.
Furthermore, our results suggest that many of the
                                previous predictions about cleft interpretations and the limitations
                                on what predicates can appear in clefts from the literature on
                                Haitian Creole may not be borne out in empirical studies of native
                                speakers. Data from our informants does seem to agree with the
                                predictions that the semantic features of a predicate, the type of
                                focus structure used, and the type of pragmatic context for a given
                                sentence impact the acceptability of a sentence. However, these
                                three factors seem to work together rather than each factor
                                determining the acceptability of a cleft structure individually. Our
                                data is not currently sufficient to show exactly how these three
                                factors interact, but our experimental paradigm can be used on a
                                larger population with a larger number of experimental questions to
                                tease apart the relationships between these three factors and form a
                                more complete model of how predicate type, syntactic structure, and
                                interpretation interact in the pragmatic use of predicate cleft
                                structures in Haitian Creole.
In Section 4.2, we reported on work with informants
                                examining the level of exhaustivity in Haitian clefts, compared to
                                what we know about how French and English clefts pattern. We asked
                                informants to judge how natural continuations to sentences were, and
                                found that, except in the case of the subject focus, informants were
                                more likely to select the weak continuation introduced by
                                    wi, epi (“yes, and”) to add information to the
                                sentence. Thus, we have concluded that clefts in Haitian Creole are
                                not semantically exhaustive, in line with most experimental studies
                                on exhaustivity in other languages (Onea & Beaver, 2011; Pavlou, 2015), and in line
                                with our hypothesis. Two findings were most interesting, especially
                                in comparison to what is known about exhaustivity in French clefts.
                                First, like in French (and across languages more generally), Haitian
                                Creole seems to display a subject/non-subject asymmetry, whereby
                                subject focus clefts tend to receive stronger exhaustivity readings.
                                This finding is in line with our hypothesis that predicate clefts
                                should behave similarly to other argument clefts, but highlights the
                                special status of subject focus. Second, unlike in French, clefts,
                                regardless of the grammatical function of the focused element,
                                appear less exhaustive in that participants are willing to
                                supplement a discourse that includes a cleft by simply adding
                                potentially contradictory information (introduced by the weak form
                                “yes, and”). This finding is interesting because it provides support
                                for the idea proposed in Destruel and DeVeaugh-Geiss (2017)
                                that the exhaustive inference is more flexible than assumed even
                                under pragmatic accounts (Horn,
                                    1981): Cross-linguistically, the strength with which the
                                inference is conveyed can vary. Why would that be the case between
                                French and Haitian Creole? We can imagine that because Haitian
                                Creole allows for more possibilities of clefting (e.g. in allowing
                                more grammatical functions), its interpretation is diluted. Further
                                experimental research is obviously needed in order to fully
                                understand the potential differences.
In conclusion, this paper examined questions concerning
                                the interpretation of predicate clefts in Haitian Creole. The data
                                we collected from work with informants suggests that predicate
                                clefts can be used to contrast previous information or to intensify
                                a predicate, and that the acceptability of a predicate focus
                                sentence (whether a se-cleft or a
                                    non-se-cleft) is dependent on the context, the
                                semantic properties of the predicate itself, and the type of
                                predicate focus structure used. The exact interaction of these three
                                factors with one another is not clear, based on our small data set,
                                but further research will benefit from considering syntax,
                                pragmatics, and predicate semantics simultaneously when describing
                                the limitations and uses of Haitian predicate clefts. From a
                                semantic point of view, it appears that, as argued by Zimmermann (2016), there is
                                nothing extremely special about the interpretation of predicate
                                focus when compared to focus on other constituents in the clause,
                                but rather that subjects seem to have a special status – at least
                                with respect to exhaustivity – which is in line with
                                cross-linguistic findings, and the claim found in Zimmermann (2008).

                    
                        Notes

                                
                                1.We note here that the two translations express
                                    contrast and intensity respectively, especially since the adverb
                                    “really” is ambiguous between being either an intensifier or a
                                    verum focus.①


                            

                                
                                2.In Examples (10)–(13),
                                    the Haitian Creole examples of se-clefts are
                                    from DeGraff,
                                    1992: 181–182. Parallel French constructions (part b of
                                    each example) show the limitations of the French
                                        c’est-cleft.①


                            

                                
                                3.The informants were not presented with the English
                                    translations, which are only provided here for clarity. Our
                                    thanks to Kathy Falde for her assistance in translation.①
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Chapter 2Aligning syntax and prosody in GalicianAgainst a prosodic isomorphism account
Timothy GuptonUniversity of Georgia

The current chapter contributes to recent studies
                                on the syntax and prosody of the left periphery (LP) in Romance in
                                general and Galician in particular. The experimental data examined
                                establish prosodic contours for six information structure contexts
                                in Galician using the Melodic Analysis of Speech (MAS) protocol
                                    (Cantero, 2002; Cantero & Font-Rotchés,
                                    2009). I test the claim in e.g. Frascarelli & Hinterhölzl (2007) that
                                left-peripheral syntactic projections each have a unique,
                                corresponding prosodic contour, a claim based on one-to-one
                                correspondences between pitch and information structure in Italian
                                and German data. Findings suggest that, despite some tendencies in
                                support of this account, certain intonation contours are used to
                                encode more than one information structure type. The data examined
                                militate against an isomorphic account of intonation and syntax, and
                                instead favor a homomorphic relation between the two, thus
                                supporting a more parsimonious view of the LP (Emonds, 2004; Kempchinsky, 2013; López, 2009).

Keywords: 	prosody,
	intonation,
	left periphery,
	syntax,
	interface,
	Galician,
	Romance



                        1.Background
Galician, like many other Romance languages (see e.g.
                                    Ordóñez, 2000 &
                                    Zubizarreta, 1998 for
                                Spanish; Ordóñez, 2000
                                for Catalan; Costa 2004
                                for European Portuguese), is characterized by relatively flexible
                                word order.1
                            
(1)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Xoán
                                                  
Xoán

 
                                                  comprou
                                                  
buy.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  esa
                                                  
that

 
                                                  chaqueta.
jacket

 

                                            
                                            ‘Xoán bought that jacket.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Xoán
                                                  
Xoán

 
                                                  comprou
                                                  
buy.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  esa
                                                  
                                                  
that

 
                                                  
                                                  chaqueta
                                                  
                                                  
jacket

 
                                                  (non
                                                  
not

 
                                                  esa
                                                  
that

 
                                                  gravata).
tie

 

                                            
                                            ‘Xoán bought that jacket
                                                (not that tie).’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Esa
                                                  
that

 
                                                  chaqueta
                                                  
jacket

 
                                                  comprouna
                                                  
buy.pst.3sg-cl.acc.f.sg
                                                  

 
                                                  Xoán.
Xoán.

 

                                            
                                            ‘That jacket John bought it.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  
                                                  esa
                                                  
                                                  
that

 
                                                  
                                                  chaqueta
                                                  
                                                  
jacket

 
                                                  comprou(na)
                                                  
buy.pst.3sg-cl.acc.f.sg
                                                  

 
                                                  Xoán
                                                  
Xoán

 
                                                  (non
                                                  
not

 
                                                  esa
                                                  
that

 
                                                  gravata).
tie

 

                                            
                                            ‘that jacket John bought
                                                (it) (not that tie).’

                                        




Following Gupton
                                    (2014), SVO order (1a) is the preferred word order in a variety of
                                discursive contexts, including thetic/all-focus sentences, object
                                narrow-focus, and sentences with either common-ground subjects or
                                objects. OVS word order (1c), (d) may
                                be used to indicate that the object esa chaqueta is
                                either common-ground information (1c) or a contrastive focus constituent (1d).2
                                 
                                Escourido’s (2005) study
                                of Galician prosody, however, suggests that SVO (1b) may also be used to
                                express contrastive focus. Assuming that Zubizarreta’s (1998) Romance Nuclear Stress
                                Rule is also operative in Galician, it remains unclear what role
                                prosody plays and how it interacts with information structure, thus
                                further complicating the syntax-information structure interface in
                                Galician as described in Gupton
                                    (2014). With this in mind, I propose the following four
                                research questions for the current study.
RQ1.
How does intonation interact with
                                        information structure and syntactic position, in particular
                                        in Galician?


RQ2.
Is there a direct, isomorphic relation
                                        between information structure and intonation contour in
                                        Galician?


RQ3.
What prosodic profiles correspond to
                                        different discourse-information structure contexts in
                                        Galician?


RQ4.
Do Galician speakers express a preference
                                        for in situ vs. ex situ
                                        corrective contrast in Galician?



In the following section I summarize the findings in
                                the literature on the syntax, information structure, and prosody of
                                Galician, with reference to relevant research on languages bearing
                                similarities to Galician. I also examine a recent proposal that
                                attempts to account for the interaction between prosody, information
                                structure, and word order. In section three I present a research
                                methodology designed to inform the research questions above, and in
                                section four present the results of this experiment. I offer
                                discussion and analysis of the results in section five, additionally
                                spelling out directions for future research on this dynamic
                                linguistic interface.

                        2.Review of the literature
According to Gupton
                                    (2014), the information structure of a given context
                                determines which word orders are more or less acceptable in
                                Galician. I briefly summarize and exemplify these findings examining
                                sentences (1a), (c), repeated below:
(1)
a.

                                                Xoán comprou esa chaqueta.


c.

                                                Esa chaqueta comprouna Xoán.






Sentence (1a), with SVO order, represents the default order in
                                Galician, as it may be most appropriately employed in contexts that
                                do not presuppose common ground knowledge about subject or predicate
                                (with associated objects, in the case of transitive
                                    predicates).3 SVO is
                                also the preferred word order option in sentences with an
                                overtly-expressed common-ground subject or object, and in object
                                narrow-focus sentences.4
                                ,
                                5 In (1c), we have OVclS, the preferred word order
                                in subject narrow-focus question replies. In these sentences, the
                                verb and object(s) are common-ground information, with clitic
                                left-dislocation (CLLD) of the direct object esa
                                    chaqueta, which is doubled by the resumptive enclitic
                                    (n)a. The subject Xoán is the
                                narrow-focus constituent appearing at the clausal right edge.
One information context not examined in Gupton (2014) is the
                                expression of contrast in Galician (1d).
(1)
d.

                                                
                                                  esa chaqueta comprou(na) Xoán (non esa
                                                  gravata).






In a number of languages, such as Spanish (2) and Russian ((3), examples from Titov, 2012, p. 120),
                                contrastive focus may be expressed in situ (2a), (3a) or ex situ (2b), (3b):
(2)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Compró
                                                  
buy.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  la
                                                  
                                                  
the

 
                                                  
                                                  chaqueta
                                                  
                                                  
jacket

 
                                                  (no
                                                  
not

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  gorro).
                                                  
hat

 

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  
                                                  la
                                                  
                                                  
the

 
                                                  
                                                  chaqueta
                                                  
                                                  
jacket

 
                                                  compró
                                                  
buy.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  (no
                                                  
not

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  gorro).
                                                  
hat

 

                                            
                                            ‘S/he bought the jacket
                                                (not the hat).’

                                        




(3)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Ivan
                                                  
Ivan

 
                                                  čitaet
                                                  
read.prs.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  knigu
                                                  .
book

 

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  
                                                  knigu
                                                  
                                                  
book

 
                                                  Ivan
                                                  
Ivan

 
                                                  čitaet.
                                                  
read.prs.3sg
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            ‘Ivan reads the
                                                book.’

                                        




An appropriate conversational context is crucial to the
                                usability and acceptability of this type of sentence.6
                                 
                                Bianchi and Bocci’s
                                    (2012) examination of focus in Italian motivates a
                                distinction between merely contrastive (4) and corrective (5) contexts.
(4)
Context: A:

                                                Maria era molto elegante l’altra sera a
                                                  teatro.
‘Maria was really elegant
                                                yesterday at the theatre.’


a. B:

                                                Si era messa un armani, non uno
                                                  stracetto di H&M.


b. B′:

                                                #un armani si era messa, non uno
                                                  stracetto di H&M.
‘She wore an armani, not
                                                a cheap dress from H&M.’






(5)
Context: A:

                                                L’altra sera a teatro, Maria si era messa
                                                  uno stracetto di H&M.
‘Yesterday at the theatre, Maria
                                                wore a cheap dress from H&M.’


a. B:

                                                Si era messa un armani, non uno
                                                  stracetto di H&M.


b. B′:

                                                
                                                  un armani si era messa, non uno stracetto
                                                  di H&M.
                                            
‘She wore an armani, not
                                                a cheap dress from H&M.’






In merely contrastive replies (4), Speaker B elaborates on Speaker A’s
                                assertion regarding Maria’s appearance, providing both alternatives.
                                In corrective replies (5)
                                however, Speaker B/B′ denies Speaker A’s assertion, providing a
                                correction for the erroneous portion.7 The authors note that experimental data
                                confirm that only corrective contexts allow for any level of
                                acceptability for both ex situ and in situ contrastive
                                constituents.
Gupton (2014, pp. 200–202) speculates that contrastive sentences in
                                Galician may be contrastive topics as opposed to contrastive focus.
                                    Neeleman et al.
                                    (2009) define contrastive topics as aboutness topics that
                                are interpreted contrastively. I adopt this terminology based on
                                three characteristics: (1) unlike contrastive focus in languages
                                like Spanish and Italian, contrastive readings in Galician do not
                                trigger proclisis (6a),
                                    (b), (2) a preverbal
                                subject may follow the contrastive XP constituent (6a), and (3) the resumptive
                                clitic double that is characteristic of CLLD appears to be optional
                                    (6b).8
                            
(6)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  
the

 
                                                  
                                                  cenoria
                                                  
                                                  
carrot

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  coello
                                                  
rabbit

 
                                                  comeuna
                                                  
ate

 
                                                  (e non
                                                  
(not

 
                                                  a
                                                  
the

 
                                                  mazá)
                                                  
apple)

 

                                            
                                            ‘The rabbit ate the
                                                  carrot (and not the apple).’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  
                                                  o
                                                  
                                                  
the

 
                                                  
                                                  meu
                                                  
                                                  
my

 
                                                  
                                                  Áltimo
                                                  
                                                  
last

 
                                                  
                                                  libro
                                                  
                                                  
book

 
                                                  deille
                                                  
I

 
                                                  eu
                                                  
gave

 
                                                  a
                                                  
to

 
                                                  Paco
                                                  
Paco

 
                                                  (non
                                                  
not

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  meu
                                                  
my

 
                                                  primeiro).
                                                  
first

 

                                            
                                            ‘I gave my latest book
                                                to Paco (not my first).’

                                        




On account of this crucial difference in Galician, I
                                henceforth employ the term corrective contrast when
                                referring to these constituents.
In order to gain insight on the prosodic portion of
                                research question one, I review Frascarelli & Hinterhölzl’s (2007) study on the
                                prosody, information structure, and syntax of recorded spoken
                                corpora in Italian and German, adopting pitch accent types (see
                                    Pierrehumbert, 1980
                                 
                                et sequens) and pitch contour description
                                conventions that are typical of the Tones and Break Indices (ToBI)
                                framework. Such conventions use notations for relatively low (L) and
                                high (H) tones, with asterisks (*) marking tonic syllables, and a
                                plus symbol (+) indicating complex tones, such as a pitch rise (L+H)
                                or fall (H+L). Although their Italian and German datasets are rather
                                limited, the authors find that unique prosodic contours correspond
                                with the encoding of different information structural
                                interpretations. They describe Aboutness Topics, which encode a
                                shift of topic in the subsequent discourse, Contrastive Topics,
                                which encode contrast between two topics, one or both of which may
                                be present in the preceding discourse, and Familiar Topics, which
                                are familiar elements within the discourse, thus continuing a
                                preceding conversation topic.9 Within this proposed expansion of the Cartographic
                                Program (Rizzi, 1997 et
                                sequens), the recursive nature of topical constituents and their
                                associated information structural differences are captured in
                                corresponding left-peripheral syntactic projections in the following
                                hierarchy (7):
(7)
ShiftP > ContrP > FocP > FamP >
                                        IP



Each syntactic projection is further justified based
                                on the finding that each topic type is characterized by a unique,
                                corresponding prosodic contour, which I summarize in Table 1.10
                            
Table 1.Prosodic contours by language and associated information
                                        structural syntactic projection in Frascarelli & Hinterhölzl
                                            (2007)
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                            	ShiftP
                                            	ContrP
                                            	FocP
                                            	FamP
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	German
                                            	L+H*
                                            	L*+H
                                            	n/a
                                            	L*
                                        

                                        
                                            	Italian
                                            	L*+H
                                            	n/a
                                            	H*
                                            	L*
                                        

                                    
                                

Although there are differences between these two
                                languages with respect to the exact prosodic contours that
                                correspond to discourse-related syntactic projections, what is of
                                interest to the current study is the strong claim made by the
                                authors regarding the relation between syntax and prosody, one which
                                we may understand as isomorphic. For Féry (2017: 79), isomorphism of
                                syntax and prosody “predicts a one-to-one bijective correspondence
                                between syntax and prosody, a state rarely achieved”. In this spirit
                                then, I propose a slight reformulation of the first research
                                question in research question two:
RQ2.
Is there a direct, isomorphic relation
                                        between information structure and intonation contour in
                                        Galician?



If it is the case that there is such a correspondence,
                                then we have motivation for proposing the existence of an expanded
                                Cartographic left-peripheral architecture in Galician. The presence
                                of a weaker correspondence between syntax, information structure,
                                and prosody, however, may take a number of forms.
As briefly outlined above, Escourido (2005) examines focalization in
                                Galician, thus providing an initial reply to question two.11 This study analyzes
                                sentence-length replies to three focus-related discourse contexts:
                                all-focus (8), narrow
                                focus (9), and contrastive
                                focus (10).
(8)
Context: What is happening in the picture?

                                        
                                                  A
                                                  
the

 
                                                  rapaza
                                                  
girl

 
                                                  encontrou
                                                  
find.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  un
                                                  
a

 
                                                  pendente.
necklace

 

                                    ‘The girl found a necklace.’



(9)
Context: What did the girl find?

                                        A rapaza encontrou un pendente.
‘The girl found a necklace.’



(10)
Context: Did the girl find a rope?

                                        A rapaza encontrou un pendente
                                        .
‘The girl found a necklace.’



Escourido examines duration and pitch (F0),
                                finding that longer time durations accompany tonic syllables
                                regardless of focus structure. With respect to pitch, however, she
                                finds that all-focus replies (8) are characterized by a pitch rise preceding the final
                                (object) constituent, followed by a continuous fall through the
                                constituent regardless of whether accent is oxytone, paroxytone, or
                                proparoxytone. Although Escourido does not use H/L labels, I
                                interpret this as H+L*. Both narrow focus (9) and contrastive focus (10) are characterized by a
                                pre-tonic peak in the focused constituent, with a subsequent fall
                                that continues through the end of the clause, which I also interpret
                                as H+L*. Despite the similarity between the three information
                                structure types in (8)–(10),
                                Escourido concludes that pitch is a more relevant parameter in the
                                expression of contrast in Galician than duration. This claim is
                                limited, especially in light of the fact that all stimuli word
                                orders were SVO. Therefore, it is an open question whether syntactic
                                position may play an additional, important role in disambiguating
                                between narrow focus and contrast in Galician.12 Corrective contrast of the type examined
                                above in (4), (5) suggests the presence of
                                more than one syntactic position in which a corrective XP may
                                appear: an in situ position within the vP/VP, and
                                an ex situ position in the clausal left
                                periphery.
Given the similarities in prosodic contour between
                                    in situ narrow-focus and in
                                    situ contrast in Escourido (2005), we may expect to find that ex
                                    situ contrast in Galician plays a disambiguating role.
                                Given that ex situ positions represent a departure
                                from canonical syntactic positions on account of information
                                structure, I propose research question three, which makes particular
                                reference to information structure:
RQ3.
What prosodic profiles correspond to the
                                        following discourse-information structure contexts in
                                        Galician?
	
                                            all-focus/thetic
                                                sentences

                                        
	
                                            narrow-focus sentences
                                                (subject and object)

                                        
	
                                            
                                                in situ (clausal right edge) object
                                                contrastive focus

                                        
	
                                            
                                                ex situ (clausal left edge)
                                                contrastive focus (subject and object)

                                        




A preference for ex situ corrective
                                focus may suggest a metalinguistic awareness of the prosodic and
                                syntactic similarity between narrow focus and corrective contrast,
                                thus motivating research question four:
RQ4.
Do Galician speakers express a preference
                                        for in situ vs. ex situ
                                        corrective contrast in Galician?



In the following section, I detail the experimental
                                methodology employed in this study to address these questions.

                        3.Methodology
Participants included 20 Galician-speaking
                                undergraduate students and graduate students age 19–35, who were
                                studying Galician Philology at the University of Santiago de
                                Compostela (USC) at the time of data collection. Although all
                                participants were self-reported bilinguals, all participants claimed
                                to have had early childhood exposure and multiple family members who
                                speak Galician to them to this day. While not all subjects reported
                                a hometown for themselves, all reported Galician hometowns for their
                                parents. Additionally, all speakers self-rated their speaking,
                                comprehension, reading, and writing abilities as 5/5, and reported
                                Galician as their preferred language. Participants took part
                                voluntarily, were provided with informed consent documentation by
                                the author, and were recorded in a quiet library on the campus of
                                USC.
Participants were recorded with a Zoom H4n portable
                                recorder and a head-mounted microphone while reading aloud from a
                                questionnaire consisting of a series of contexts and associated
                                sentences presented on an Apple iPad. All sentences were
                                contextualized in order to elicit six information structure
                                scenarios, as formulated in research question one:13
                            
	
                                    broad-focus/thetic

                                
	
                                    subject narrow focus

                                
	
                                    object narrow focus

                                
	
                                    
                                        in situ object corrective contrast

                                
	
                                    
                                        ex situ object corrective contrast

                                
	
                                    subject corrective contrast

                                

Participants read two instances of each type, one with
                                a target definite DP (referential subject and definite DP direct
                                object) and the other with an indefinite DP (subject and object).
                                All target DPs were designed to not include voiceless stop
                                consonants, which cause pitch tracking difficulties. Although it was
                                my desire for participants to read each complete sentence following
                                the context prompt, Galician-speaking pilot consultants suggested
                                placing certain optional sentence elements in parentheses.
                                Therefore, participants were instructed that text appearing in
                                parentheses did not have to be read out loud, and that text
                                appearing in capital letters was meant to capture emphasis, as in
                                    (11), which was
                                designed to elicit in situ object corrective
                                contrast.
(11)

                                        
                                                  (Contexto:
                                                  
contexto:

 
                                                  Lola
                                                  
Lola

 
                                                  varreu
                                                  
sweep.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  vidro?)
                                                  
glass

 

                                    
                                        
                                                  (Lola)
                                                  
Lola

 
                                                  varreu
                                                  
sweep.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  the
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  lama
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  mud
                                                  

 
                                                  (non
                                                  
not

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  vidro).
glass

 

                                    (Context: ‘Lola swept the glass?’)
Lola swept the mud (not the
                                        glass).



Participants were allowed to re-record their sentences
                                if they felt uncomfortable with them, or if they felt that their
                                reading was somehow unnatural or inauthentic.
In order to inform research question three,
                                participants also read two possible responses to an additional,
                                extended context, followed by a preference scale, and were recorded
                                stating their judgment preference with respect to in
                                    situ v. ex situ corrective focus
                                following their reading of sentences (12a), (b) with the accompanying rating scale.
(12)
Context: Which of the two replies would be
                                        best in this situation?

                                        (pai) – Colleu o queixo?
                                    
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  
                                                  o
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  the
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  peixe
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  fish
                                                  

 
                                                  che
                                                  

                                                  cl.dat.2sg
                                                  

 
                                                  colleu,
                                                  
take.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  non
                                                  
not

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  queixo!-gritou
                                                  
cheese yell.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  a
                                                  
the

 
                                                  nena.
                                                  
girl

 

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Colleuche
                                                  
Take.pst.3sg-cl.dat.2sg
                                                  

 
                                                  O
                                                  

                                                  the
                                                  

 
                                                  PEIXE,
                                                  

                                                  fish
                                                  

 
                                                  non
                                                  
not

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  queixo!-gritou
                                                  
cheese yell.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  a
                                                  
the

 
                                                  nena.
girl

 

                                            
                                            ‘He took THE FISH, not the
                                                cheese!’ – yelled the girl.

                                        

How do you characterize your preference?
	
                                            Sentence A is
                                                  clearly preferable to Sentence B

                                        
	
                                            Sentence A is
                                                  somewhat preferable to Sentence B

                                        
	
                                            Sentence A and Sentence B are
                                                  equally preferable

                                        
	
                                            Sentence B is
                                                  somewhat preferable to Sentence A

                                        
	
                                            Sentence B is
                                                  clearly preferable to Sentence A

                                        




All told, each participant read 14 sentences, producing
                                a total of 280 stimuli recorded. Eighteen sentences were not
                                considered or analyzed on account of recording errors or inadvertent
                                omission, leaving 262 sentences total, which were separated into
                                separate files and analyzed using Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2015) and R. Upon
                                examination, a number of issues were detected requiring further
                                elimination of data, such as pitch tracking problems and pitch
                                halving, which necessitated elimination of data from 9 informants.
                                In this chapter, I examine data for 64 sentences gathered from the
                                remaining 11 participants, of whom three are male and eight are
                                    female.14 Pitch accent
                                analysis was initially carried out by two academic researchers with
                                training in and significant experience with the ToBI conventions for
                                Spanish and Catalan. Unfortunately, however, these researchers’
                                prosodic impressions never coincided.15 To remedy this difficulty, I adopt the
                                conventions of Melodic Analysis of Speech (Cantero, 2002; Cantero & Font-Rotchés, 2009), by which
                                the mean pitch value for the nucleus of the first syllable is
                                arbitrarily assigned a standardized value of 100. The mean nuclear
                                pitch value of the first syllable is subtracted from that of the
                                subsequent syllable and divided by the mean value of the first
                                syllable ((μ2 – μ1) / μ1), thus
                                providing a percentage increase or decrease in relation to the
                                preceding syllable. This allows the researcher to more easily and
                                more reliably motivate a pitch-accent type using the conventions of
                                relatively low (L) or high (H) pitch accent tone for a given
                                syllable nucleus and approximate comparability. There are two
                                notable additional advantages to this type of analysis: (1) it
                                obviates the problem posed by the lack of consensus among raters as
                                well as the current lack of a ToBI system for Galician, and (2) it
                                allows for a normalized method of comparing male and female
                                intonation.

                        4.Results
In this section, I superimpose standardized prosodic
                                contours for participants upon one another in order to describe the
                                overall character of the contour by syllable among participants. For
                                some stimulus types, there are only ten exemplars due to recording
                                errors. In the interest of clarity of presentation as well as
                                transparency, I include all raw F0 values and normalized
                                Melodic Analysis of Speech (MAS) protocol values for Figures 1–6 in
                                    Appendix II. As a
                                guideline for perceptibility related to intonation changes, I follow
                                the findings of Mateo Ruiz
                                    (2013), which suggests that rises or falls of less than
                                10% are imperceptible to Spanish speakers from a number of
                                Peninsular varieties. To my knowledge, no such threshold has been
                                reported for Galician; however, since the vast majority of Galician
                                speakers are also Peninsular Spanish speakers, I adopt this
                                threshold with confidence.
Thetic sentences (Figure 1) are characterized quite often by a post-tonic
                                rise on the subject DP (Lola). There is almost
                                uniformly an intonation peak on the post-tonic syllable, followed by
                                a secondary fall on the tonic syllable in the verb
                                    (varreu). With respect to the right edge,
                                intonation falls through the object (a lama) at the
                                rightmost edge.
Figure 1.Prosodic contours for participants
                                        (N = 11) reading the thetic sentence
                                            Lola varreu a lama. ‘Lola swept the
                                        mud’
Figure 1.




































































































  


  


  


  


  










































































































  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



For nine of the eleven participants, this was a pre-tonic
                                fall and for two, it was a tonic fall.
For replies to subject narrow-focus questions (Figure 2), we see a nearly
                                uniform falling pitch contour on the tonic syllable of the
                                narrow-focused constituent (Lola). For eight of
                                these eleven speakers, there is a fall on the tonic syllable
                                within that constituent. There were two participants who produced
                                the optional topical object, and both of them produced a tonic rise.
                                For one speaker, this was followed by a post-tonic rise to the
                                prosodic peak of the sentence (H*+H). For the other, the peak
                                appeared on the tonic syllable, followed by a post-tonic fall
                                (H*+L).
Figure 2.Prosodic contours for participants
                                        (N = 11) reading the subject narrow-focus
                                        reply (A lama) Varreuna Lola. ‘(The mud)
                                        Lola swept’
Figure 2.







































































































  


  


  


  


  


  



























































































  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



Curiously, object narrow-focus sentence replies (Figure 3) exhibit no clear
                                intonational pattern. However, there appears to be a partial
                                tendency toward a fall throughout the focused DP (a
                                    lama), a pattern found in five of the ten recordings.
                                Among the two participants who produced the optional topical
                                subjects, only one produced a perceptible change, with a peak on the
                                accented syllable followed by a post-tonic fall (H*+L). The other
                                participant encoded a post-tonic peak followed by a fall into the
                                verb (H?).
Figure 3.Prosodic contours for participants
                                        (N = 10) reading the object narrow-focus
                                        reply Lola varreu a lama. ‘Lola swept the
                                        mud.’
Figure 3.




































































































  


  


  


  


  


  





















































































  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



In situ object corrective contrast (Figure 4) is marked by a
                                fall throughout the contrastive XP, with a tonic or post-tonic fall.
                                Seven of the eleven speakers produced a tonic fall on the object and
                                eight produced a post-tonic fall. Five of these speakers produced a
                                tonic fall and a post-tonic fall. The intonation peak is nearly
                                uniformly pre-tonic, falling either on the determiner
                                    (a) or on the verb (varreu).
                                The lone exception here is participant 5, who was the only one to
                                read aloud the topical subject (Lola). This speaker produced a
                                post-tonic peak on the topical subject (H?).
Figure 4.Prosodic contours for participants
                                        (N = 11) reading the in
                                            situ corrective contrast reply
                                            (Lola) varreu a lama
                                        . ‘(Lola) swept the mud.’
Figure 4.




































































































  


  


  


  


  


  


























































































  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



Left-peripheral corrective contrast (Figure 5) is uniformly
                                characterized by a change within the contrastive constituent
                                    (a lama). For eight of the ten speakers in this
                                sample, this was a post-tonic fall.16 For five of these eight, there is also a tonic rise.
                                The prosodic peak in the sentence may appear on the tonic or
                                post-tonic syllable.
Figure 5.Prosodic contours for participants
                                        (N = 10) reading the ex
                                            situ corrective contrast reply 
                                            a lama varreu. ‘the mud she
                                        swept.’
Figure 5.






























































































  


  


  


  


  















































































  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  



Subject corrective contrast has the same word order
                                whether we assume it to appear in situ or
                                    ex situ. As it is unclear how to distinguish
                                between the two, I do not do so here. In Figure 6, we can see that all speakers
                                placed the intonational peak on the subject (Lola),
                                either on the tonic syllable or on the post-tonic syllable. Nine of
                                the eleven speakers produced a change on the post-tonic syllable of
                                the correctively contrastive subject with eight of them producing a
                                post-tonic fall.
Figure 6.Prosodic contours for participants
                                        (N = 11) reading the subject corrective
                                        contrast reply 
                                            lola varreu a lama. ‘lola
                                        swept the mud.’
Figure 6.




































































































  


  


  


  


  











































































































  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  




                        5.Discussion
RQ1 is perhaps best addressed via an answer to RQ3. I
                                summarize the syntax-prosody findings from section four in Table 2.
Table 2.Intonation contours by information structure
                                        context

                                    
                                        
                                            	Information structure
                                            	Prosodic contour
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	All-focus/thetic
                                            	L*+H (subject) H*+L (object)
                                        

                                        
                                            	Subject narrow-focus
                                            	H+L*
                                        

                                        
                                            	Object narrow focus
                                            	L%(?)
                                        

                                        
                                            	Object corrective contrast (in
                                                  situ)
                                            	H+L*(+L%)
                                        

                                        
                                            	Object corrective contrast (ex
                                                  situ)
                                            	H*+L
                                        

                                        
                                            	Subject corrective contrast
                                            	H*+L
                                        

                                    
                                

Thetic replies have a post-tonic rise (L*+H) on the
                                subject at the clausal left edge and a post-tonic fall on the direct
                                object with an overall falling contour at the right edge, which I
                                characterize as H*+L. Narrow-focused subjects, which appeared at the
                                syntactic right edge in these stimuli, are marked by a tonic fall
                                (H+L*). I characterize object narrow-focus with a low marking (L%)
                                despite the fact that there is only a general pattern of falling
                                intonation throughout the object in approximately half of the
                                participant data. In situ object corrective
                                contrast, which appears at the right edge of the clause, is also
                                characterized by a tonic fall (H+L*). The results examined above
                                showing that right-edge constituents are marked by a tonic fall
                                partly confirm Escourido’s
                                    (2005) findings; however, they are not uniformly marked
                                by a pre-tonic rise.17
                                Corrective contrast on subjects and on ex situ
                                objects, both of which appear at the clausal left edge, are marked
                                by a post-tonic fall (H*+L). Corrective subjects, however, are also
                                marked by a post-tonic fall and occasionally by a tonic peak. There
                                is a minor caveat here worth noting: a reviewer notes that the use
                                of capital letters in the stimuli may have biased speakers to place
                                special stress on the relevant constituent. Admittedly, the
                                intention of the methodology was to elicit corrective contrast
                                intonation, and the use of caps served to clarify the intention of
                                corrective contrast in the replies. I have no further comment on
                                this except that participants were instructed prior to starting the
                                procedure that they could omit any portion, comment on, or repeat
                                any recording that they felt was inauthentic. Although a fair number
                                did this, none commented on the use of capital letters in the
                                stimuli. In the end, the answer to RQ1 may be restated in that
                                constituents at the syntactic left-edge in Galician are marked by a
                                post-tonic rise (L*+H, H*+H) or a post-tonic fall (H*+L). The
                                clausal peak often appears on this first constituent, too. Initial
                                results suggest an intonational difference between a subject of a
                                thetic sentence and a corrective contrast constituent, which is in
                                line with the predictions of Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl (2007). However, the five
                                examples of topical constituents produced provide interesting
                                insight on this issue. There are two examples with of a post-tonic
                                fall (H*+L) – the same contour associated with corrective contrast.
                                There is also one with a post-tonic rise (H*+H), similar to the
                                pattern found in thetic sentences. These results, however partial,
                                suggest that information structure is not encoded to unique
                                syntactic projections with dedicated intonational contours. Rather,
                                these data militate in favor of a negative reply to RQ2: there does
                                not appear to be an isomorphic relation between information
                                structure and prosody in Galician. Further support for this is found
                                at the right edge, where a tonic fall (H+L*) contour can be used for
                                narrow focus or corrective contrast. There does, however, appear to
                                be a more general relation between prosody and syntactic position,
                                which is more suggestive of a homomorphic relation,
                                which Féry (2017,
                                pp. 79–80) defines as “a structure-preserving map between two
                                categories”, which in this case, refers to syntax and intonation. I
                                interpret this relation to suggest the existence of a more modest
                                left-peripheral syntactic hierarchy of the type found in e.g. Emonds (2004), López (2009), or Kempchinsky (2013).
                                According to Kempchinsky’s
                                    (2013) proposal for Western Iberian Romance varieties
                                with an enclisis-proclisis split (13), which follows Emonds (2004) in its adoption of
                                left-peripheral discourse shells, dislocated elements in Spec, FinP
                                link to the speech context, i.e. via movement. These constituents
                                include wh-phrases, fronted (corrective) focus, and
                                verum fronted focus (Leonetti
                                    & Escandell-Vidal, 2009), all of which exhibit two
                                important characteristics: they may not co-occur and they all
                                trigger proclisis in Western Iberian (see note 1).
(13)

                                        ex13.svg















































































  


  







  
  



  
  
  



  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  


  
  
  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  


  
  
  


  



  
  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  



  




                                    



CLLD dislocates, which may be recursive, appear in
                                Spec, XP, and trigger enclisis in the absence of phonological
                                material in Spec, FinP.18
                                Since corrective contrast at least occasionally triggers an enclitic
                                resumptive clitic in Galician, I follow Kempchinsky in assuming that
                                these, as well as CLLD topics, appear in Spec, XP, a claim that may
                                explain their apparent prosodic similarity.
With respect to RQ4, participants unanimously chose
                                option 5, expressing a clear preference for in situ
                                corrective contrast over ex situ contrast. Many
                                participants additionally remarked that the ex situ
                                option struck them as rather awkward and not very natural. I found
                                this surprising, since anecdotally, I have noticed that the left
                                periphery is very active in the expression of contrast and
                                common-ground topicality in spoken Galician, which is likely a
                                product of its conversational, informal nature.19
                            

                        6.Conclusions and further directions
In this chapter, I have attempted to shed descriptive
                                light on the syntax-information structure-prosody interface in
                                Galician while examining the explanatory adequacy of what I call the
                                prosodic isomorphism expansion of the Rizzian Cartographic Program.
                                The data I have presented suggest more correspondence between syntax
                                and intonation, and a lesser role for information structure, thus
                                militating against an expanded cartographic account incorporating
                                intonation into the syntax. As I have suggested in § 5, the data examined in this
                                study suggest that Galician has a more modest left peripheral
                                syntactic architecture, similar to the discourse-shell approach of
                                    Emonds (2004) or
                                simpler cartographic left peripheries such as those found in López (2009) and Kempchinsky (2013). Given
                                the potential for experimental biases in this methodology, the
                                initial analysis in this study should ideally be supplemented by
                                comparisons with high-quality semi-spontaneous audio corpora similar
                                to those used in Frascarelli and
                                    Hinterhölzl (2007) for Italian and German. These
                                conclusions may be further confirmed by a perceptual experimental
                                methodology, which will additionally allow a determination of the
                                threshold percentage for perceptibility of intonation rises and
                                falls.
Examining Spanish, Feldhausen (2016) found that CLLD
                                topics were characterized by an L+H* contour in over 80% of cases.
                                However, he also found that CLLD prosody did not differ
                                significantly from hanging-topic left-dislocation (HTLD) or from
                                left-dislocation (LD) without a resumptive pronoun; rather,
                                differences resided in associated pauses. The current study did not
                                center on the prosody of left-peripheral, common-ground topics of
                                the type examined in Feldhausen, and presented only partial,
                                preliminary results suggesting a prosodic similarity between topical
                                constituents and corrective contrast. It remains to be seen whether
                                other left-peripheral constituents exhibit similar prosodic and
                                pause-related behavior. Barbosa
                                    (2000) claims that CLLD topics and
                                wh-phrases appear in separate intonational phrases
                                in European Portuguese. An in-depth comparison of the prosody and
                                pauses associated with corrective contrast, CLLD topics,
                                    wh-phrases, and verum fronted focus phrases (if
                                they exist) in Galician will help to further define the exact
                                hierarchical architecture of the left periphery in this language and
                                will provide a model for studies of other languages in the same
                                vein.
An unexpected finding of this study is the similarity
                                between the tonic-fall contours of in situ
                                corrective contrast and object narrow focus. In light of this
                                finding, the potential disambiguating role of ex
                                    situ corrective contrast remains a promising topic for
                                future research. An additional curiosity is that the tonic fall
                                contour of object narrow-focus differs from the right-edge contour
                                in thetic sentences, which suggests explanatory difficulties for
                                other approaches combining syntax, information structure, and
                                prosody such as Zubizarreta
                                    (1998), which would seem to predict similar intonation
                                for nuclear stress in Romance. For the moment, I am unaware of a
                                theoretical approach with greater descriptive and explanatory
                                power.
Galicians are known for their distinctive intonation.
                                Given that the vast majority of Galician speakers are also Spanish
                                speakers, future research should also examine the Spanish of
                                Galician speakers, replicating or adapting methodologies such as
                                this one with a variety of language dominance types to pinpoint
                                areas or overlap and possible cross-linguistic influence. Face and d’Imperio (2005)
                                found considerable variation regarding the prosody of contrast
                                within and among varieties of Spanish. Vanrell and Fernández-Soriano (2013)
                                examined Castilian, Canary Island, and Basque Spanish, finding
                                rising and falling intonation patterns in both in
                                    situ and fronted (ex situ) narrow
                                focus, as well as a variety of prosodic contours for contrastive
                                focus. This result is curious in the context of the current study,
                                which only considered narrow focus at the rightmost syntactic edge.
                                Future studies of the syntax-prosody-information structure interface
                                in Galician should also examine the acceptability and intonation of
                                narrow focus at the left edge. For the moment, however, a neat
                                correspondence between syntax, prosody, and information structure is
                                lacking in the empirical data, thus giving us reasons to question
                                cartography.
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                        Notes

                                
                                1.Galician, like European Portuguese, has a
                                    proclisis-enclisis split in finite clauses. In matrix clauses,
                                    preverbal subjects, topical constituents, and contrastive
                                    constituents trigger enclisis, while so-called affective
                                        constituents (wh- constituents, negation,
                                        verum focus fronting, and certain
                                    adverbials) trigger proclisis. Embedded finite clauses have
                                    proclitic order, except for when a topical XP intervenes (see
                                        Gupton, 2012,
                                        2014 for more
                                    in-depth analysis).①


                            

                                
                                2.The optional resumptive direct object clitic is
                                        (n)a.①


                            

                                
                                3.These are similar to Kuroda’s (1972)
                                     
                                    thetic sentences, which do not privilege any
                                    sentence constituent and Zubizarreta’s (1998)
                                     
                                    out-of-the-blue sentences, which may be used
                                    without previous context or in reply to the question
                                        What happened?①


                            

                                
                                4.While informants remarked that a null subject
                                    would be most natural in these contexts, Gupton (2014) sought to establish the
                                    syntactic position of the subject in relation to the verb, thus
                                    requiring subjects to be overtly expressed in his
                                    methodology.①


                            

                                
                                5.I follow Gupton (2014) in assuming that narrow-focus contexts
                                    involve the resolution of a wh-variable opened
                                    in the preceding context.①


                            

                                
                                6.See Repp
                                        (2016) for a more in-depth review of contrast and its
                                    relation to information structure.①


                            

                                
                                7.See López
                                        (2009) for a similar characterization of corrective
                                    contrast in Spanish and Catalan.①


                            

                                
                                8.In Fernández
                                        Rubiera’s (2009) data from Eastern varieties of
                                    Galician, ex situ contrast triggers proclisis,
                                    suggesting diatopic variation. I leave this interesting fact for
                                    further research.①


                            

                                
                                9.By their analysis, contrastive topics in Italian
                                    are in fact contrastive foci, which are proposed to be a product
                                    of syntactic movement in Italian (see e.g. Cinque, 1990; Rizzi, 1997). Contrastive topics in
                                    German are claimed to imply contrast, thus inducing a shift in
                                    topic or not. I remain agnostic regarding whether topical
                                    projections invoke syntactic movement or not, as it has no
                                    direct relation to the research questions motivating the current
                                    study.①


                            

                                
                                10.With respect to the in situ
                                    versus ex situ distinction, an anonymous
                                    reviewer correctly notes that, according to current views of
                                    Long-distance Agree (e.g. Boeckx, 2009), a constituent need not move (i.e.
                                    undergo internal merge) in order to be associated with a higher
                                    syntactic position in the derivation. However, according to the
                                    isomorphism account, constituents in syntactic positions related
                                    to information structure are related to a particular intonation
                                    contour as result of this movement.①


                            

                                
                                11.I maintain the author’s use of contrastive focus
                                        (foco contrastivo) in this summary despite
                                    obvious differences in comparison with e.g. Bianchi & Bocci’s
                                        (2012) account of contrast, summarized above.①


                            

                                
                                12.
                                    Titov (2012) adopts
                                    this possibility in her analysis of Russian.①


                            

                                
                                13.The full list of stimuli examined in this chapter
                                    appears in Appendix I.①


                            

                                
                                14.Among these participants, an anonymous reviewer
                                    noticed two outlier points that suggested further pitch
                                    halving/doubling. Impressionistically, the audio files suggest
                                    that both of these points exhibit falling intonation, but one
                                    shows an extreme rise and the other an extreme fall. These data
                                    points still appear in boldface in Appendices A and B, but the
                                    data does not appear in Figures 1 and 2. I have removed these data points on
                                    recommendation by a statistician. For a discussion of pitch
                                    halving/doubling, see e.g. Murray (2001). For statistical measures that may be
                                    used to correct for the same phenomenon, see e.g. Sönmez, Shriberg, Heck &
                                        Weintraub (1998).①


                            

                                
                                15.No ToBI conventions currently exist for Galician.
                                    I mention the raters’ experience with both Spanish and Catalan
                                    to highlight the fact that both of these raters were familiar
                                    with more than one ToBI system.①


                            

                                
                                16.One may wonder whether the topical verb in these
                                    sentences is deaccented. I suspect not, given that the relative
                                    pitch range of this constituent is comparable to contrastive and
                                    narrow-focused constituents in other stimuli. I further base
                                    this judgment on my experience with the raw data as well as
                                    discussion in Ladd (2008: 231–236), who notes that deaccenting is very
                                    rare among Romance languages.①


                            

                                
                                17.These findings also contradict Castro (2003: 52), who claims
                                    that in Galician the right edge (utterance end
                                    in her terms), “clearly marked by a High on the accented vowel,
                                    and a very short lived fall on the following syllable (if there
                                    is one)”, but does not specify what sort of sentences this
                                    contour applies to.①


                            

                                
                                18.Kempchinsky departs from Emonds’ original
                                    proposal in claiming that constituents appearing in Spec, XP may
                                    be a product of movement, similar to López (2009).①


                            

                                
                                19.This may be due to normative pressures. Although
                                    I am unaware of any prescriptive works or comments having to do
                                    with the notion of contrast in particular, a notable difference
                                    exists between standard Galician of the type that is taught in
                                    the educational system and local dialects of Galician (see e.g.
                                        Loureiro-Rodríguez,
                                        2008), which may influence intuitions related to the
                                    written form employed in this methodology.①
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                            Appendix I.Stimuli list

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                	1. Broad-focus/Thetic sentences
                                            

                                            
                                                	(Contexto: Que aconteceu?)
                                                	Lola varreu a lama.
                                            

                                            
                                                	2. Subject narrow focus
                                            

                                            
                                                	(Contexto: Quen varreu a lama?)
                                                	(A lama) varreuna Lola.
                                            

                                            
                                                	3. Object narrow focus
                                            

                                            
                                                	(Contexto: Que varreu Lola?)
                                                	(Lola) varreu a lama.
                                            

                                            
                                                	4. In situ object
                                                  corrective contrast
                                            

                                            
                                                	(Contexto: Lola varreu o vidro?)
                                                	(Lola) varreu a lama (non o
                                                  vidro).
                                            

                                            
                                                	5. Ex situ object
                                                  corrective contrast
                                            

                                            
                                                	(Contexto: Lola varreu o vidro?)
                                                	
                                                  a lama varreu (Lola) (non o vidro).
                                            

                                            
                                                	6. Subject corrective contrast
                                            

                                            
                                                	(Contexto: Elena varreu a lama?)
                                                	
                                                  lola varreu a lama. (non Elena)
                                            

                                            
                                                	7. Preference task: in
                                                  situ versus ex situ
                                                  object corrective contrast
                                            

                                        


                                    
                                Context:

                                            (Cal das dúas respostas sería mellor nesta
                                                situación?)
                                        

                                            (pai) – Colleu o queixo?
                                        
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  o
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  the
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  peixe
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  fish
                                                  

 
                                                  che
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  colleu,
                                                  
took

 
                                                  non
                                                  
no

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  queixo!-gritou
                                                  
cheese

 
                                                  a
                                                  
 

 
                                                  nena
                                                  
 

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Colleuche
                                                  
Took-cl
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  o
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  the
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  peixe,
                                                  

                                                  fish
                                                  

 
                                                  non
                                                  
no

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  queixo!-gritou
                                                  
cheese

 
                                                  a
                                                  
 

 
                                                  nena
                                                  
 

 

                                                
                                                ‘He took the
                                                  fish, not the cheese!’

                                            




How do you characterize your preference?
	
                                        Sentence A is clearly
                                            preferable to Sentence B

                                    
	
                                        Sentence A is somewhat
                                            preferable to Sentence B

                                    
	
                                        Sentence A and Sentence B are
                                                equally preferable

                                    
	
                                        Sentence B is somewhat
                                            preferable to Sentence A

                                    
	
                                        Sentence B is clearly
                                            preferable to Sentence A

                                    


                            Appendix II.Pitch measurements by syllable for each context type
Table 3.Thetic sentence values

                                        
                                            
                                                	Part
                                                	
                                                	Lo
                                                	la
                                                	va
                                                	rreu
                                                	a
                                                	la
                                                	ma
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	1
                                                	F0
                                                	225.73
                                                	265.50
                                                	222.26
                                                	215.63
                                                	241.93
                                                	175.39
                                                	158.29
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.18
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	  0.12
                                                	 −0.28
                                                	 −0.10
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	117.62
                                                	 98.46
                                                	 95.53
                                                	107.18
                                                	 77.70
                                                	 70.12
                                            

                                            
                                                	2
                                                	F0
                                                	223.63
                                                	252.64
                                                	235.25
                                                	215.23
                                                	210.69
                                                	168.28
                                                	164.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.13
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	 −0.20
                                                	 −0.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	112.97
                                                	105.20
                                                	 96.24
                                                	 94.21
                                                	 75.25
                                                	 73.35
                                            

                                            
                                                	3
                                                	F0
                                                	119.86
                                                	114.89
                                                	107.16
                                                	133.96
                                                	132.33
                                                	 96.05
                                                	 91.70
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	  0.25
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.27
                                                	 −0.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 95.85
                                                	 89.40
                                                	111.76
                                                	110.40
                                                	 80.14
                                                	 76.51
                                            

                                            
                                                	4
                                                	F0
                                                	115.92
                                                	129.01
                                                	129.01
                                                	111.84
                                                	 97.31
                                                	 92.91
                                                	
                                                  137.64
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.11
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.13
                                                	 −0.13
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	  0.48
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	111.29
                                                	111.29
                                                	 96.48
                                                	 83.95
                                                	 80.15
                                                	
                                                  118.74
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	5
                                                	F0
                                                	262.24
                                                	286.26
                                                	261.51
                                                	224.27
                                                	212.98
                                                	198.67
                                                	197.47
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.09
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.14
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.01
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	109.16
                                                	 99.72
                                                	 85.52
                                                	 81.22
                                                	 75.76
                                                	 75.30
                                            

                                            
                                                	7
                                                	F0
                                                	117.37
                                                	136.40
                                                	147.35
                                                	144.16
                                                	120.95
                                                	104.90
                                                	 99.85
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.16
                                                	  0.08
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	 −0.13
                                                	 −0.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	116.21
                                                	125.54
                                                	122.83
                                                	103.05
                                                	 89.38
                                                	 85.07
                                            

                                            
                                                	9
                                                	F0
                                                	208.04
                                                	241.55
                                                	258.82
                                                	261.39
                                                	250.17
                                                	215.17
                                                	193.89
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.16
                                                	  0.07
                                                	  0.01
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.14
                                                	 −0.10
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	116.11
                                                	124.41
                                                	125.64
                                                	120.25
                                                	103.43
                                                	 93.20
                                            

                                            
                                                	10
                                                	F0
                                                	231.86
                                                	271.82
                                                	216.27
                                                	203.96
                                                	192.17
                                                	170.00
                                                	165.12
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.17
                                                	 −0.20
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	 −0.12
                                                	 −0.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	Value
                                                	100.00
                                                	117.23
                                                	 93.28
                                                	 87.97
                                                	 82.88
                                                	 73.32
                                                	 71.22
                                            

                                            
                                                	11
                                                	F0
                                                	255.34
                                                	270.90
                                                	223.83
                                                	231.63
                                                	215.51
                                                	180.18
                                                	196.81
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.06
                                                	 −0.17
                                                	  0.03
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	  0.09
                                            

                                            
                                                	Value
                                                	100.00
                                                	106.09
                                                	 87.66
                                                	 90.71
                                                	 84.40
                                                	 70.56
                                                	 77.08
                                            

                                            
                                                	13
                                                	F0
                                                	249.05
                                                	269.33
                                                	250.13
                                                	236.05
                                                	222.13
                                                	191.70
                                                	189.76
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.08
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	 −0.14
                                                	 −0.01
                                            

                                            
                                                	Value
                                                	100.00
                                                	108.14
                                                	100.43
                                                	 94.78
                                                	 89.19
                                                	 76.97
                                                	 76.19
                                            

                                            
                                                	14
                                                	F0
                                                	207.05
                                                	217.30
                                                	195.33
                                                	178.01
                                                	169.57
                                                	149.38
                                                	141.46
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.05
                                                	 −0.10
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.12
                                                	 −0.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	104.95
                                                	 94.34
                                                	 85.97
                                                	 81.90
                                                	 72.15
                                                	 68.32
                                            

                                        
                                    

Table 4.Subject narrow focus reply values

                                        
                                            
                                                	Part
                                                	
                                                	a
                                                	la
                                                	ma
                                                	va
                                                	rreu
                                                	na
                                                	Lo
                                                	la
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	1
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	193.24
                                                	203.33
                                                	204.13
                                                	161.42
                                                	[X]
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.05
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.21
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	105.22
                                                	105.64
                                                	 83.53
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	2
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	202.28
                                                	209.57
                                                	195.58
                                                	164.84
                                                	213.12
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.04
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	  0.29
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	103.60
                                                	 96.69
                                                	 81.49
                                                	105.36
                                            

                                            
                                                	3
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	107.06
                                                	102.21
                                                	113.29
                                                	 97.16
                                                	 91.21
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	  0.11
                                                	 −0.14
                                                	 −0.06
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	 95.47
                                                	105.82
                                                	 90.75
                                                	 85.20
                                            

                                            
                                                	4
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	111.33
                                                	104.65
                                                	108.43
                                                	 96.77
                                                	 93.17
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	  0.04
                                                	 −0.11
                                                	 −0.04
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	 94.00
                                                	 97.40
                                                	 86.92
                                                	 83.69
                                            

                                            
                                                	5
                                                	F0
                                                	229.50
                                                	258.98
                                                	297.16
                                                	241.16
                                                	246.10
                                                	225.17
                                                	212.48
                                                	
                                                  105.39
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.11
                                                	  0.13
                                                	 −0.23
                                                	  0.02
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	 −1.02
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	111.38
                                                	125.69
                                                	 96.51
                                                	 98.44
                                                	 89.29
                                                	 83.96
                                                	 −1.35
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	7
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	103.00
                                                	 86.46
                                                	128.63
                                                	117.26
                                                	130.06
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	  0.49
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	  0.11
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	 83.94
                                                	124.88
                                                	113.84
                                                	126.27
                                            

                                            
                                                	9
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	206.66
                                                	233.07
                                                	214.34
                                                	191.29
                                                	183.81
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.13
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	 −0.11
                                                	 −0.04
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	112.78
                                                	103.72
                                                	 92.56
                                                	 88.94
                                            

                                            
                                                	10
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	196.79
                                                	222.00
                                                	201.51
                                                	183.90
                                                	168.68
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.13
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.08
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	112.81
                                                	102.40
                                                	 93.45
                                                	 85.72
                                            

                                            
                                                	11
                                                	F0
                                                	226.71
                                                	262.90
                                                	219.25
                                                	203.76
                                                	234.50
                                                	224.38
                                                	181.97
                                                	[X]
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.14
                                                	 −0.20
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	  0.13
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.23
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	113.77
                                                	 91.12
                                                	 84.19
                                                	 95.23
                                                	 90.93
                                                	 69.74
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	13
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	232.86
                                                	228.16
                                                	234.62
                                                	201.36
                                                	187.51
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	  0.03
                                                	 −0.14
                                                	 −0.07
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	 97.98
                                                	100.76
                                                	 86.47
                                                	 80.52
                                            

                                            
                                                	14
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	177.70
                                                	173.25
                                                	161.17
                                                	144.51
                                                	149.43
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.10
                                                	  0.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	 97.50
                                                	 90.70
                                                	 81.32
                                                	 84.09
                                            

                                        
                                    

Table 5.Object narrow focus reply values

                                        
                                            
                                                	Part.
                                                	
                                                	Lo
                                                	la
                                                	va
                                                	rreu
                                                	a
                                                	la
                                                	ma
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	2
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	195.14
                                                	208.92
                                                	209.87
                                                	176.41
                                                	164.57
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.07
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	 −0.07
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	107.06
                                                	107.55
                                                	 90.40
                                                	 84.33
                                            

                                            
                                                	3
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	115.09
                                                	105.37
                                                	105.57
                                                	 98.58
                                                	 91.67
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.07
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	 91.55
                                                	 91.73
                                                	 85.65
                                                	 79.65
                                            

                                            
                                                	4
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	108.59
                                                	110.13
                                                	109.65
                                                	 99.47
                                                	 92.55
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.01
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.07
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	101.42
                                                	100.98
                                                	 91.60
                                                	 85.23
                                            

                                            
                                                	5
                                                	F0
                                                	286.31
                                                	239.92
                                                	230.22
                                                	227.92
                                                	213.10
                                                	204.04
                                                	147.30
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.28
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 83.80
                                                	 80.41
                                                	 79.61
                                                	 74.43
                                                	 71.27
                                                	 51.45
                                            

                                            
                                                	7
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	104.92
                                                	133.12
                                                	121.93
                                                	113.05
                                                	 54.66
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.27
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.52
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	126.88
                                                	116.21
                                                	107.75
                                                	 52.10
                                            

                                            
                                                	9
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	185.79
                                                	211.10
                                                	208.24
                                                	182.41
                                                	165.22
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.14
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.12
                                                	 −0.09
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	113.62
                                                	112.08
                                                	 98.18
                                                	 88.93
                                            

                                            
                                                	10
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	192.65
                                                	204.93
                                                	190.12
                                                	175.23
                                                	164.77
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.06
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	 −0.06
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	106.37
                                                	 98.69
                                                	 90.96
                                                	 85.53
                                            

                                            
                                                	11
                                                	F0
                                                	239.09
                                                	259.81
                                                	218.20
                                                	211.42
                                                	196.44
                                                	179.65
                                                	[X]
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.09
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	108.67
                                                	 91.26
                                                	 88.43
                                                	 82.16
                                                	 75.14
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	13
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	216.74
                                                	212.10
                                                	209.86
                                                	200.08
                                                	190.29
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	 97.86
                                                	 96.83
                                                	 92.31
                                                	 87.80
                                            

                                            
                                                	14
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	168.27
                                                	171.70
                                                	170.81
                                                	146.94
                                                	139.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.02
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.14
                                                	 −0.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	102.04
                                                	101.51
                                                	 87.32
                                                	 82.64
                                            

                                        
                                    

Table 6.
                                            In situ object corrective contrast
                                            replies

                                        
                                            
                                                	Part
                                                	
                                                	Lo
                                                	la
                                                	Va
                                                	rreu
                                                	a
                                                	la
                                                	ma
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	1
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	189.70
                                                	227.12
                                                	241.93
                                                	175.39
                                                	158.30
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.20
                                                	  0.07
                                                	 −0.28
                                                	 −0.10
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	119.73
                                                	127.54
                                                	 92.46
                                                	 83.45
                                            

                                            
                                                	2
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	204.18
                                                	262.98
                                                	276.02
                                                	184.84
                                                	161.64
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.29
                                                	  0.05
                                                	 −0.33
                                                	 −0.13
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	128.80
                                                	135.18
                                                	 90.53
                                                	 79.17
                                            

                                            
                                                	3
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	109.59
                                                	124.90
                                                	111.80
                                                	104.42
                                                	 93.72
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.14
                                                	 −0.10
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.10
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	113.97
                                                	102.02
                                                	 95.28
                                                	 85.52
                                            

                                            
                                                	4
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	110.62
                                                	122.59
                                                	112.60
                                                	107.51
                                                	 94.57
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.11
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.12
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	110.82
                                                	101.79
                                                	 97.19
                                                	 85.49
                                            

                                            
                                                	5
                                                	F0
                                                	272.69
                                                	286.29
                                                	276.27
                                                	244.20
                                                	234.84
                                                	223.64
                                                	212.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.05
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.12
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	104.99
                                                	101.31
                                                	 89.55
                                                	 86.12
                                                	 82.01
                                                	 77.75
                                            

                                            
                                                	7
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	106.12
                                                	117.31
                                                	175.32
                                                	108.00
                                                	 69.34
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.11
                                                	  0.49
                                                	 −0.38
                                                	 −0.36
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	110.54
                                                	165.21
                                                	101.77
                                                	 65.34
                                            

                                            
                                                	9
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	204.34
                                                	280.37
                                                	279.78
                                                	193.36
                                                	162.42
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.37
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.31
                                                	 −0.16
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	137.21
                                                	136.92
                                                	 94.63
                                                	 79.49
                                            

                                            
                                                	10
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	195.55
                                                	242.81
                                                	228.71
                                                	204.93
                                                	173.70
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.24
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	 −0.10
                                                	 −0.15
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	124.17
                                                	116.96
                                                	104.80
                                                	 88.83
                                            

                                            
                                                	11
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	218.76
                                                	254.03
                                                	244.50
                                                	184.25
                                                	[X]
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.16
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.25
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	116.12
                                                	111.77
                                                	 84.22
                                                	 84.22
                                            

                                            
                                                	13
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	214.46
                                                	263.47
                                                	206.64
                                                	214.49
                                                	187.49
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.23
                                                	 −0.22
                                                	  0.04
                                                	 −0.13
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	122.85
                                                	 96.35
                                                	100.01
                                                	 87.42
                                            

                                            
                                                	14
                                                	F0
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	174.81
                                                	213.68
                                                	215.65
                                                	178.89
                                                	152.01
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	  0.22
                                                	  0.01
                                                	 −0.17
                                                	 −0.15
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	
                                                	
                                                	100.00
                                                	122.24
                                                	123.36
                                                	102.33
                                                	 86.96
                                            

                                        
                                    

Table 7.
                                            Ex situ corrective contrast
                                            replies

                                        
                                            
                                                	Part
                                                	
                                                	a
                                                	la
                                                	ma
                                                	va
                                                	rreu
                                                	Lo
                                                	la
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	1
                                                	F0
                                                	190.87
                                                	200.95
                                                	162.24
                                                	171.97
                                                	168.26
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.05
                                                	 −0.19
                                                	  0.06
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	105.28
                                                	 85.00
                                                	 90.10
                                                	 88.15
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	2
                                                	F0
                                                	194.71
                                                	199.19
                                                	166.12
                                                	173.16
                                                	167.31
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.02
                                                	 −0.17
                                                	  0.04
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	102.30
                                                	 85.32
                                                	 88.93
                                                	 85.93
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	3
                                                	F0
                                                	107.70
                                                	122.81
                                                	123.82
                                                	100.73
                                                	 97.40
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.14
                                                	  0.01
                                                	 −0.19
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	114.03
                                                	114.97
                                                	 93.53
                                                	 90.44
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	4
                                                	F0
                                                	112.67
                                                	116.39
                                                	100.35
                                                	 99.76
                                                	 98.62
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.03
                                                	 −0.14
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	103.30
                                                	 89.07
                                                	 88.54
                                                	 87.53
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	5
                                                	F0
                                                	243.84
                                                	293.55
                                                	222.18
                                                	219.14
                                                	215.85
                                                	210.67
                                                	209.24
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.20
                                                	 −0.24
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	 −0.01
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	120.39
                                                	 91.12
                                                	 89.87
                                                	 88.52
                                                	 86.40
                                                	 85.81
                                            

                                            
                                                	7
                                                	F0
                                                	114.71
                                                	151.04
                                                	 97.97
                                                	100.34
                                                	 97.46
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.32
                                                	 −0.35
                                                	  0.02
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	131.67
                                                	 85.41
                                                	 87.47
                                                	 84.96
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	9
                                                	F0
                                                	210.60
                                                	215.78
                                                	186.91
                                                	187.33
                                                	184.93
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.02
                                                	 −0.13
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	102.46
                                                	 88.75
                                                	 88.95
                                                	 87.81
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	10
                                                	F0
                                                	191.01
                                                	233.78
                                                	186.33
                                                	192.99
                                                	179.19
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.22
                                                	 −0.20
                                                	  0.04
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	122.39
                                                	 97.55
                                                	101.04
                                                	 93.81
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	13
                                                	F0
                                                	218.52
                                                	212.67
                                                	233.22
                                                	255.22
                                                	207.72
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	  0.10
                                                	  0.09
                                                	 −0.19
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 97.32
                                                	106.73
                                                	116.79
                                                	 95.06
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	14
                                                	F0
                                                	184.01
                                                	207.01
                                                	163.78
                                                	158.32
                                                	159.75
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.12
                                                	 −0.21
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	  0.01
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	112.50
                                                	 89.01
                                                	 86.04
                                                	 86.82
                                                	
                                                	
                                            

                                        
                                    

Table 8.Subject corrective contrast replies

                                        
                                            
                                                	Part
                                                	
                                                	Lo
                                                	la
                                                	va
                                                	rreu
                                                	a
                                                	la
                                                	ma
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	1
                                                	F0
                                                	252.86
                                                	229.50
                                                	186.31
                                                	190.07
                                                	189.52
                                                	168.48
                                                	173.81
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	 −0.19
                                                	  0.02
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.11
                                                	  0.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 90.76
                                                	 73.68
                                                	 75.17
                                                	 74.95
                                                	 66.63
                                                	 68.74
                                            

                                            
                                                	2
                                                	F0
                                                	260.05
                                                	245.95
                                                	202.12
                                                	214.29
                                                	221.09
                                                	171.01
                                                	154.13
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.18
                                                	  0.06
                                                	  0.03
                                                	 −0.23
                                                	 −0.10
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 94.58
                                                	 77.72
                                                	 82.40
                                                	 85.02
                                                	 65.76
                                                	 59.27
                                            

                                            
                                                	3
                                                	F0
                                                	125.40
                                                	 94.57
                                                	101.91
                                                	 97.68
                                                	 95.70
                                                	 95.35
                                                	 92.47
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.25
                                                	  0.08
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 75.41
                                                	 81.27
                                                	 77.89
                                                	 76.32
                                                	 76.04
                                                	 73.74
                                            

                                            
                                                	4
                                                	F0
                                                	130.72
                                                	 98.17
                                                	102.09
                                                	 98.51
                                                	 97.30
                                                	 95.30
                                                	 93.76
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.25
                                                	  0.04
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	 −0.02
                                                	 −0.02
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 75.10
                                                	 78.10
                                                	 75.36
                                                	 74.43
                                                	 72.90
                                                	 71.73
                                            

                                            
                                                	5
                                                	F0
                                                	300.82
                                                	217.02
                                                	221.73
                                                	214.98
                                                	208.16
                                                	196.87
                                                	190.33
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.28
                                                	  0.02
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	 −0.03
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 72.14
                                                	 73.71
                                                	 71.46
                                                	 69.20
                                                	 65.44
                                                	 63.27
                                            

                                            
                                                	7
                                                	F0
                                                	167.76
                                                	100.78
                                                	106.77
                                                	103.39
                                                	 96.35
                                                	 92.44
                                                	 91.18
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.40
                                                	  0.06
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.04
                                                	 −0.01
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 60.07
                                                	 63.64
                                                	 61.63
                                                	 57.43
                                                	 55.10
                                                	 54.35
                                            

                                            
                                                	9
                                                	F0
                                                	239.17
                                                	179.85
                                                	187.76
                                                	201.44
                                                	194.95
                                                	179.43
                                                	175.98
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.25
                                                	  0.04
                                                	  0.07
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	 −0.02
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 75.20
                                                	 78.50
                                                	 84.22
                                                	 81.51
                                                	 75.02
                                                	 73.58
                                            

                                            
                                                	10
                                                	F0
                                                	228.84
                                                	169.77
                                                	194.03
                                                	194.95
                                                	189.77
                                                	174.24
                                                	164.09
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.26
                                                	  0.14
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.03
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	 −0.06
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 74.19
                                                	 84.79
                                                	 85.19
                                                	 82.93
                                                	 76.14
                                                	 71.71
                                            

                                            
                                                	11
                                                	F0
                                                	272.48
                                                	212.46
                                                	201.70
                                                	231.60
                                                	216.06
                                                	182.40
                                                	191.21
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.22
                                                	 −0.05
                                                	  0.15
                                                	 −0.07
                                                	 −0.16
                                                	  0.05
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 77.97
                                                	 74.02
                                                	 85.00
                                                	 79.29
                                                	 66.94
                                                	 70.17
                                            

                                            
                                                	13
                                                	F0
                                                	238.24
                                                	212.98
                                                	196.63
                                                	194.96
                                                	196.81
                                                	184.81
                                                	180.24
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	 −0.11
                                                	 −0.08
                                                	 −0.01
                                                	  0.01
                                                	 −0.06
                                                	 −0.02
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	 89.40
                                                	 82.53
                                                	 81.83
                                                	 82.61
                                                	 77.57
                                                	 75.65
                                            

                                            
                                                	14
                                                	F0
                                                	216.86
                                                	242.31
                                                	199.94
                                                	180.93
                                                	163.77
                                                	164.05
                                                	146.56
                                            

                                            
                                                	change
                                                	
                                                	  0.12
                                                	 −0.17
                                                	 −0.10
                                                	 −0.09
                                                	  0.00
                                                	 −0.11
                                            

                                            
                                                	value
                                                	100.00
                                                	111.74
                                                	 92.20
                                                	 83.43
                                                	 75.52
                                                	 75.65
                                                	 67.58
                                            

                                        
                                    


                        

                    

Chapter 3Why does D-linking reduce the need for inversion in Spanish
                                    wh-questions?
Grant GoodallUniversity of California

Spanish wh-questions without
                                inversion are much more acceptable when the
                                wh-phrase is D-linked. Standard semantic and
                                syntactic analyses of D-linking, developed for the more well-known
                                case of D-linking in weak islands, make incorrect predictions
                                regarding the Spanish case, while analyses based on working memory
                                fare better. In these analyses, the effect obtains because at the
                                time when the gap is posited, the processor is able to retrieve a
                                D-linked filler more easily, and this results in increased
                                acceptability. This type of analysis makes correct predictions about
                                D-linking in Spanish wh-questions, and the Spanish
                                facts provide new evidence that such an approach to D-linking based
                                on working memory is correct. The analysis adopted leaves open the
                                question of the proper analysis of inversion itself. Even if
                                D-linking results from properties of working memory, the inversion
                                phenomenon could still be the result of a grammatical
                                constraint.

Keywords: 	Spanish,
	wh-questions,
	D-linking,
	inversion,
	weak islands,
	working memory



                        One of the most noted properties of Spanish is that in
                                wh-questions, preverbal subjects are generally not
                            allowed, as seen in (1a),
                            despite the fact that this seems to be the default position for subjects
                            otherwise, as seen in (1b).1
                        

                        (1)
	
                                        
                                            
                                                  *¿Qué
what

 el
the

 niño
child

 compró?
bought

 

                                        
                                        ‘What did the child buy?’

                                    
	
                                        
                                            El
the

 niño
child

 compró
bought

 un
a

 libro.
book

 

                                        
                                        ‘The child bought a book.’

                                    





                        A question with the intended meaning of (1a) is possible only if the
                            subject is either postverbal or not overtly expressed (which is
                            possible, given that Spanish allows null subjects). These possibilities,
                            both of which are available in the language independently, are
                            illustrated in (2).

                        (2)
	
                                        
                                            ¿Qué
what

 compró
bought

 el
the

 niño?
child

 

                                        
                                        ‘What did the child buy?’

                                    
	
                                        
                                            ¿Qué
what

 compró?
bought

 

                                        
                                        ‘What did he/she buy?’

                                    





                        In both of these cases, known commonly as “inversion,” the
                            verb is adjacent to the wh-phrase.2
                             
                            Torrego (1984) first brought
                            these facts to the attention of theoretical syntacticians, but she also
                            noted that the effect is not uniform across all types of
                                wh-phrases. In particular, she pointed out that
                            adjunct wh-phrases such as those in (3) do not require inversion.

                        (3)
	
                                        
                                            ¿En
in

 qué
what

 medida
measure

 la
the

 constitución
constitution

 ha
has

 contribuido
contributed

 a
to

 eso?
that

 

                                        
                                        ‘In what way has the Constitution
                                            contributed to that?’

                                    
	
                                        
                                            ¿Por
why

 qué
 

 Juan
 

 quiere
want

 salir
leave

 antes
before

 que
than

 los
the

 demás?
others

 

                                        
                                        ‘Why does John want to leave before
                                            the others?’

                                    





                        Later researchers noticed that the distinction between those
                                wh-phrases that disallow preverbal subjects and
                            those that do not has less to do with the argument/adjunct distinction
                                (Goodall, 1993) and more
                            to do with the lexical complexity of the wh-phrase.
                            That is, complex wh-phrases seem to be more tolerant of
                            preverbal subjects than are bare wh-words, as seen in
                            the contrast in (4) (Ordóñez & Treviño,
                            1999).

                        (4)
	
                                        
                                            
                                                  * ¿Qué
                                                        
what

 Octavio
 

 Paz
 

 nos
1pl.io
                                                  

 sugiere
suggest

 que
that

 debemos
should

 leer?
read

 

                                        
                                        ‘What does Octavio Paz suggest that
                                            we should read?’

                                    
	
                                        
                                            ¿Qué
                                                  
what

 
                                                  tipo
                                                  
type

 
                                                  de
                                                  
of

 
                                                  literatura
                                                  
literature

 Octavio
 

 Paz
 

 nos
1pl.io
                                                  

 sugiere
suggest

 que
that

 debemos
should

 leer?
read

 

                                        
                                        ‘What type of literature does Octavio
                                            Paz suggest that we should read?’

                                    





                        (4a) shows the
                            effect that we would expect, where the preverbal subject results in
                            severe degradation, while (4b)
                            shows the marked improvement that occurs when a bare
                            wh-phrase is replaced by one that is more lexically
                            elaborated.

                        This contrast in (4)
                            is intriguing because it is reminiscent of a phenomenon known as
                            D-linking that is observed in weak islands. (5) shows a typical example of a weak island (in
                            this case, a wh-island), in which the
                                wh-phrase what has been extracted
                            out of the island environment, resulting in unacceptability.

                        (5)

                                    *
                                    What do you wonder [who bought __ ]?




                        When a more lexically complex wh-phrase is
                            used, as in (6), acceptability
                            increases noticeably, to such an extent that sentences like these are
                            often considered to be fully acceptable.

                        (6)

                                    Which car do you wonder [who bought __ ]?




                        Following terminology introduced in Pesetsky (1987), wh-phrases
                            like which car in (6) are said to be “discourse-linked (i.e., “D-linked”),
                            because their lexical elaboration encourages an answer chosen from
                            referents already existing in the discourse, whereas bare
                                wh-phrases typically do not have this property.

                        1.The D-linking phenomenon
The D-linking phenomenon, and in particular, the fact
                                that D-linking seems to ameliorate certain types of island
                                violations, has been the subject of extensive investigation. With
                                regard to grammatical explanations of the effect, there have been
                                two main types of analysis. In one type (e.g., Szabolcsi & Zwarts, 1993, 1997), the D-linking effect
                                in islands is primarily due to semantic factors. Certain island
                                domains contain operators that require a Boolean operation (e.g.
                                intersection), which in turn requires sets made up of discrete
                                individuals. A D-linked wh-phrase facilitates an
                                interpretation in which the set questioned consists of individuals,
                                thus allowing for a coherent semantic interpretation of the
                                sentence. With bare wh-words like
                                    what, on the other hand, an interpretation
                                involving a set of individuals is unlikely (though possible under
                                certain circumstances, as Szabolcsi and Zwarts discuss), so the
                                sentence is perceived as ill-formed. In this type of analysis, then,
                                the contrast between (5)
                                and (6) results from the
                                interaction between the embedded operator and the extracted
                                    wh-phrase, and the extent to which this latter
                                phrase allows for an individuated interpretation.
In another type of grammatical analysis, the source of
                                the unacceptability of island violations such as (5) is syntactic. In Rizzi
                                    (2001, 2004), for instance, the
                                    wh-dependency between what and
                                its gap in (5) violates
                                Relativized Minimality, which disallows such dependencies when there
                                is an intervening wh-phrase that also c-commands
                                the gap site. Fronted topics are known to be immune to Relativized
                                Minimality effects, and D-linked wh-phrases bear
                                certain crucial similarities to fronted topics: they contain lexical
                                material beyond the wh-word itself, and they are
                                dependent on previously mentioned elements in the discourse. Under
                                this analysis, then, the contrast between (5) and (6) results from D-linked wh-phrases
                                being able to be interpreted as topics, which allows them to
                                circumvent the Relativized Minimality requirement.
Given the existence of grammatical analyses of the
                                above two types, and given the apparent similarity between the
                                classical D-linking effect in (6) (relative to (5)) and the contrast for Spanish seen in (4), it is very tempting to
                                attempt to apply analyses such as these to the Spanish case. Doing
                                so is much less straightforward than it might seem, however. First,
                                it is not clear that the presence of a preverbal subject in a
                                    wh-question, as in (1a) or (4a), presents a violation of the type that D-linking
                                would ameliorate in either of the above analyses. In the semantic
                                analysis, for instance, the D-linking effect obtains because an
                                operator requiring a Boolean operation has scope over the embedded
                                clause, but in the Spanish wh-questions under
                                consideration here, there is no obvious candidate for such an
                                operator. Preverbal subjects in Spanish are often analyzed as
                                occupying an A’-position (e.g., Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1998; Barbosa, 1995; Contreras, 1991; Ordóñez & Treviño,
                                1999), but there is no known evidence that they trigger a
                                Boolean operation requiring sets consisting of discrete individuals,
                                as would be necessary if the effect in (4) were to be assimilated to the D-linking
                                effect in weak islands. In the syntactic analysis, on the other
                                hand, the D-linking effect stems from the ability of topics to
                                circumvent Relativized Minimality, but here as well, the analysis
                                does not transfer easily to the Spanish case. Even if we say that
                                preverbal subjects in Spanish trigger minimality effects, the
                                lexical nature of D-linked wh-phrases would seem to
                                make them more similar to lexical subjects, which should then lead
                                to more of a Relativized Minimality violation, not less.
Second, there is a fundamental difference between weak
                                islands and Spanish wh-questions with preverbal
                                subjects with regard to selectivity of extraction. By definition,
                                weak islands allow argument extraction more easily than they do
                                adjunct extraction. This may be seen in the textbook examples in
                                    (7).
(7)
	
                                            ?What do you wonder [whether he bought
                                                __ yesterday]?

                                        
	
                                            
                                                *
                                                 
                                                Where do you wonder [whether he bought
                                                a newspaper __ yesterday]?

                                        
	
                                            
                                                *
                                                 
                                                When do you wonder [whether he bought a
                                                newspaper at the store __ ]?

                                        




All of the sentences in (7) contain an embedded interrogative clause,
                                a typical weak island environment, but extraction of argument
                                    what, as in (7a), is better than extraction of adjuncts like
                                    where or when, as in (7b)–(c). This contrast is standardly taken to be
                                one facet of the general D-linking effect seen above:
                                    what lends itself to an individuated
                                interpretation more readily than where or
                                    when, so it is better able to circumvent the
                                island effect (Rizzi,
                                    2004). In Spanish wh-questions, on the
                                other hand, the contrast in wh-words goes in the
                                opposite direction. As illustrated in (8), extraction of an argument such as
                                    qué ‘what’ is most resistant to extraction
                                across a preverbal subject, while adjuncts like
                                    dónde ‘where’ and cuándo
                                ‘when’ show some degree of amelioration (Bakovic, 1998; Goodall, 2004, 2010)).
(8)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  * ¿Qué
                                                            
what

 Juan
 

 compró
bought

 __
 

 ayer?
yesterday

 

                                            
                                            ‘What did Juan buy
                                                yesterday?’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                ?* ¿Dónde
                                                  
where

 Juan
 

 compró
bought

 un
a

 periódico
newspaper

 __
 

 ayer?
yesterday

 

                                            
                                            ‘Where did Juan buy a newspaper
                                                yesterday?’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                ?* ¿Cuándo
                                                  
when

 Juan
 

 compró
bought

 un
a

 periódico
newspaper

 __
 

 en
in

 el
the

 centro?
downtown

 

                                            
                                            ‘When did Juan buy a newspaper
                                                downtown?’

                                        




This contrast between the effect of the
                                    wh-word in weak islands in (7) and in Spanish inversion
                                in (8) is puzzling.
                                Although the analyses of D-linking that we have seen so far predict
                                the effects in (7), where
                                argument extraction is better than adjunct extraction, they do not
                                offer a straightforward explanation of the effects in (8), where the improvement
                                goes in the opposite direction.

                        2.Towards a solution
At this point, we are in a quandary. On the one hand,
                                there are very striking parallels between weak islands and Spanish
                                    wh-questions with preverbal subjects, in that
                                in both cases, adding lexical complexity to the
                                wh-phrase leads to a very substantial improvement
                                in acceptability, but on the other hand, the two most prominent
                                types of analysis in the grammatical literature do not offer much
                                promise in dealing with the Spanish case. Preverbal subjects do not
                                present the sort of violation that one would expect D-linking to
                                ameliorate under these analyses, and in any event, the
                                argument/adjunct contrasts that they predict are just the opposite
                                of what we actually find.
To begin to resolve this quandary, we turn to analyses
                                which attribute the D-linking effect to differences that D-linked
                                and bare wh-phrases trigger in working memory,
                                rather than in the grammar itself. Such analyses are based on three
                                primary assumptions. First, wh-dependencies (often
                                referred to as “filler-gap dependencies” in the processing
                                literature) pose special difficulties for the processor, as has been
                                by now well established. Some of the empirical support for this idea
                                comes from the fact that speakers give signs of additional
                                processing effort (e.g., increased time in self-paced reading) at
                                the gap site in comparison to the equivalent position in baseline
                                sentences without a wh-dependency (e.g. Fodor, 1978; Kluender & Kutas, 1993;
                                    Stowe, 1986). Second,
                                gap sites are processed differently depending on whether the
                                    wh-phrase is D-linked or bare. There is now
                                considerable evidence that gaps require less processing effort when
                                the wh-phrase is D-linked than when it is bare
                                (e.g., Diaconescu &
                                    Goodluck, 2004; Frazier & Clifton, 2002; Hofmeister, 2007a, 2007b, 2011; Hofmeister
                                    & Sag, 2010; Kluender, 1998), and moreover, this result is in accord
                                with current ideas about how wh-dependencies are
                                processed in working memory. At the gap site, the
                                    wh-filler must be retrieved and D-linked
                                phrases will be easier to retrieve because their greater lexical
                                elaboration leads both to higher levels of activation when they are
                                first processed and to their being less similar to (and thus less
                                subject to interference from) competing potential fillers. Third,
                                the amount of processing effort required for a given
                                    wh-dependency can have a dramatic effect on
                                acceptability when measured in a formal experiment. Cowart (1997) shows, for
                                instance, that long-distance extraction is much less acceptable than
                                extraction within a single clause, even when both cases are fully
                                grammatical. Findings such as this are now commonplace in formal
                                studies of acceptability.
Putting these three components together gives us the
                                basic D-linking effect: Processing wh-dependencies
                                is inherently difficult, but a D-linked wh-phrase
                                makes it easier, and this lightened processing load is reflected in
                                increased acceptability relative to an equivalent structure with a
                                bare wh-phrase. As with the semantic and the
                                syntactic analyses of D-linking, this analysis makes use of
                                assumptions that have some independent motivation. It also makes a
                                prediction that the others do not, however. Specifically, it leads
                                us to expect that D-linking will result in an increase in
                                acceptability with all wh-dependencies. That is,
                                all non-trivial wh-dependencies impose a strain on
                                working memory, so if D-linking decreases that strain (and increases
                                acceptability as a result), then we should see a generalized
                                D-linking effect in both island and non-island environments.3 In the semantic and
                                syntactic analyses, on the other hand, D-linking provides a way to
                                circumvent grammatical constraints, so in the absence of any such
                                constraints (i.e., in non-island environments), we have no reason to
                                expect a D-linking effect. Goodall (2015) tests this directly and finds that the
                                prediction of the working memory account is confirmed. In an
                                acceptability experiment testing extraction out of a weak island, a
                                strong island, and a non-island (a that-clause), a
                                significant increase in acceptability is found for D-linking in all
                                three cases, just as the working memory analysis would predict.
Let us now return to the two areas seen above that
                                presented difficulties for attempts to assimilate the D-linking
                                effect in Spanish inversion to the better-known case of the
                                D-linking effect in weak islands. The first problem that we saw was
                                that it is not clear that preverbal subjects in
                                wh-questions provide the type of violation that we
                                expect to be circumvented by a D-linked wh-phrase.
                                This was a significant challenge for the semantic and syntactic
                                analyses discussed earlier, but it falls into place naturally in the
                                working memory analysis. As we have seen, D-linking facilitates
                                processing of the wh-dependency, thus increasing
                                acceptability, so the effect should obtain whether we are in a weak
                                island environment or not. Amelioration with D-linking is thus
                                predicted for wh-questions with preverbal subjects
                                in Spanish, just as it was in the case of extraction out of
                                    that-clauses in English mentioned above.
The second problem was that bare
                                wh-phrases in this environment in Spanish do not
                                behave as existing semantic and syntactic analyses of D-linking
                                would predict. That is, these analyses predict that argument
                                    wh-words, such as what and
                                    who, are more easily extractable than adjunct
                                    wh-words, because the former are more easily
                                interpreted as asking about individuated entities than the latter.
                                For weak islands, this prediction is correct, as we saw in (7), but with preverbal
                                subjects in Spanish, the facts come out the opposite way, as in
                                    (8). As surprising as
                                this contrast may seem at first, it makes sense if D-linking is
                                primarily a working memory effect. One of the central concepts in
                                current models of memory within sentence processing is that when the
                                processor posits a gap and attempts to retrieve the filler, it is
                                susceptible to similarity-based interference, with similarity of
                                syntactic status being one of the relevant factors (Gordon et al., 2001; Lewis et al., 2006). It is
                                thus reasonable to expect, under this view, that an attempt to
                                retrieve a DP argument wh-word will be very
                                susceptible to interference from another DP argument, the
                                intervening subject. Attempting to retrieve a non-DP adjunct
                                    wh-word, on the other hand, should be much less
                                susceptible to interference from the subject, so the fact that
                                adjuncts are easier to extract than arguments is as expected.4
                            
As we have now seen, then, viewing D-linking as
                                primarily an effect of memory allows us to extend the analysis of
                                the D-linking effect observed in weak islands to that seen in
                                inversion in Spanish wh-questions, while still
                                taking account of the ways in which this latter construction
                                differs. This account of D-linking has relied on the idea that
                                lexically more elaborated fillers are easier to retrieve in memory,
                                which facilitates processing of the dependency and increases
                                acceptability. We have also seen that the preverbal subject can
                                interfere with this retrieval, yielding the fact that extraction of
                                DP argument wh-words appears to be less tolerant of
                                an intervening subject than extraction of adjunct
                                    wh-words.
The working memory analysis thus allows us to
                                understand better why D-linking affects the need for inversion in
                                Spanish wh-questions and why it behaves slightly
                                differently in this context than it does in the more well-known case
                                of weak islands. Looking at this in the other direction, though, we
                                can see that inversion provides interesting evidence in favor of
                                this approach to D-linking. One piece of evidence involves a fact
                                that we have already seen: There is a D-linking effect in Spanish
                                    wh-questions with preverbal subjects even
                                though this is not an environment with the crucial characteristics
                                of a weak island. As discussed above, such an outcome is not
                                predicted by standard semantic or syntactic analyses of D-linking,
                                but it is predicted by the working memory analysis, which predicts a
                                generalized D-linking effect regardless of whether the gap is within
                                a weak island or not. Spanish wh-questions thus
                                become a second test case, in addition to the English
                                    that-clauses analyzed in Goodall (2015), where such a D-linking
                                effect has been demonstrated.
Another piece of evidence that Spanish inversion
                                provides in favor of the memory analysis of D-linking involves
                                something we have not yet seen: the difference between vacuous and
                                non-vacuous dependencies. In the analysis under consideration here,
                                the D-linking effect arises because at the point when the processor
                                posits a gap, it is able to retrieve the wh-filler
                                more easily when that filler is lexically elaborated. This way of
                                analyzing the phenomenon, however, makes an interesting prediction
                                that we have not considered so far: If the filler does not need to
                                be retrieved, or if the retrieval process is trivial, then we should
                                not see a D-linking effect. This means that in cases where the
                                    wh-dependency is resolved immediately, such as
                                when the wh-phrase is adjacent to the
                                subcategorizing verb (and the retrieval process would thus be
                                trivial), there should be no D-linking effect. That is, we expect a
                                contrast between the sentence pair in (9), where D-linking as in (b) should have a clear
                                effect on acceptability, and the pair in (10), where it should not.
(9)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  * ¿Qué
                                                  
what

 la
the

 profesora
teacher

 vio
saw

 en
at

 el
the

 cine?
theater

 

                                            
                                            ‘What did the teacher see at the
                                                theater?’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                ¿Qué
                                                  
what

 
                                                  película
                                                  
movie

 la
the

 profesora
teacher

 vio
saw

 en
at

 el
the

 cine?
theater

 

                                            
                                            ‘What movie did the teacher see
                                                at the theater?

                                        




(10)
	
                                            
                                                ¿Qué
                                                  
what

 vio
saw

 la
the

 profesora
teacher

 en
at

 el
the

 cine?
theater

 

                                            
                                            ‘What did the teacher see at the
                                                theater?’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                ¿Qué
                                                  
what

 
                                                  película
                                                  
movie

 vio
saw

 la
the

 profesora
teacher

 en
at

 el
the

 cine?
theater

 

                                            
                                            ‘What movie did the teacher see
                                                at the theater?

                                        




The difference is that in (9), if we assume that the gap is posited at
                                the point of the verb, there is a non-trivial dependency that must
                                be resolved, and the intervening subject DP plausibly interferes
                                with this, so D-linking makes this difficult task easier. In (10), however, the
                                    wh-dependency is trivial, in that the filler to
                                be retrieved is the immediately preceding word and there is nothing
                                that interferes. The retrieval process here is thus already simple
                                and straightforward even without D-linking, so we do not expect
                                D-linking to facilitate this process or affect acceptability.
Alex Stiller and I tested this prediction in an
                                acceptability experiment in which 45 participants (all native
                                speakers of Spanish residing in a Spanish-speaking country) rated
                                sentences like those in (9) and (10) using
                                a 7-point scale (Goodall,
                                    2017; Stiller,
                                    2014; Stiller &
                                    Goodall, 2016). Participants saw three tokens of each of
                                these four conditions (i.e., a wh-S-V order with
                                and without D-linking, as in (9), and a wh-V-S order with and without
                                D-linking, as in (10)),
                                in addition to 36 filler items. All experimental items were
                                counterbalanced using a Latin square and were randomized. The
                                results are presented in Figure 1.
Figure 1.Acceptability of Spanish wh-questions
                                        with bare and D-linked wh-phrases and
                                        preverbal and postverbal subjects
Figure 1.








































































































































  

































  
  
  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  
  
  


  


  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  


  
  
  
  


  


  
  
  
  
  



  
  




There are main effects for D-linking (bare vs.
                                D-linked wh-phrase) (p < 0.001)
                                and subject position (preverbal or postverbal)
                                (p < 0.001), and a significant interaction
                                between the two (p < 0.001). Crucially, there is
                                a clear effect of D-linking when there is a preverbal subject
                                    (p < 0.001), but no such effect with a
                                postverbal subject (p-values from an ANOVA analysis presented in
                                    Stiller, 2014). This
                                confirms the prediction that we saw above. D-linking has a very
                                striking effect when there is a non-trivial
                                wh-dependency, as in (9), but has no detectable effect when the
                                dependency is trivial, as in (10).

                        3.Implications for the analysis of inversion
We have now seen a substantial amount of evidence both
                                for the working memory account of D-linking in general and for the
                                more specific claim that this mechanism underlies the D-linking
                                effect in Spanish wh-questions with preverbal
                                subjects. Given that this analysis claims that D-linking makes it
                                easier to retrieve the wh-filler, thus resulting in
                                increased acceptability, it is tempting to conclude that the
                                otherwise sharp unacceptability of wh-questions
                                with preverbal subjects is entirely attributable to the difficulty
                                of retrieving a wh-filler that is not D-linked.
                                This conclusion is not warranted, however, and it remains possible
                                that the unacceptability of these sentences stems at least partly
                                from some type of grammatical violation. One reason to want to keep
                                this possibility open is that even when the
                                wh-phrase is D-linked, there is evidence that the
                                sentences are less than fully acceptable. In Goodall (2004), I showed that sentences
                                such as (9b) are still
                                significantly less acceptable than sentences like (10b), and the results above
                                from Stiller (2014)
                                suggest the same thing. Given this, there are two possible
                                conclusions. Either the facilitative effect of D-linking is not
                                sufficient to fully overcome the difficulty of retrieving the filler
                                in these cases, or it is (mostly) sufficient, but there is a
                                grammatical violation that remains. The evidence that we have
                                available here does not allow us to choose between these two
                                possible conclusions.
The situation here is similar to what has been observed
                                about D-linking and island effects. Even if we are certain that
                                D-linking is entirely an effect of memory and retrieval of the
                                filler, and that this is what is responsible for the amelioration of
                                island violations when the wh-phrase is D-linked,
                                this still does not allow us to conclude that the island effect
                                itself is simply an effect of working memory. In fact, in Goodall (2015), I present
                                evidence in favor of a working memory account of D-linking, but
                                against a working memory account of the island itself. The evidence
                                regarding D-linking comes from the fact that the D-linking effect
                                occurs both in islands and in (non-island)
                                that-clauses, as mentioned above, and the evidence
                                regarding islands themselves comes from the fact that the size of
                                the D-linking effect does not differ between islands and
                                non-islands, contrary to what one would reasonably expect if islands
                                themselves were reducible to memory effects. This general conclusion
                                about D-linking and islands, though clearly provisional and not the
                                final word on the topic, is nonetheless a valuable lesson as we
                                consider the role of D-linking in Spanish inversion. Even if the
                                D-linking effect itself is attributable to the way that filler
                                retrieval operates, it may be that the prohibition of preverbal
                                subjects in wh-questions involves something beyond
                                that.

                        4.Conclusion
The fact that preverbal subjects are generally
                                disallowed in wh-questions in Spanish has long been
                                an intriguing puzzle, and the fact that the prohibition seems to be
                                loosened when the wh-phrase is D-linked has only
                                increased the intrigue. Here I have suggested that the standard
                                semantic and syntactic analyses of D-linking as a phenomenon,
                                developed to account for the behavior of weak islands, are not
                                sufficient in dealing with this Spanish case. An analysis in terms
                                of working memory and retrieval of the filler at the gap site is
                                more adequate, and the facts of Spanish
                                wh-questions present interesting new evidence in
                                favor of this type of analysis. It is important to note, however,
                                that although D-linking has the effect of loosening the restriction
                                on preverbal subjects in wh-questions, it does not
                                eliminate it, and it remains possible that this is because there is
                                a core grammatical constraint that still causes some degradation
                                even when D-linking causes significant amelioration.

                    
                        Notes

                                
                                1.I am grateful to the two anonymous reviewers of
                                    this paper, the members of the Experimental Syntax Lab at UC San
                                    Diego, and participants at the CUNY Conference on Human Sentence
                                    Processing for their many valuable comments on this work. I also
                                    express my deep gratitude to Paula Kempchinsky, whose
                                    intellectual curiosity, insightful analyses, witty commentary
                                    and friendly outlook have made working in Spanish syntax even
                                    more of a delight than it would otherwise have been.①


                            

                                
                                2.Similar inversion effects obtain with contrastive
                                    focus in Spanish and many other Romance languages. See Gupton
                                    (2021) for discussion.①


                            

                                
                                3.I leave open here the question of how D-linking
                                    affects acceptability in the absence of a non-trivial
                                    dependency. There is some evidence that D-linking actually
                                    causes degradation in such cases (see Hofmeister & Visishth, 2014; Villata et al., 2016)
                                    and perhaps in others too (see Goodluck et al., 2017). This effect is
                                    not found in the study by Stiller (2014) discussed below, but clearly more
                                    work remains to be done in this area (see Villata et al., 2016 for important
                                    discussion).①


                            

                                
                                4.The fact that weak islands behave differently
                                    could of course be due to a number of factors. Most obviously,
                                    weak islands have an intervening operator which could induce
                                    either memory or grammatical effects not present in the case of
                                    simple wh-questions in Spanish.①
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Chapter 4Negation and mood in epistemic contexts
Elizabeth GielauMiami University

This squib examines mood contrasts in Spanish and
                                (Modern) Greek. It is argued that the dual interpretation of
                                negation, first analyzed in Horn’s (1989) seminal work, can provide new insights for
                                mood contrasts in negated epistemic contexts. I show that
                                metalinguistic (narrow-scope) negation of Spanish
                                    creo ‘I believe’ and Greek
                                    pistévo ‘I believe’ entails an intentional,
                                rather than intensional, pragmatic function: the speaker wishes to
                                reserve truth-value judgment, resulting in an unevaluated
                                propositional complement. In intentional contexts, the subjunctive
                                is exhibited in Spanish, and the indicative in Greek. I suggest that
                                the subjunctive is exhibited in Spanish because unevaluated
                                propositions fail to update the context, in keeping with Farkas (2003). Conversely,
                                the indicative surfaces in Greek because unevaluated propositions
                                are not non-veridical, aligning with Giannakidou (1997, 1998, 1999, 2006,
                                    2009, 2013). I then
                                extend the investigation to emotive predicates, another context of
                                mood variation, providing more evidence that metalinguistic negation
                                marks unassertive propositional complements.

Keywords: 	mood distribution,
	epistemic contexts,
	(non)-veridicality,
	subjunctive,
	negation



                        1.Introduction
As first discussed in Horn’s (1989) seminal work, sentential
                                negation has two interpretations, the implications of which have
                                not, to my knowledge, been examined with respect to mood
                                distribution. This squib examines the interpretation of
                                propositional complements to the negated epistemic verbs
                                    creo ‘I believe’ in Spanish and
                                    pistévo ‘I believe’ in (Modern) Greek in the
                                scope of metalinguistic (narrow-scope) and descriptive (wide-scope)
                                negation. I suggest that, in metalinguistic contexts, the
                                propositional complement is not evaluated; the speaker wishes to
                                reserve truth-value judgment with respect to the propositional
                                complement. Furthermore, I argue that a mood contrast is exhibited
                                only in metalinguistic contexts. The subjunctive is exhibited in
                                Spanish, and the indicative in Greek.
The theoretical implications support Farkas’ (2003) dynamic view
                                of context and illocutionary force. I suggest that, in Spanish, the
                                subjunctive is exhibited in metalinguistic (narrow-scope) contexts
                                because unevaluated propositions fail to update the context. In
                                Greek, the relevant parameter for mood contrasts is
                                (non-)veridicality, an idea defended prolifically by Giannakidou
                                    (1997, 1998, 1999, 2006, 2009,
                                2013). The indicative mood is exhibited in Greek because unevaluated
                                propositions are not non-veridical.
The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the basic
                                tenets of Farkas’ (2003)
                                semantico-pragmatic approach to mood distribution. Section 3 outlines the
                                interpretation of mood in negated epistemic contexts in Spanish and
                                Greek. In Section 4, I
                                examine the illocutionary status of epistemic complements in the
                                scope of metalinguistic (narrow-scope) and descriptive (wide-scope)
                                negation, illustrating that cross-linguistic variation occurs only
                                in metalinguistic contexts. Section 5 extends the observations to
                                presupposed/episodic complements to emotive verbs, which are also
                                compatible with metalinguistic negation and exhibit a mood contrast.
                                I conclude that metalinguistic negation marks unassertive
                                propositional complements. Section 6 summarizes the conclusions of the paper.

                        2.
                                Farkas (2003)
                            

                                Farkas (2003) has
                                developed an influential approach to mood distribution, couched
                                within a dynamic view of conversation semantics. Propositional
                                meaning is viewed as an operation from information states to
                                information states, and the truth-conditional content is determined
                                by the information updating function of the proposition. A context
                                is defined as a set of possible worlds that are compatible with the
                                beliefs shared by the discourse participants, WC
                                .1 In a main
                                assertion, the speaker proposes to change the context
                                        WC
                                 so that it comes to contain the proposition s/he is
                                making, resulting in the new output context WC’
                                . This change is formalized in (1):
(1)
WC’ = WC ∩ p
                                            (Farkas 2003,
                                            p. 4)
                                    



According to Farkas, the Context Change Potential of a
                                complement clause is determined by the contribution of the
                                proposition to the context set W(c), defined as the
                                set of worlds compatible with the information stored as the common
                                ground. Farkas claims that indicative complements in Spanish have
                                Assertive Context Change Potential (cf. Heim, 1992) because they
                                reduce the context set W(c) by eliminating an
                                epistemic state (the speaker or matrix subject) from those worlds in
                                which the proposition does not hold true. Farkas’ analysis accounts
                                for indicative complements to verbs like saber ‘to
                                know/find out’, which may be presupposed, and verbs of reported
                                speech like decir ‘to say’, which may be untrue in
                                the speaker’s view of reality, but typically select indicative
                                complements:
(2)

                                        
                                                  Pablo
                                                  
Pablo

 
                                                  supo/dijo
                                                  
knew/said.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  su
                                                  
his

 
                                                  hijo
                                                  
son

 
                                                  reprobó/*reprobara
                                                  
failed.ind/sbjv.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  examen.
test

 

                                    ‘Paul found out/said that his son failed
                                        (ind/sbjv) the test.’



According to Farkas, the complement clause in (2) is assertive because it
                                reduces the context set W(c) by eliminating the
                                subject’s view of reality, defined as Ei,w,2 from those in which the
                                proposition ‘his son failed the test’ does not hold
                                true. Subjunctive complements do not have Assertive Context Change
                                Potential because their propositional content is not reduced from
                                the context set.
For Greek, Giannakidou (1997, 1998, 1999,
                                    2006, 2009, 2013) has strongly
                                defended the position that the subjunctive corresponds to
                                non-veridical semantics, defined as contexts in which there is no
                                entailment or presupposition that the proposition is true in the
                                subject’s view of reality (Giannakidou, 2009, p. 9). Giannakidou’s analysis is
                                corroborated by Farkas, who proposes an OT framework to account for
                                cross-linguistic variation between Romance and Balkan (including
                                Greek) (2003, p. 15).3 Verbs
                                selecting subjunctive complements in Greek often pattern with
                                Spanish. They are usually volitional and directive (introducing
                                unrealized future actions) (Giannakidou, 2009, p. 8). Nonetheless, complements to
                                negated epistemic verbs and presupposed/episodic complements to
                                emotive verbs exhibit cross-linguistic variation, and are the focus
                                of this paper.

                        3.Cross-linguistic variation in negated epistemic contexts
Various semantico-pragmatic approaches have analyzed
                                the interpretation of mood in so-called ‘polarity’ subjunctive
                                contexts, which includes subjunctive complements to negated
                                    creer ‘to believe’ in Spanish and
                                    pistévo ‘believe’ in Greek (Giannakidou, 2009; Gielau, 2016; Quer, 1998; and many
                                others). Farkas (1992)
                                calls these verbs “categorical epistemics”: predicates of belief
                                which express certainty or likelihood with respect to the truth of
                                their argument proposition. According to Farkas (2003), the complement in (3) is unassertive because
                                the proposition ‘the teacher was very sick’ is evaluated against the
                                epistemic state of the speaker, whose view of reality is not
                                eliminated from those worlds in which the proposition does not hold
                                true:
(3)

                                        
                                                  No
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  creía
                                                  
believed.1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  profesor
                                                  
professor

 
                                                  estuviera
                                                  
was.sbjv.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  muy
                                                  
very

 
                                                  enfermo.
sick

 

                                    ‘I didn’t believe that the professor was (sbjv)
                                        very sick.’



As noted by Quer
                                    (1998) and Kempchinsky (2009), the indicative is allowed in
                                complements to negated epistemic verbs in Spanish, but only if the
                                complement clause is believed true by the speaker (4). The complement is
                                assertive because it is evaluated against the epistemic state of the
                                speaker, eliminating this (set of) world(s) from those in which the
                                proposition does not hold true.
(4)

                                        
                                                  La
                                                  
the

 
                                                  profesora
                                                  
professor

 
                                                  no
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  cree
                                                  
believe.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  los
                                                  
the

 
                                                  estudiantes
                                                  
students

 
                                                  hicieron
                                                  
did.ind.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  algo
                                                  
something

 
                                                  de
                                                  
of

 
                                                  valor.
value

 

                                    
                                        
                                                  #
                                                  Y
                                                  
and

 
                                                  no
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  lo
                                                  

                                                  acc
                                                  

 
                                                  creo
                                                  
believe.1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  tampoco.
either

 

                                    ‘The professor doesn’t believe that the
                                        students did (ind)
something of value. And I don’t believe it
                                        either.’



In Greek, the subjunctive is also triggered in
                                complements to the negated verb pistévo (πιστεύω)
                                ‘think/believe’. Hedin
                                    (2016) gives the following examples with
                                    pistévo ‘I believe’ to illustrate the so-called
                                polarity subjunctive in Greek (mood is indicated by morphology on
                                the complementizer):
(5)

                                        
                                                  Se
                                                  
in

 
                                                  dhío
                                                  
two

 
                                                  mínes
                                                  
months

 
                                                  pándos
                                                  
anyway

 
                                                  dhen
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  pistévo
                                                  
believe.prs.1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  na
                                                  

                                                  comp.sbjv
                                                  

 
                                                  oloklirónonde
                                                  
be.finished.1pfx.npst.3pl
                                                  

 
                                                  óla
                                                  
all

 
                                                  ósa
                                                  
that

 
                                                  anélave
                                                  
undertake.pfv.pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  i
                                                  

                                                  def
                                                  

 
                                                  néa
                                                  
new

 
                                                  kivérnisi
                                                  
government

 

                                    ‘In any case, I doubt that all that the new
                                        government has
undertaken can be finished in two months.’
                                            (Hedin, 2016,
                                            p. 166)
                                    



While the subjunctive is permitted in complements to
                                negated pistévo, the phenomenon is more marginal
                                than in Romance (Giannakidou,
                                    2009, p. 1888 fn. 3). Hedin (2016), for instance, analyzed the Hellenic
                                National Corpus and found that, in sentential complements following
                                negated pistévo, the indicative complementizers
                                    óti and pos (more or less
                                synonymous) are more common than the subjunctive complementizer
                                    na. However, she found that certain conditions
                                create a more favorable context for the subjunctive. For instance,
                                the subjunctive is exhibited more with a first person subject and in
                                the present tense than any other context. Nevertheless,
                                    na is still less common (16% of occurrences)
                                than the indicative complementizers óti and
                                    pos (84% of occurrences) with a first person
                                subject (cf. Hedin, 2016;
                                p. 169, Table 4). Conversely, the subjunctive mood is required with
                                a first person subject in Spanish, shown in (7), as the indicative requires a commitment
                                of truth on the part of the speaker. As (6a) illustrates, however, no such commitment
                                is required in Greek:
(6)
Greek
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  dhen
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  pistévo
                                                  
believe.prs.1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  óti
                                                  

                                                  comp.ind
                                                  

 
                                                  tha
                                                  

                                                  fut
                                                  

 
                                                  fíghun
                                                  
leave.pfv.npst.3pl
                                                  

 

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  dhen
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  pistévo
                                                  
believe.prs.1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  na
                                                  

                                                  comp.sbjv
                                                  

 
                                                  fíghun
                                                  
leave.pfv.npst.3pl
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            ‘I don’t believe that they will
                                                leave.’ (Hedin,
                                                  2016, p. 167)
                                            

                                        




(7)
Spanish
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  No
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  creo
                                                  
believe.prs.1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  van
                                                  
go.prs.3sg.ind
                                                  

 
                                                  a
                                                  
to

 
                                                  salir.
leave.inf
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            ‘I don’t believe that they will
                                                leave (ind).’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  No
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  creo
                                                  
believe.prs.1sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  vayan
                                                  
go.prs.3sg.sbjv
                                                  

 
                                                  a
                                                  
to

 
                                                  salir.
leave.inf
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            ‘I don’t believe that they will
                                                leave (sbjv).’

                                        





                                Siegel (2009) is one of
                                few who discusses the contrast between so-called polarity
                                subjunctive contexts in Balkan (including Greek) and Romance,
                                arguing that the indicative in Balkan corresponds to a higher degree
                                of subject certainty, while speaker certainty is the relevant
                                parameter in Romance. Nonetheless, the speaker and subject are the
                                same in first person contexts, failing to explain the contrast in
                                    (6) and (7). In the next section, I
                                argue that the dual role of negation can shed light on the mood
                                contrasts observed.

                        4.The interpretation of negation in epistemic contexts

                                Siegel (2009) notes that
                                the indicative mood in complements to negated belief verbs in Greek
                                corresponds to the absence of the “negation lowering” reading, in
                                which the speaker wishes to reserve truth-value judgment with
                                respect to the truth of the complement clause. “Negation-lowering”
                                refers to the interpretation of matrix negation in the lower clause,
                                and is only possible with certain clause-selecting predicates, like
                                epistemics:
(8)
I do not believe that my students are lazy. = I
                                        believe that my students are not lazy.



“Negation-lowering” thus yields the interpretation:
(9)
x ⌐ believes that p → x believes that ⌐ p



However, the “negation-lowering” interpretation is not
                                required in negated epistemic contexts. The denotation
                                    x ⌐ believes that p may simply
                                refer to the fact that x wishes to reserve judgment
                                on p:
(10)
x ⌐ believes that p ↛ x believes that ⌐ p



According to Siegel
                                    (2009), the indicative mood in Greek (6a) corresponds to the
                                interpretation in (10);
                                the speaker is reserving judgment on p, without
                                implying the negation lowering interpretation of (9).
I suggest that a closer look at the dual interpretation
                                of negation provides insight on cross-linguistic variation in
                                negated epistemic contexts. Horn
                                    (1989) identifies two kinds of negation:
                                    descriptive negation carries negative (¬)
                                semantics and is compatible only with non-evaluative predicates,
                                illustrated in (11) with
                                the cognitive-factive verb know:
(11)
Maggie doesn’t know that it’s raining. #In
                                        fact, she loves it! Descriptive Negation



Because descriptive negation entails negation of the
                                    know event, the continuation is infelicitous
                                because the propositional complement ‘it’s raining’
                                cannot be entailed in Maggie’s view of reality.

                                Metalinguistic negation, in contrast, assigns a
                                negatively valued expressive index to evaluative predicates, and
                                does not entail negation of the complement clause event within the
                                subject’s view of reality (Horn,
                                    1989; Yoon,
                                    2011). Metalinguistic negation is compatible with
                                evaluative predicates such as like, illustrated in
                                    (12) by the
                                felicitous continuation in which the truth of the propositional
                                complement is entailed within Maggie’s view of reality:
(12)
Maggie doesn’t like that it’s raining. In
                                        fact, she loves it! Metalinguistic Negation



Thus, while metalinguistic negation is an identity
                                function on evaluative propositions, descriptive negation negates
                                entailment of the event:
(13)
The Semantics of Sentential Negation
	
                                            Metalinguistic Negation
                                                (evaluative predicates) = λp[p]

                                        
	
                                            Descriptive Negation
                                                (non-evaluative predicates) = ¬ p

                                        




According to Giannakidou (2013, p. 14), the subjunctive
                                is used in Greek when there is at least one world w
                                in the speaker’s view of reality in which the propositional content
                                receives no value (is believed untrue). I propose that negation in
                                indicative dhen pistévo ‘I don’t believe’ contexts
                                is narrow-scope (metalinguistic) because, unlike descriptive
                                negation, metalinguistic negation does not entail negation of the
                                belief event but, rather, assigns it a negatively valued degree
                                    index.4 The indicative
                                mood is exhibited in Greek, then, because the propositional
                                complement is unevaluated; metalinguistic negation does not entail a
                                world w within the subject’s view of reality in
                                which the propositional complement receives no value (is believed
                                untrue), ruling out the negation-lowering reading.
In Spanish, conversely, the relevant parameter for
                                mood is the proposition’s contribution to the context set. The
                                subjunctive is required in metalinguistic contexts because
                                unevaluated propositions lack Assertive Context Change Potential;
                                the propositional content is not eliminated from those worlds in
                                which the proposition does not hold true.

                        5.Emotive verbs and metalinguistic negation
Complements to emotive verbs in Spanish (e.g.
                                    gustar ‘to like’, lamentar ‘to
                                regret’) and Greek (e.g. lipame, metaniono
                                ‘regret’, xerome ‘be glad’) also exhibit
                                cross-linguistic variation (Siegel, 2009; Giannakidou, 1998). In Greek, the subjunctive mood is
                                not exhibited in complements to emotive verbs in presupposed/factive
                                contexts (14), while it
                                is frequently exhibited in Spanish (15) (Siegel, 2009):5
(14)
Greek

                                        
                                                  O
                                                  
the

 
                                                  Pavlos
                                                  
Paul

 
                                                  lipate
                                                  
is.sad.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  pu
                                                  
that.ind
                                                  

 
                                                  efije
                                                  
left.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  i
                                                  
the

 
                                                  Roxani.
Roxanne

 

                                    ‘Paul regrets that Roxanne left (ind).’
                                            (Giannakidou,
                                                1998, p. 48)
                                    



(15)
Spanish

                                        
                                                  María
                                                  
Mary

 
                                                  lamenta
                                                  
regret.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  su
                                                  
her

 
                                                  hijo
                                                  
son

 
                                                  sea
                                                  
be.sbjv.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  irresponsable.
irresponsible.

 

                                    ‘Mary regrets that her son is (sbjv)
                                        irresponsible.’ (Gielau,
                                                2015, p. 78)
                                    



Interestingly, negation does not scope over the
                                complement in what Quer
                                    (1998) labels episodic (factive/presupposed) emotive
                                contexts, shown in (16a),
                                indicating that matrix negation is narrow-scope (metalinguistic).
                                The long-distance negative polarity item nada
                                ‘nothing’ is licensed only with a non-episodic reading, under
                                wide-scope (descriptive) negation (16b) (Quer, 1998).6
                            
(16)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  No
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  me
                                                  

                                                  dat
                                                  

 
                                                  gusta
                                                  
appeal.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  los
                                                  
the

 
                                                  estudiantes
                                                  
students

 
                                                  hagan
                                                  
do.sbjv.3pl
                                                  

 
                                                  *
                                                  nada.
nothing

 

                                            
                                            ‘I don’t like it that the
                                                students do nothing.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  No
                                                  

                                                  neg
                                                  

 
                                                  me
                                                  

                                                  dat
                                                  

 
                                                  gusta
                                                  
appeal.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  los
                                                  
the

 
                                                  estudiantes
                                                  
students

 
                                                  hagan
                                                  
do.sbjv.3pl
                                                  

 
                                                  nada.
nothing

 

                                            
                                            ‘I don’t like it if the students
                                                don’t do anything.’

                                        




Metalinguistic negation in (16a) does not negate the
                                    like event but, rather, assigns it a negatively
                                valued degree index. Consequently, there is no entailment of a world
                                within the subject’s view of reality in which the propositional
                                complement is believed untrue. Nonetheless, episodic complements to
                                emotive verbs are not assertive due to their presupposed status
                                (what Farkas calls +Decided; see fn 6), resulting in a subjunctive
                                complement in Spanish (cf. Farkas, 2003, p. 15). In Greek, the subjunctive is not
                                exhibited because episodic complements are not non-veridical: there
                                is no world in which the speaker believes the proposition to be
                                untrue (Giannakidou,
                                1998; Siegel,
                                2009).
Interestingly, metalinguistic negation is compatible in
                                both contexts of mood variation between Spanish and Greek:
                                unevaluated complements to negated epistemic verbs and episodic
                                complements to emotive verbs. Consequently, I propose that matrix
                                metalinguistic negation indicates an unassertive propositional
                                complement and does not entail non-veridical semantics, resulting in
                                a cross-linguistic divide for mood distribution between Spanish and
                                Greek. The observations provide support for both Farkas’ (2003) and
                                Giannakidou’s (1997,
                                    1998, 1999, 2006, 2009, 2013) analyses.

                        6.Conclusion
This paper examined the interpretation of negation and
                                the illocutionary status of propositional complements to negated
                                    creo ‘I believe’ in Spanish and negated
                                    pístevo ‘I believe’ in Greek. I suggested that
                                descriptive (wide-scope) negation of epistemic verbs scopes over the
                                complement, resulting in a non-veridical subjunctive complement in
                                both Spanish and Greek. Metalinguistic negation, however, does not
                                scope over the complement and results in an unevaluated proposition
                                which serves an intentional, rather than intensional, pragmatic
                                function: the speaker wishes to reserve truth-value judgment with
                                respect to the propositional complement. While the subjunctive is
                                required in both contexts in Spanish, the indicative mood is
                                exhibited in metalinguistic contexts in Greek.
The observations support Farkas’ (2003) proposal that the relevant
                                parameter for mood selection in Spanish is what she calls Assertive
                                Context Change Potential: whether or not the proposition is reduced
                                from the context set. Unevaluated complements to negated epistemic
                                verbs require the subjunctive in Spanish because they do not
                                contribute to the context. In Greek, conversely, the relevant
                                parameter for mood is (non-)veridicality, an idea advanced by
                                Giannakidou (1997, 1998, 1999, 2006, 2009,
                                2013). The indicative mood is exhibited because unevaluated
                                complements are not non-veridical.
Interestingly, metalinguistic negation is also
                                compatible with emotive verbs in presupposed/episodic contexts,
                                another context of cross-linguistic divergence. The observation
                                further illustrates that matrix metalinguistic negation does not
                                introduce non-veridical semantics but, rather, indicates unassertive
                                propositional complements. Although more investigation is needed,
                                this paper has shed light on the dual role that negation plays in
                                mood distribution, informing a more parsimonious account of mood
                                contrasts cross-linguistically.
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                        Notes

                                
                                1.See Stalnaker (1999, 1978) and Farkas
                                        (2003) for a more detailed approach to context along
                                    this line.①


                            

                                
                                2.For Farkas, Ei,w is defined as an
                                    epistemic state E, representing the set of all possible worlds
                                    that conform to the individual referred to by the speaker
                                        i, and w is the world in
                                    which the beliefs of i are asserted to
                                    hold.①


                            

                                
                                3.Farkas proposes two semantic features of Context
                                    Change Potential that determine mood: +/− Assert, whether or not
                                    the proposition is reduced from the context set, and +/−Decided,
                                    whether or not the proposition is determined to be true or false
                                    in the given set of possible worlds. Rankings of constraints
                                    involving these features determines mood distribution. Spanish
                                    ranks the constraint *ind/−Assert higher than *subj/+Decided,
                                    requiring the indicative mood for assertive propositions.
                                    Languages like Greek, Russian, Romanian and Bulgarian rank
                                    *subj/+Decided over *ind/−Assert, requiring the subjunctive for
                                    non-veridical propositions.①


                            

                                
                                4.Villalta (2008) observes that buletic and emotive
                                    predicates, which select subjunctive complements in Spanish,
                                    carry a degree argument and are focus-sensitive. However, Gielau
                                        (2015, p. 22)
                                    illustrates that epistemic verbs are not compatible with adverbs
                                    like enormemente ‘enormously’, Villalta’s
                                    diagnostic for a degree argument. Furthermore, the subjunctive
                                    complement is not focus-sensitive (Gielau, 2015, p. 22), rendering
                                    Villalta’s analysis insufficient in characterizing mood
                                    contrasts in negated epistemic contexts.①


                            

                                
                                5.
                                    Pu is often characterized as a factive
                                    complementizer. It introduces the complements of factive verbs,
                                    e.g. lipame, metaniono ‘regret’,
                                        xerome ‘be glad’ (Giannakidou,1998).①


                            

                                
                                6.Quer associates the generic interpretation in
                                        (16b) to
                                    counter-factual semantics, roughly yielding the interpretation
                                    of an if-clause.①
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Chapter 5The complicated timeline of SpanishImplications for lexical processing
Sarah O’Neill & Christine SheaUniversity of Iowa

Sound change is a dynamic process that shapes the
                                phonology and lexicon of a language across a language’s history. The
                                existence of loanwords and cultismos
                                    (learned forms) complicate this process. Not
                                all words are equally subjected to sound change. In Spanish,
                                    cultismos and loanwords often exhibit
                                characteristics that differ from derived words
                                (words that underwent regular phonological sound changes in
                                Spanish). In either instance, the resulting word differs from other
                                items in the Spanish lexicon. We discuss the significance of
                                loanwords and cultismos for the Spanish lexicon. We
                                suggest that although they result in less regularity across the
                                lexicon, there are also consistent patterns that arise. Through
                                these ‘regular irregularities,’ speakers may build associations
                                between lexical forms and possibly access them to facilitate lexical
                                activation.

Keywords: 	lexicon,
	phonological change,
	lexical borrowing,
	doublets



                        Preamble
Paula spoke often (and warmly) about her graduate
                                student years at UCLA and how she was, at an early point,
                                considering phonology as her area of specialization. Part of this
                                initial desire came from her extensive study of historical
                                linguistics with Professor Carlos Otero. In this contribution, we
                                pay tribute to Paula’s lesser-known side-interest of historical
                                linguistics. Paula’s ‘historical’ side is perhaps less well-known
                                than her syntactic side, but it is nonetheless an important part of
                                her work at the University of Iowa. Paula regularly taught the
                                History of the Spanish Language to advanced undergraduates, as well
                                as literature and linguistics graduate students eager to learn more
                                about how Spanish evolved.

                        1.Introduction
Historical linguistics has largely focused on sound
                                change, particularly regular change in which a phonological shift
                                has occurred across all applicable items of the lexicon (Durie & Ross, 1996).
                                With regard to the history of the Spanish language, historical
                                linguists have described the series of sound shifts through which
                                Latin word forms evolved into modern Spanish lexical items as well
                                as two additional sources for modern Spanish word forms, besides
                                regular sound change. The first is the protected status of
                                    cultismos, also referred to as learnèd
                                    forms, which did not undergo the same sound changes as
                                other items due to their context of use or because they were
                                borrowed directly from Latin into Spanish after sound changes had
                                already occurred. The second is the borrowing of lexical items from
                                other languages. Both cultismos and loanwords have
                                long been acknowledged as alternatives to the regular phonological
                                evolution from Latin to modern Spanish. In this squib, we assume a
                                novel approach by examining the effect of these items on the
                                resulting modern Spanish lexicon. Our goal is to understand not only
                                how these protected forms and borrowings contribute to the lexicon
                                as an inventory of words, but how they shape and contribute to the
                                lexicon as an inventory of phonological forms. In particular, we are
                                interested in the possible statistical patterns that might arise
                                between loanwords’ phonological forms and semantic content and their
                                potential impacts on lexical processing. We also probe the
                                implications of a lexical system in which borrowed or protected
                                forms (such as fábula ‘fable’) exist alongside
                                popular items (such as habla ‘speak’) with similar
                                though non-identical forms. We suggest the existence of a system of
                                statistical regularities between the forms of these protected or
                                borrowed forms and items in the lexicon that have undergone sound
                                change. Finally, we propose that Spanish speakers may be able to
                                track these statistical regularities implicitly and that this
                                statistical knowledge could facilitate word recognition.
This approach links historical and psycholinguistic
                                approaches to Spanish linguistics by examining how lexical and
                                phonological processes in the history of Spanish result in
                                statistical regularities that may influence lexical processing among
                                modern Spanish speakers.

                        2.Irregularities abound
2.1Cultismos

                                    Cultismos are Latin forms that were not subject
                                    to the same phonological evolutionary processes as other lexical
                                    items due to their typical use in written rather than spoken
                                    contexts (Candau de
                                        Cevallos, 1985; Klein-Andreu, 2010; Menéndez Pidal, 1950, 1977; Penny, 2002). When
                                    spoken, these terms pertained to higher registers than their
                                    popular counterparts (Lleal,
                                        1990). Furthermore, they typically belonged to
                                    certain semantic domains, such as the church, sciences,
                                    administration and law (Lapesa & Menéndez Pidal, 1981). While some words exist
                                    only in a popular or protected form, there are also numerous
                                    doublets that arise from the existence of both forms that share
                                    a common Latin origin (Lapesa & Menéndez Pidal, 1981; Menéndez Pidal 1950, 1977; Resnick & Hammond,
                                        2011). Table 1 provides examples of common
                                        cultismos in Spanish:
Table 1.Common cultismos
                                        

                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                	Latin
                                                	Cultismo
                                                	Popular form
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                  Cultismos only
                                                	
                                                  virgine
                                                
                                                	virgen
                                                	*verzen
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘virgin’
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  angelus
                                                
                                                	angel
                                                	*año
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘angel’
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	Doublets
                                                	
                                                  operari
                                                
                                                	operar
                                                	obrar
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘operate’
                                                	‘act/work’
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  integrum
                                                
                                                	íntegro
                                                	entero
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘integral’
                                                	‘whole’
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  legalis
                                                
                                                	legal
                                                	leal
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘legal’
                                                	‘loyal’
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  cathedra
                                                
                                                	cátedra
                                                	cadera
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘professorship’
                                                	‘hip’
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  strictu
                                                
                                                	estricto
                                                	estrecho
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘strict’
                                                	‘narrow’
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  lacte
                                                
                                                	lact(ar)
                                                	leche
                                            

                                            
                                                	‘lactate’
                                                	‘milk’
                                            

                                        
                                    

Some authors also use the term
                                        cultismo to refer to Latin items that were
                                    later borrowed into Spanish. Latin borrowings were popularized
                                    in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, particularly by the
                                    poet Góngora and the stylistic movement
                                        Culteranismo (Candau de Cevallos, 1985; Lapesa & Menéndez Pidal, 1981). While some of these items had already been attested
                                    earlier in spoken Spanish, the use of these terms by Góngora and
                                    his contemporaries caused them to be used more frequently and in
                                    a greater range of registers. Examples include
                                        cautela ‘caution’,
                                        prodigio ‘prodigy’,
                                        frustrar ‘frustrate’,
                                        naufragio ‘shipwreck’ and
                                        adolescente ‘adolescent’ (Candau de Cevallos,
                                        1985; Lapesa & Menéndez Pidal, 1981; Penny, 2002).
Whether Latin forms were protected from sound
                                    change or borrowed directly from Latin into Spanish after sound
                                    changes had occurred, they did not exemplify the regular
                                    phonological changes of Spanish. In the doublet
                                        leche/lactar (‘milk/lactate’), the popular
                                    form underwent a series of phonological changes (Klein-Andreu, 2010;
                                        Lleal, 1990;
                                        Resnick & Hammond,
                                        2011). These are described in Table 2:
Table 2.Derivation of [lak.te] > [le.t͡ʃe]*
                                        

                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                	Latin form
                                                	[lak.te]
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	1.
                                                	Lenition of [k]
                                                	[lax.te]
                                            

                                            
                                                	2.
                                                	Vocalization of [x] in coda
                                                  position
                                                	[laj.te]
                                            

                                            
                                                	3.
                                                	Vowel raising due to adjacency to
                                                  yod
                                                	[lej.te]
                                            

                                            
                                                	4.
                                                	Palatalization of [t] due to
                                                  yod**
                                                
                                                	[le.t͡ʃe]
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                	
                                                  Modern Spanish Form
                                                
                                                	
                                                  [le.t͡ʃe]
                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    

                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                *We use phonemic transcriptions
                                                  throughout the text other than where we discuss
                                                  formal derivations.①


                                            

                                            
                                                
                                                **Some analyses posit that
                                                  metathesis of [t] and yod occurred prior to
                                                  palatalization (Resnick & Hammond,
                                                  2011).①


                                            

                                        
                                    

The word lactar, however, was
                                    borrowed directly from Latin into Spanish and did not undergo
                                    these changes, resulting in the doublet
                                        lactar/leche. Notice that the word-medial
                                    sequence /-kt-/ in the cultismo form
                                    corresponds to the affricate /t͡ʃ/ in the popular form. This
                                    same correspondence is present in several other doublets, such
                                    as estricto/estrecho ‘strict/narrow’,
                                        nocturno/noche ‘nocturnal/night’, and
                                        octavo/ocho ‘eighth/eight’.
Other correspondences between popular and
                                        cultismo forms across doublets include
                                    items that maintain their accusative endings /-us#,-um#/ as
                                    compared to forms with word-final /-o#/:
                                        campus/campo ‘campus/field’,
                                        ultimatum/último ‘ultimatum/last’ (Bolaño e Isla, 1971;
                                        Lleal, 1990).
                                    Furthermore, popular forms are more likely to have paroxytone
                                    stress and may exist alongside a cultismo with
                                    proparoxytone stress: íntegro/entero /ˈin.te.gɾo/-/en.ˈte.ɾo/
                                    ‘integral/whole’, catedra/cadera
                                    /ˈka.te.dɾa/-/ka.de.ɾa/ ‘professorship/hip’ (Candau de Cevallos,
                                        1985). Thus, cultismos demonstrate
                                    different phonetic and phonotactic tendencies than other,
                                    prototypical Spanish word forms.
2.2Words borrowed from other languages
In addition to words of Latin origin, the Spanish
                                    lexicon also consists of loanwords, predominantly from Arabic,
                                    English, French, Greek, Italian, Germanic languages, and
                                    languages indigenous to Central and South America, such as
                                    Nahuatl, Quechua, and Araucana/Mapudungun (Candau de Cevallos, 1985; Obediente, 2000; Penny, 2002). We focus
                                    on Arabic, Nahuatl, English, and French for the purposes of this
                                    discussion for two reasons. First is the limited scope of this
                                    squib. The second is that our argument focuses on sets of
                                    loanwords that differ in form from regular Spanish lexical
                                    items. This results when the language of origin differs from
                                    Spanish phonologically, phonotactically, or morphologically,
                                    resulting in trackable patterns. This may not be the case for
                                    all languages. The phonological similarities between Italian and
                                    Spanish, for example, may make it difficult to discover unique
                                    phonological patterns among Italian words borrowed into Spanish,
                                    because these loanwords tend to have similar forms to other
                                    items in the Spanish lexicon. Below, we demonstrate that
                                    phonological patterns do arise for loanwords from some
                                    languages, though we do not provide an exhaustive list of all
                                    extractable phonological patterns from all possible languages of
                                    origin.
Arabic
The conquest of the Iberian Peninsula in
                                        711 resulted in the addition of approximately 4,000 Arabic
                                        terms into the Spanish lexicon, either through direct
                                        contact due to migration or indirect conduct through the
                                        exchange of cultural products (Corriente Córdoba, 2004). These
                                        terms reflected the influence of Arabic culture on Iberian
                                        populations. Loanwords from Arabic are often semantically
                                        linked to (a) the military: alfanje, almofré,
                                            zaga (‘scimitar, ‘sleeping bag’, ‘defense’);
                                        (b) commerce: aduana, tarifa, almacén
                                        (‘custom/duty’, ‘fare’, ‘warehouse’); (c) science:
                                            cenit, álgebra, almanaque; (‘zenith’,
                                        ‘algebra’, ‘almanac’) or (d) agriculture: arroz,
                                            arcaduz, algarroba (‘rice’, ‘channel’, ‘carob’)
                                            (Candau de Cevallos,
                                            1985; Klein-Andreu, 2010; Lleal, 1990). The majority of these
                                        words begin with either /#a-/ or /#al-/, the Arabic definite
                                        article (Resnick &
                                            Hammond, 2011). This distinguishes these terms
                                        from other Spanish lexical items, which tend to consist of
                                        CV syllables.
Nahuatl
Nahuatl, the language of the Aztecs, is
                                        still spoken in what is now Mexico and Central America
                                            (Resnick,
                                            1981). Words borrowed from Nahuatl into Spanish
                                        tend to label plant and animal species indigenous to the
                                        region, for which the Spanish conquistadors had no adequate
                                        word. These include tiza, coyote, ocelote,
                                            chocolate, guajolote, tomate, aguacate, and
                                            cacahuate, (‘chalk’, ‘coyote’,
                                        ‘ocelot’, ‘chocolate’, ‘turkey’, ‘tomato’, ‘avocado’,
                                        ‘peanut’) among many others (Penny, 2002; Resnick, 1981). The majority of
                                        these words, in their Spanish forms, end in the sequence
                                        /-te#/, corresponding to Nahuatl /-tl#/, the singular
                                        absolutive form of nouns ending in a vowel (Schwaller,
                                        2001).
English
English borrowings into Spanish have
                                        dramatically increased since the mid-twentieth century.
                                        Borrowed words from English include váter
                                        ‘water closet’, club ‘club’,
                                            esmoquín ‘tuxedo’,
                                            táper ‘tupperware’,
                                            poster ‘poster’, and
                                            fútbol ‘soccer’ (Klein-Andreu, 2010; Obediente, 2000;
                                            Penny, 2002).
                                        Because borrowings from Romance comprise 50% of the English
                                        lexicon, many English items also have an etymological origin
                                        that can be traced back to Latin (Schepens et al., 2013). This
                                        results in doublets in which the borrowed English term and
                                        the older Spanish term share a Latin etymological origin and
                                        overlap in meaning and phonology:
                                            poster/puesto ‘poster/post’ (Latin
                                            positum), porch/pórtico
                                        (Latin: porticus), etc. While the original Latin
                                        terms contained a final vowel, the English form often does
                                        not. This is due to a phonological rule in English in which
                                        final vowels were deleted (Lass, 2006).
French
French borrowings were most common in the
                                        eighteenth century, when Spain was occupied by the Bourbons,
                                        prompting the loan of various military terms:
                                            brigada, fusil, cadete etc. (‘brigade’,
                                        ‘rifle’, ‘cadet’) (Klein-Andreu, 2010). Many other French terms
                                        from this period, as well as the nineteenth and twentieth
                                        centuries, refer to fashion, food and luxury items,
                                        demonstrating the importance of French culture in these
                                        domains: coñac, sofá, champán, cruasán, chaqueta,
                                            boutique, etc. (‘cognac’, ‘sofa’, ‘champagne’,
                                        ‘croissant’, ‘jacket’, ‘boutique’) Many of these words have
                                        oxytone stress. Notice that the term
                                            boutique and the Spanish form
                                            bodega ‘winery’ are a doublet with a
                                        common etymological origin: Latin 
                                            apotheca
                                         ‘repository’.

                        3.Regularities arise
These protected and borrowed forms at once reduce
                                regularity across the Spanish lexicon but also foment regularity
                                within the subset of protected and borrowed forms. Regularity is
                                reduced by introducing structures and sounds that, while
                                phonotactically permissible in Spanish, are less frequent than other
                                structures (ex: word-initial /#al-/ (Arabic) or oxytone stress
                                (French) as in the words café [kaˈfe] or sofa [soˈfa]). Regularities
                                exist due to common patterns within the respective borrowings
                                themselves. Thus, there is some predictability in the link between
                                the form and origin of a borrowed or protected item. A native
                                Spanish speaker is unlikely to have knowledge of a given word’s
                                etymological origin. However, below we outline how a speaker might
                                take advantage of the regularities of the form, origin, and meaning
                                of loanwords.
In order to precisely calculate the predictability of
                                these origin-form connections, it would be necessary to have
                                comprehensive corpora from each language of origin as well as the
                                means to determine the density of the given phonetic or phonotactic
                                characteristic in the Spanish lexicon. For most of the origin-form
                                connections described in this squib, this is currently not feasible,
                                due to the lack of comprehensive loanword lists and the
                                non-existence of phonotactic probability calculators for features
                                such as oxytone or proparoxytone stress. However, the density of
                                word-initial /#al-/ in Arabic is considered here as an example of
                                statistically predictable loanword forms. A corpus of 1205 Arabic
                                loanwords was compiled (Corriente Córdoba, 2003; Pan, 2002; Pezzi, 1995; Salgado, 1996; Sola-Solé, 1983). Of those items, 49.3%
                                (594) began with /#a-/ and 30.7% (370) began with /#al-/. The
                                Phonotactic Probability Calculator (Vitevich & Luce, 2004) was utilized to
                                determine the phonotactic probability of these same structures
                                across the Spanish lexicon. The probability of /#a-/ is 0.121, and
                                the probability that <<l>> would be the second letter of
                                a Spanish word is 0.034. This figure includes not only /#al-/ forms,
                                but all forms with <<l>> in second position, such as
                                    playa, iluminar, claro, etc. Though we were
                                unable to locate a tool to calculate the precise proportion of
                                /#al-/ words in the Spanish lexicon, this probability shows that
                                /#al-/ words must account for less than 3.4% of items in the Spanish
                                lexicon, compared to an estimated 30.7% of Arabic loanwords. This
                                link potentially extends to the semantic domain as well; there is
                                some predictability between a word’s origin and its semantic
                                content, as noted in Section 2.2 above.
A third link could be drawn (indirectly) between the
                                form of a word and its semantic content. Because a speaker may not
                                be aware of the etymological history of most lexical items, the link
                                between origin and word form or origin and semantic content may not
                                exist in the individual speaker’s lexicon. The third link between
                                form and meaning, however, could develop through statistical
                                regularities. That is to say, if /#al-/ is more statistically likely
                                to be an Arabic loanword and also more likely to refer to be a
                                scientific term, speakers may draw a connection between /#al-/ forms
                                and scientific semantic content. This need not involve knowledge of
                                the word’s etymological origin, which most speakers are unlikely to
                                know. Rather, the repeated co-activation of the form /#al-/ and
                                scientific meanings could result in an association between the two,
                                even in the absence of etymological knowledge. This hypothetical
                                association merits investigation. If learners do form associations
                                between loanwords’ forms and meanings, it would reveal an important
                                connection between the complicated history of the Spanish lexicon
                                and lexical processing by speakers of Modern Spanish. That is, the
                                atypical forms across the Spanish lexicon due to borrowing may not
                                only result in greater phonological and phonotactic diversity of
                                Spanish word forms, but may present patterns that could be utilized
                                to modulate lexical activation.
This possibility is best understood within a Parallel
                                Distributed Processing model (McClelland, Rumelhart, & PDP Research Group, 1986),
                                which models lexical processing as inhibitory and excitatory
                                activation of simple units within a network. The connections between
                                units within the network develop through exposure to input and are
                                highly sensitive to statistical regularities. Word recognition is a
                                competitive activation process; the language user utilizes phonetic
                                input as well as other cues in the environment to increase or
                                decrease activation of competing lexical representations. With
                                respect to Spanish loanwords, exposure to regularities between forms
                                such as /#al-/ and scientific terms could train the network by
                                strengthening excitatory activations between the two. Upon hearing
                                /#al-/, a learner might increase activation of lexical units
                                pertaining to the sciences. This increased activation could be quite
                                large or quite small, depending on the robustness of the regularity.
                                Below, we outline some predictable phonological and semantic
                                characteristics of Spanish words originating in Arabic, Nahuatl,
                                English, and French, as well as cultismos. Further
                                research is needed to determine whether each of these affects
                                Spanish lexical processing.
Arabic
Alcalde (mayor), alfileres (pins), álgebra
                                    (algebra), algoritmo (algorithm), almacenes (warehouses),
                                    alquiler (rent), alquimia (alchemy), arroz (rice), azucena
                                    (lily), cenit (zenith), cero (zero), cifra (figure), jarabe
                                    (syrup), jazmín (jasmine), etc.
Phonological characteristics: word-initial /#a-/
                                    or /#al-/
Semantic characteristics: agriculture, military,
                                    commerce, science
Nahuatl
Aguacate (avocado), cacahuete (peanut), cacao
                                    (cacao), chicle (gum), chocolate (chocolate), coyote (coyote),
                                    guajalote (turkey), jícara (gourd), ocelote (ocelot), petate
                                    (straw mat), sinsonte (mockingbird), tamal (tamale), tiza
                                    (chalk), tomate (tomato), etc.
Phonological characteristics: word-final
                                    /-te#/
Semantic characteristics: plants and animals
                                    indigenous to Mexico
English
Airbag (airbag), beicon (bacon), béisbol
                                    (baseball), club (club), container (container), crol (crawl),
                                    cúter (cutter), nailon (nylon), nocaut (knockout), pádel (paddle
                                    tennis), táper (Tupperware), váter (water closet), etc.
Phonological characteristics: word-final
                                    consonants
Semantic characteristics: modern cultural
                                    exports
French
Aterrizar (to land), boutique (boutique), brigada
                                    (brigade), cadete (cadet), champán (champagne), chaqueta
                                    (jacket), corsé (corset), cruasán (croissant), desertar (to
                                    desert), fusil (rifle), maquillaje (makeup), marrón (brown),
                                    pantalón (pants), sofá (sofa), etc.
Phonological characteristics: favor oxytone
                                    stress
Semantic characteristics: fashion, military
Latin borrowings and cultismos
Adolescente (adolescent), campus (campus),
                                    cátedra (professorship), cautela (caution), currículum
                                    (curriculum), cándido (candid), cóncavo (concave), fábula
                                    (fable), íntegro (integral), intrépido (intrepid), lactosa
                                    (lactose), multitudinario (multitudinous), nocturno (nocturnal),
                                    ultimátum (ultimatum) etc.
Phonological characteristics: proparoxytone
                                    stress, /-kt-/ in word-medial position, word-final /-us#/ and
                                    /-um#/
Semantic characteristics: words belonging to
                                    bodies of power such as the Church, politics, science, academia
                                    (written contexts)

                        4.Implications
The regularities that arise between a word’s
                                phonological form, its semantic content, and its language of origin
                                have important implications for the Spanish lexicon and indeed for
                                all lexicons. For example, with respect to Spanish, a learner might
                                extract probabilistic information from the form of a noun. We
                                hypothesize that upon hearing word initial /#al-/, the listener may
                                be able to predict (though not determine) that the word is more
                                likely to relate in some way to agriculture, the military, commerce,
                                or science. For known words, this predictability may affect
                                processing. At the level of form, knowing that /#al-/ tends to be
                                the prefix for nouns can facilitate processing and also allows words
                                with this prefix to be grouped together in the lexicon of the
                                learner. For unknown words, it may help the learner deduce the
                                semantic content of the word in context. Upon hearing a word-final
                                /te-#/, the listener can predict that the word is more likely to
                                bear a connection to other words of Nahuatl (or at least
                                Mexican-Spanish) origin and labels a plant or animal native to
                                Central America, increasing activation of those items. The
                                relationship between a word’s origin, its form, and its meaning is
                                probabilistic. Though this kind of information can help learners
                                increase or decrease activation of competing lexical items, it is
                                not a tool to determine meaning. For example, upon hearing the name
                                of a new animal that ends in /-te#/, the learner might increase
                                activation of units pertaining to animals native to Mexico, though
                                other /-te#/ words not of Nahuatl origin, such as
                                    elefante ‘elephant’ and
                                    cantante ‘singer’ will also be activated. Other
                                information, such as context and the phonetic form of the rest of
                                the word is necessary to resolve lexical competition. Thus, native
                                Spanish speakers and learners of Spanish can benefit from the
                                ‘regularities within irregularities’ that exist in the lexicon,
                                taking advantage of shared phonological and semantic characteristics
                                that occur across these exceptions to facilitate lexical
                                processing.
The existence of doublets, through both
                                    cultismos and non-Latin borrowings, presents
                                another type of probabilistic knowledge across the lexicon:
                                form-to-form mappings within the native Spanish lexicon.1 Certain phonological
                                differences between doublets reflect regularities. For example, if a
                                Spanish cultismo contains the word-medial sequence
                                /-lt-/ or /-kt-/, it predictably corresponds to /-t͡ʃ-/ in the
                                popular form: multitudinario/mucho
                                ‘multitudinous/many’, nocturno/noche
                                ‘nocturnal/night’, lactosa/leche ‘lactose/milk’,
                                and if a cultismo demonstrates proparoxytone
                                stress, it typically corresponds to a popular form with paroxytone
                                stress: íntegro/entero ‘integral/entire’,
                                    cátedra/cadera ‘professorship/hip’
                                (/ˈin.te.gɾo/-/en.ˈte.ɾo/, /ˈka.te.dɾa/-/ka.ˈde.ɾa/). Likewise,
                                among doublets involving words borrowed from French, word-final
                                stress in the French loanword frequently corresponds to penultimate
                                stress in the Spanish form: boutique/bodega
                                ‘boutique/winery’ /bow.ˈtik/-/bo.ˈde.ga/. Among doublets from
                                English loanwords, the English borrowing often ends in a consonant
                                and corresponds to a Spanish word ending in a vowel:
                                    póster/puesto ‘poster/post’,
                                    porch/pórtico ‘porch/portico’.
These examples are a small part of a system of
                                phonological correspondences between word forms across the Spanish
                                lexicon. This system of correspondences links phonologically
                                distinct sounds or sequences such as /-kt-/ and /-t͡ʃ-/ due to their
                                correspondence across doublets and paradigms.2
                            
Evidence from psycholinguistic studies demonstrate that
                                monolingual speakers are able to overcome phonological mismatch in
                                lexical processing (Frauenfelder, Scholten, & Content, 2001; McMurray, Tanenhaus, & Aslin,
                                    2009; Swingley &
                                    Aslin, 2000; White,
                                    Yee, Blumstein, & Morgan, 2013). This could account
                                for a speaker’s ability to recognize the similarity in forms between
                                    noche ‘night’ and nocturno
                                ‘nocturnal’ despite the mismatch between the / t͡ʃ/ phoneme in the
                                derived word and the /-kt-/ sequence in the
                                    cultismo. Our novel suggestion, however, goes
                                beyond the tolerance of mismatch to suggest that Spanish speakers
                                may not only be able to overcome the / t͡ʃ/, /-kt-/ distinction
                                between the two words, but actually develop a connection between
                                /-kt-/ and /-t͡ʃ-/ through exposure to doublets. The result of this
                                connection would be increased activation of words containing /-t͡ʃ-/
                                when /-kt-/ is heard or vice versa. The degree of increased
                                activation may be slight for correspondences that are not robust
                                across the lexicon. There is not yet evidence of mappings between
                                phonetically dissimilar phones in monolingual processing. However,
                                studies in bilingual processing have provided evidence that
                                bilinguals develop mappings between distinct L1-L2 graphemes (VanHove, 2016) and phones
                                    (O’Neill, 2018) that
                                aid in L2 word recognition and learning.
Loanwords within the Spanish lexicon expose the speaker
                                to the phonetics and phonotactics of the language of origin,
                                potentially leading to similar awareness of correspondences.
                                Crucially, however, this is only the case for phones and structures
                                that are not repaired when the item borrowed is borrowed into
                                Spanish. For example, monolingual Spanish speakers may extract
                                knowledge about word-final stress in French from the many French
                                loanwords that exemplify this rule: corsé ‘corset’,
                                    pantalón ‘pants’, avión
                                ‘plane’, etc.3 However, the
                                monolingual speaker cannot use their Spanish lexicon to deduce the
                                existence of the phoneme /ʒ/ in French or the acceptance of
                                word-final /-t#/, as these are altered when forms are borrowed into
                                Spanish: Spanish chaqueta ‘jacket’ /t͡ʃa.ˈke.ta/
                                from French jaquette /ʒa.ˈket/.
The ability to extract phonological correspondences
                                across doublets requires a high density of doublets, which is
                                affected by both the number of items borrowed and whether those
                                terms exist alongside a pre-existing, semantically and
                                phonologically related term in the lexicon. This occurs if there are
                                multiple periods of borrowing between languages, with significant
                                sound changes between periods of borrowing. This is the case with
                                Spanish and Latin; Latin words underwent sound changes to become
                                derived words in Spanish, then the same Latin forms borrowed
                                directly into Spanish once more.4 On the other hand, there are no (or very few) known
                                doublets from Nahuatl within Spanish. The same regularities could
                                not be extracted or utilized to facilitate Nahuatl loanword
                                recognition. It is unknown whether the sound-to-sound
                                correspondences across doublets of Latin origin are robust enough
                                for speakers to develop and utilize in lexical processing. Another
                                aspect of this issue is the regularity of correspondence, i.e. the
                                frequency with which /t͡ʃ/ in a derived form aligns with /-kt-/ in a
                                    cultismo. However, correspondences may be
                                implicitly learned and utilized even if the regularity of a
                                correspondence is not perfect. Evidence from bilingual processing
                                reveals that learners can develop and utilize competing
                                sound-to-sound mappings across cognates (ex: implicit knowledge that
                                English /ʃ/ can correspond to /s/ English-inglés, /
                                t͡ʃ/ shawl/chal or /sk/
                                    fresh-fresco, among other competing
                                correspondences) (O’Neill,
                                    2018).

                        5.Conclusions
In this squib we have examined phonological tendencies
                                among words borrowed into the Spanish lexicon; these did not undergo
                                phonological changes that the Spanish lexicon suffered prior to
                                their borrowing. This introduces irregularity into the phonological
                                forms across the lexicon. However, we argue that within borrowings
                                and cultismos, there are also important
                                probabilistic regularities between word origin, phonological form,
                                and meaning, and that these may have implications for Spanish
                                lexical processing. Our approach makes an attempt to connect the
                                fields of historical linguistics and psycholinguistics by examining
                                how the history of sound change and borrowings results in patterns
                                across the lexicon that might impact how speakers (without knowledge
                                of historical linguistics or etymology) process Spanish words.
                                Research is needed to investigate the strength and development of
                                correspondences within the L1 lexicon. It is unknown whether the
                                probabilistic links between form and meaning within borrowed terms
                                might also affect language processing. The extent to which the
                                speaker utilizes these regularities in monolingual speech processing
                                merits further study.

                    
                        Notes

                                
                                1.Other form-to-form mappings across the lexicon
                                    include words with orthographic and/or phonological overlap.
                                    There is strong evidence to suggest that these mappings and
                                    overlap play a role in lexical processing (Cristoffanini, Kirsner, & Milech,
                                        1986; Davis,
                                        1998; De Groot,
                                        Delmaar, & Lupker, 2000; Dijkstra, Grainger, & Van Heuven,
                                        1999)①


                            

                                
                                2.Paradigms introduce another source of phonological
                                    correspondences. Ex: speakers may link /e/ and /i/ through both
                                    paradigmatic correspondences servir/sirvo.①


                            

                                
                                3.This requires that the speaker have some knowledge
                                    that these terms originate from French. This might be explicit
                                    knowledge about the words’ origin or implicit, analogical
                                    knowledge that links French loanwords in the lexicon. When
                                    exposed to L2 French, the learner must connect the phonological
                                    regularities across these loanwords to French input, either
                                    explicitly or implicitly.①


                            

                                
                                4.In English, the long history of contact with
                                    French has resulted in word sets such as
                                            incantation,
                                        enchanted, enchanté, each
                                    borrowed from French during a different time period and
                                    demonstrating a different phone ([k], [t͡ʃ] and [ʃ]
                                    respectively) at the beginning of the root morpheme
                                        (Online Etymology Dictionary).①
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Part IIInnovative approaches to clitics and noun phrases in Romance


        
        
        
        
            
Chapter 6Me gohtaba ehta linguaji barranquenhaVariable object clitics in Barranquenho
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The villa of Barrancos, Portugal, has a
                                multilingual population that in addition to European Portuguese and
                                Spanish also speaks an autochthonous contact variety, Barranquenho.
                                Previous research on several phonological and morphosyntactic
                                properties suggest Barranquenho is a mixed language albeit not a
                                prototypical one. The current study analyzes 895 tokens of object
                                clitics taken from a corpus of 20 native-speaker interviews and
                                examines their placement, morphology and distribution in specific
                                constructions. Results suggest that Barranquenho speakers possess a
                                mixed clitic system containing both Spanish and Portuguese-like
                                properties. The data also suggest a more Spanish-like placement
                                pattern; one that is sensitive to finiteness rather than the
                                presence/absence of various operators or morphophonological (PF)
                                restrictions when interpreted in light of current approaches to the
                                syntax of clitics. Moreover, this study has implications for
                                existing typological models of contact varieties and point to future
                                research regarding the application of syntactic models to these
                                approaches.

Keywords: 	Clitic pronouns,
	Clitic placement,
	Spanish,
	European Portuguese,
	Mixed language
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Starting with Introduction to Hispanic
                                    Linguistics, I took enough classes to claim the title
                                of Most Classes with Paula Kempchinsky and I could
                                not be prouder. I am in her debt for her generous gifts of time,
                                expertise and energy in making myself and so many others the
                                scholars we are today.

                        1.Introduction
On the border of Portugal and Spain, in the A
                                    Raia/La Raia region, the roughly 2,000 inhabitants of
                                the southeastern Portuguese villa of Barrancos maintain a unique
                                contact variety, Barranquenho, containing elements of both Alentejo
                                Portuguese and Extremeño Spanish (Clements, Amaral, & Luís, 2011; Garrett, 2015, 2016; Navas Sánchez-Élez, 1992, 2000). Leite de Vasconcelos’s
                                    (1955) monograph suggests that Barranquenho emerged no
                                later than the late nineteenth century, but can most likely trace
                                its origins to the sixteenth century (Clements, 2009). Further, the area in and
                                around Barrancos is known for its cultural distinctiveness which,
                                while containing elements of Spanish and Portuguese cultures, is
                                clearly distinct from both national cultures (de Sousa, 2008). In this contact situation,
                                a linguistic variety is maintained by a specific group, not out of a
                                lack of another means to communicate, but rather as a way to
                                establish social identity. Barranquenho provides an interesting
                                linguistic case study since this population of Spanish-Portuguese
                                bilinguals maintains its own, third autochthonous variety which
                                meets the need of language for managing social relations between
                                speakers and their neighbors (Clements, Amaral, & Luís, 2011: 395). The melding of
                                cultures in Barrancos creates a uniquely independent population that
                                sees itself as nem espanhol, nem português ‘neither
                                Spanish nor Portuguese’ (Leite
                                    de Vasconcelos, 1955) and it is this intimate connection
                                between Barranquenho and the local culture which may explain its
                                emergence and maintenance.
The current study builds on a small number of seminal
                                studies that identify several qualitative differences between
                                Barranquenho and modern European Portuguese across linguistic
                                domains (Clements, 2009;
                                    Clements Amaral, & Luís,
                                    2011). These studies have looked at a variety of
                                structures with the goal of pinpointing specific, defining features
                                of Barranquenho, and while some small-scale quantitative research
                                has been done (cf. Clements
                                    & Lorenzino, 2006; Garrett, 2016), current research has not
                                yet conducted an in-depth, quantitative analysis of individual
                                properties within a specific framework of mixed languages. This
                                study aims to fill this gap by analyzing the distribution of form
                                and phenomena relevant to the use of pronominal object clitics
                                (POCs) and places them within a framework of mixed languages and
                                syntactic models of clitics (Croft, 2000; Matras
                                    & Bakker, 2003; Mavrogiorios, 2013; Raposo & Uriagereka, 2005). The study shows that the
                                underlying syntactic structure of Barranquenho reflects a
                                Spanish-like system that is sensitive to finiteness, and that, in
                                agreement with prior research, Barranquenho is not a prototypical
                                mixed language. Further, results suggest that current frameworks of
                                mixed languages may not be composed of discrete categories of
                                different kinds of mixed contact varieties, but rather continua of
                                shared features.

                        2.Introduction to Barranquenho
If the purpose of language is to encode reality,
                                communicate, and manage social relations (Clements, Amaral, & Luís, 2011: 395),
                                the linguistic dynamic of Barrancos begs the question: if the
                                population already is bilingual in both Spanish and Portuguese, what
                                is the function of maintaining a third variety that it is not spoken
                                outside the local community? The answer most likely lies in the
                                socio-cultural and historical context of the contact situation in
                                    A Raia. The area has changed hands at least
                                eight times between Spain (Castile) and Portugal since the Iberian
                                    Reconquista and was not firmly Portuguese
                                territory until the early 20th century. These close cultural and
                                historical ties with Spain and its own cultural identity independent
                                of either country have been proposed as the source of the emergence
                                and maintenance of Barranquenho (de Sousa, 2008).
In Medieval Iberia, Castilian became the language of
                                prestige and the lingua franca of the
                                    Reconquista as its political and economic
                                prestige increased (Clements,
                                    2009; Lapesa,
                                    1981). Consequently, for most of the 800-year boundary
                                dispute of the area of A Raia/La Raia, Spanish
                                maintained its elevated status in the region. In his interviews of
                                native Barranquenhos, Leite de Vasconcelos (1955: 6–8) records that, in
                                Barrancos, many professionals spoke Spanish while Andrés-Diaz (2007) also
                                notes that Barrancos’s most influential citizens claimed Spanish
                                ancestry. Despite Spanish maintaining a level of prestige in many
                                fields such as commerce, healthcare and media outlets, Portuguese
                                has gradually been increasing in use and prestige and is the
                                    de-facto language of local government,
                                education and religious life in modern Barrancos as well as
                                formal/professional situations (de Sousa, 2008; Navas Sánchez-Élez, 1992). Nevertheless, deep
                                connections with Spain have continued even today; Clements remarks
                                that many Barranquenhos still travel across the border to Spain to
                                visit friends and family, shop, and seek medical attention
                                (2009: 195). Still, the maintenance of the native contact variety
                                serves to foment the distinct non-Lusophone/non-Hispanic identity.
                                Barranquenho holds a prominent place in daily life, especially in
                                informal interactions. It is most frequently the variety spoken by
                                those born in Barrancos in informal contexts and, while the eldest
                                generation may change to Spanish from time to time, they can
                                effectively communicate in Barranquenho. Moreover, both Clements (2009) and de Sousa (2008) note that
                                most young people speak Barranquenho when not in these formal
                                situations suggesting the variety’s maintenance is strong.
2.1Barranquenho as a mixed language
From the linguistic dynamic observed in previous
                                    research, Barrancos possesses a multilingual community fluent in
                                    all three local languages. Further, Barranquenho’s maintenance
                                    and origins within their socio-historical and socio-cultural
                                    context and the centuries-old political exchange of the area
                                    between the two countries has fomented a unique sense of
                                    identity, which leads most local residents to connect more
                                    strongly with their local community than any broader political
                                    nation (Navas Sánchez-Élez,
                                        1992). Clements
                                        (2009) and Navas
                                        Sánchez-Élez (2001) both assert that the variety
                                    itself most likely has its origins in bilingualism, with native
                                    Spanish speakers introducing more Spanish-like traits into
                                    interlanguage varieties of Portuguese. Leite de Vasconcelos
                                    writes that there had been a majority Castilian population as
                                    early as late 15th and early 16th century (1939: 3). Due to the area frequently
                                    changing hands between Portugal and Spain a majority population
                                    of Spanish speakers has had to acquire Portuguese. Therefore,
                                    many Spanish-like elements from learner varieties may have been
                                    incorporated into the everyday speech such as the various clitic
                                    phenomena discussed in this paper.
As claimed in previous research (cf. Clements, Amaral, & Luís,
                                        2011; Navas
                                        Sánchez-Élez, 1992, 2000, 2001), Barranquenho emerged as the
                                    result of a prolonged multilingual context in which a majority
                                    Spanish-speaking population adopted Portuguese as a second
                                    language over several centuries, thus, forming a unique variety.
                                    Several of these analyses affirm that Barranquenho displays
                                    properties of a mixed language; albeit not a prototypical mixed
                                    language. For instance, Clements, Amaral and Luís (2011) discuss each of
                                        Matras and Bakker’s
                                        (2003) mixed language properties with respect to
                                    Barranquenho.
(1)
A mixed language…
	
                                                …is a native and shared
                                                  language of a community of speakers;

                                            
	
                                                …develops in situations of
                                                  community bilingualism in which both languages are
                                                  spoken to a reasonable degree;

                                            
	
                                                …has split ancestry, i.e. it
                                                  is difficult to identify just one ancestor
                                                  language;

                                            
	
                                                …is a community language
                                                  which is not intended to bridge a communication
                                                  gap between speakers of different languages;

                                            
	
                                                …has speakers who constitute
                                                  a separate ethnic group;

                                            
	
                                                …has a lexicon from one
                                                  language and the morphosyntax from the other
                                                  language (modulo specific cases);

                                            
	
                                                …emerges rapidly
                                                  prototypically.

                                            




They find that regarding properties (1a) and (1d), Barranquenho is a
                                    shared community language and is a native language; however, it
                                    is not the only language. With respect to (1b), it is most likely
                                    that Spanish-Portuguese bilingualism was the source of this
                                    variety. Regarding (1c), they find that the typological similarity of the
                                    two languages makes it difficult to tease apart which language
                                    specific shared properties come from. However, there are several
                                    salient properties, such as pronominal objects, that can be
                                    examined quantitatively. While Barranquenhos view themselves as
                                    culturally distinct from both Spain and Portugal, they are not
                                    viewed, nor do they view themselves as a separate ethnic group,
                                    thus, excluding (1e).
                                    Despite the typological similarity between the two languages,
                                    which makes it difficult to separate elements to the specific
                                    source languages for specific lexical items, Clements et al.
                                    maintain that the Barranquenho lexicon is mostly Portuguese and
                                    that its phonological form is more mixed (but contains more
                                    features from Portuguese) (1f). Finally, (1g) does not necessarily apply to Barranquenho, as
                                    it is noted in Leite de
                                        Vasconcelos (1955) that the variety has existed at
                                    least since the late nineteenth century and most likely emerged
                                    over a longer period of time before (cf. Clements, 2009; Clements, Amaral, & Luís,
                                    2011).
Clements et al. conclude that some, but not all,
                                    of these properties may apply to Barranquenho due to the unique
                                    situation of typological similarity between the two languages
                                    and they move to propose that the conceptualization of a mixed
                                    language may be a more nebulous construct than the criteria
                                    proposed in Matras and
                                        Bakker (2003). That is, while Barranquenho may not
                                    fulfill all of the properties proposed in certain models of
                                    mixed languages, it can still be considered a mixed language. As
                                    a mixed language, Barranquenho is certainly a unique case.
                                    Normally in contexts of language shift, a
                                    population adopts a new target language resulting in either the
                                    creation of an entirely new variety or the incomplete or
                                    variable acquisition of the target language, leading to eventual
                                    language change. In the case of Barranquenho, there is not a
                                    full-scale loss or attrition of the substrate language
                                    (Spanish), but rather maintenance of the native language and the
                                    adoption of the target language alongside the emergence of the
                                    contact variety (Barranquenho). Furthermore, the contact variety
                                    appears to be maintained primarily as a marker of
                                    social/cultural identity and may not be exclusively
                                    linguistically motivated. This is congruent with Croft’s (2000)
                                    evolutionary model of language change explained below.
2.2The evolutionary model of language change
In his model of language change, Croft (2000) extends
                                    evolutionary processes and theories of selection to linguistic
                                    change. This model likens language as a kind of parasite which
                                    relies on its host – the speaker – to continue to reproduce its
                                    DNA – the utterance. Further, just as a species is a
                                    reproductively isolated group of individuals, a group of
                                    speakers can propagate linguistic forms via discourse. Croft’s
                                    model of language change is incumbent on two processes:
                                        innovation and
                                    propagation. In ‘normal’ reproduction, there
                                    would be the exact reduplication of a feature that is identical
                                    to prior instantiations of that feature. However, if these
                                    features can be reproduced in discourse in novel ways or in a
                                    way that defies prior convention, innovation
                                    takes place. The second process of propagation
                                    takes place when innovative instantiation
                                    reproduces itself. These notions are based on conventions within
                                    speech communities and are tightly integrated into social
                                    convention, suggesting that while linguistic principles are
                                    operating, language change is ultimately social. For Croft, it
                                    is the speakers and communities themselves that serve as pools
                                    for the introduction of novel linguistic features
                                        (innovation) and their subsequent
                                        propagation. This model does provide for
                                    the emergence of hybrid organisms when speakers of different
                                    varieties interact. The emergence of bilingualism and bilingual
                                    varieties, then, creates an environment in which a learner may
                                    introduce forms that may carry equivalent function in their
                                    interlanguage (Prévost &
                                        White, 2000; Siegel, 2008). The production and propagation of
                                    these ‘hybrid’ utterances can lead to a hybrid system: mixed
                                    languages.

                        3.POCs in Spanish, European Portuguese and Barranquenho
As this study examines a specific property of a mixed
                                language, both the substrate and superstrate languages must be
                                analyzed with respect to the emerging variety. The descriptive facts
                                concerning clitic placement in Spanish are relatively
                                straightforward and is often categorized as being sensitive to
                                finiteness, as proclisis is obligatory with finite verbs (with or
                                without an auxiliary) and negative imperative forms (2)–(4). Enclisis is only observed with non-finite
                                forms (gerunds and infinitives) and in finite imperative forms, as
                                illustrated in (5)–(9).
(2)

                                        
                                                  María
                                                  
María

 
                                                  
                                                  lo
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  compró
                                                  
bought.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 (*compró-lo)

                                    ‘María bought it.’



(3)

                                        
                                                  María
                                                  
María

 
                                                  
                                                  lo
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  ha
                                                  
has.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  comprado
                                                  
bought.
                                                  part
                                                  
                                                  

 (*ha lo comprado)

                                    ‘María has bought it.’



(4)

                                        
                                                  ¡No
                                                  
No

 
                                                  
                                                  lo
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  hagas!
                                                  
do.
                                                  imp
                                                  
                                                  

 (*hagas-lo)

                                    ‘Don’t do it!’



(5)

                                        
                                                  ¡Hazlo!
                                                  
Do.
                                                  imp
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 (*lo haz)

                                    
                                        ‘Do it!’
                                    



(6)

                                        
                                                  Después
                                                  
After

 
                                                  de
                                                  
of

 
                                                  haberlo
                                                  
                                                  
have.
                                                  inf
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  comprado…
                                                  
bought.
                                                  part
                                                  
                                                  

 (*lo haber)

                                    
                                        ‘After having bought it…’



(7)

                                        
                                                  Después
                                                  
After

 
                                                  de
                                                  
of

 
                                                  comprarlo…
                                                  
buy.
                                                  inf
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 (*lo comprar)

                                    ‘After buying it…’



(8)

                                        
                                                  Estaba
                                                  
Was3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  buscándolo…
                                                  
looking.
                                                  ger
                                                  -cl…

 (*lo buscando)

                                    ‘She was looking for it…’



(9)

                                        
                                                  Habiéndolo
                                                  
                                                  
having.
                                                  ger
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  buscado…
                                                  
looked-for.
                                                  part
                                                  
                                                  

 (*lo habiendo)

                                    ‘Having looked for it…’



On the other hand, European Portuguese (EP) does not
                                show the same sensitivity to finiteness, given that both proclisis
                                and enclisis with finite and non-finite verbs are possible (Madeira, 1992).1 Rather, clitic placement in
                                EP is incumbent upon the presence of specific operators such as
                                negation, quantifiers, indefinite pronouns, and
                                wh/interrogative elements.2 Several factors, ranging from pragmatics,
                                lexical frequency to morphonological requirements, as to what
                                conditions pro- or enclisis are discussed in previous research
                                    (Barbosa, 2000; Kempchinsky, 2013; Mavrogiorgios, 2013; Raposo & Uriagereka,
                                    2005; Washington,
                                    2015). Typically, when these operators are not present,
                                enclisis holds in EP. For instance, in finite matrix clauses with no
                                pragmatically-driven non-canonical word order (e.g. fronted focus),
                                enclisis is the norm.
(10)

                                        
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  Pedro
                                                  
Pedro

 
                                                  viu-a
                                                  
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  na
                                                  
in-the

 
                                                  biblioteca.
                                                  
library

 (*a viu)

                                    ‘Pedro saw her in the library.’



(11)

                                        
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  Pedro
                                                  
Pedro

 
                                                  tem-a
                                                  
                                                  
have.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  visto
                                                  
seen.
                                                  part
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  últimamente.
                                                  
lately

 (*a tem visto)

                                    ‘Pedro has been seeing her lately.’



(12)

                                        
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  Pedro
                                                  
Pedro

 
                                                  deve-te
                                                  
                                                  
should.3sg-
                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  chamar.
                                                  
call
                                                  inf
                                                  
                                                  

 (chamar-te
                                                3/*te deve)

                                    ‘Pedro should call you.’



Further, EP shows a clear distinction with negation
                                    (13), in
                                    wh/interrogative contexts (14a) and, also, a strict
                                obligatory proclisis in subordination (15). However, in in-situ
                                    yes/no questions enclisis is maintained (14b) & (c).
(13)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  João
                                                  
João

 
                                                  viu-a.
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 (*a viu)

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  João
                                                  
João

 
                                                  não
                                                  
no

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  viu.
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 (*viu-a)

                                            
                                            ‘João saw/didn’t see her.’

                                        




(14)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Onde
                                                  
Where

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  viu
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  João?
                                                  
João

 (*viu-a)

                                            
                                            ‘Where did João see her?’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  João
                                                  
João

 
                                                  viu-a
                                                  
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  na
                                                  
in-the

 
                                                  biblioteca?
                                                  
library

 (*a viu)

                                            
                                            ‘João saw her in the
                                                library?’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  João
                                                  
João

 
                                                  viu-a
                                                  
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  onde?
                                                  
where?

 (*a viu)

                                            
                                            ‘João saw her where?’

                                        




(15)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  João
                                                  
João

 
                                                  viu-a
                                                  
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  ontem.
                                                  
yesterday

 (*a viu)

                                            
                                            ‘João saw her yesterday.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  O
                                                  
The

 
                                                  Pedro
                                                  
Pedro

 
                                                  disse
                                                  
said.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  João
                                                  
João

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  viu
                                                  
saw.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  ontem.
                                                  
yesterday

 (*viu-a)

                                            
                                            ‘Pedro said João saw her
                                                yesterday.’

                                        




These orders are not determined by the temporal
                                specification of the verb (finite v. non-finite) but rather the
                                presence of these operators. Further, proclisis can be found after
                                quantifiers (16),
                                indefinite pronouns (‘someone’, ‘nobody’, etc.) (17) and certain quantifying
                                adverbs such as só/apenas ‘only’ or
                                    até ‘until’ (18).
(16)

                                        
                                                  Tudo
                                                  
All

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  chateia.
                                                  
bores.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 (*chateia-a)

                                    ‘Everything bores her.’



(17)

                                        
                                                  Alguém/Ninguém
                                                  
Someone/Nobody

 
                                                  
                                                  me
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  telefonou
                                                  
called.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  ontem.
                                                  
yesterday

 (*telefonou-me)

                                    ‘Someone/Nobody called me yesterday.’



(18)

                                        
                                                  Apenas/Até
                                                  
Only/Until

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  João
                                                  
João

 
                                                  
                                                  te
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  reconheceu.
                                                  
recognized.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 (*reconheceu-te)

                                    ‘João hardly recognized you.’



Finally, non-canonical topicalized elements (19) or fronted focus (20) & (21a) display proclisis in
                                EP while other dislocated topics (21b) & (22) display enclisis.
(19)

                                        
                                                  Dele
                                                  
Of-him

 
                                                  
                                                  se
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  sabe
                                                  
know.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  pouca
                                                  
little

 
                                                  coisa.
                                                  
thing

 

                                    ‘Little is known about him.’



(20)

                                        
                                                  SEMPRE
                                                  
Always

 
                                                  
                                                  me
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  preguntam
                                                  
ask.3pl
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  por
                                                  
for

 
                                                  ti.
                                                  
you.
                                                  obl
                                                  
                                                  

 

                                    ‘They always ask for you.’



(21)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  ISSO,
                                                  
This

 
                                                  
                                                  lhe
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  disse
                                                  
said.1sg
                                                  
                                                  

 

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  Isso,
                                                  
This

 
                                                  disse-lhe
                                                  
                                                  
said.1sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  eu.
                                                  
I

 

                                            
                                            ‘This, I said to him.’

                                        




(22)

                                        
                                                  Ao
                                                  
To-the

 
                                                  João,
                                                  
João

 
                                                  disse-lhe
                                                  
                                                  
said.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  eu
                                                  
I

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  não
                                                  
no

 
                                                  seria
                                                  
would-be.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  possível.
                                                  
possible

 

                                    ‘To João, I told him that it wouldn’t be
                                        possible.’



The current study investigates clitic phenomena that
                                differ between Spanish and Portuguese and how they are realized in
                                Barranquenho. Prior qualitative studies done by Clements, et al. (2011) and
                                    Clements (2009), as
                                well as a small-scale quantitative study in Clements and Lorenzino (2006) and Garrett
                                    (2015, 2016), find several
                                Spanish-like phenomena in clitic data from the Barranquenho corpus
                                used in this study. For instance, Spanish allows doubling of
                                indirect object NPs with the corresponding POCs le
                                [le]; supposedly, this is not the case with Portuguese
                                    lhe [ʎə], since this structure is unknown
                                    (Clements, 2009,
                                p. 202).
(23)

                                        
                                                  
                                                  Le
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  i
                                                  

 
                                                  conté
                                                  
told

 
                                                  todo
                                                  
all

 
                                                  lo
                                                  
that

 
                                                  que
                                                  
which

 
                                                  pasó
                                                  
happened.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  
to

 
                                                  
                                                  María.
                                                  
Maríai
                                                  

 

                                    ‘I told everything that happened to
                                        María.’



As the following examples show, doubling constructions
                                are attested and relatively common.
(24)

                                        
                                                  
                                                  Le
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  conté
                                                  
told.1sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  
to

 
                                                  
                                                  meu
                                                  
                                                  
my

 
                                                  
                                                  pai…
                                                  
father

 (M11: 61)

                                    ‘I told my father…’



(25)

                                        
                                                  i
                                                  
And

 
                                                  ũ
                                                  
one

 
                                                  
                                                  le
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  disse
                                                  
said.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  asĩ
                                                  
thus

 
                                                  
                                                  au
                                                  
                                                  
to-the

 
                                                  
                                                  outru…
                                                  
other…

 (M11: 215)

                                    ‘And one said it to the other…’



(26)

                                        
                                                  i
                                                  
And

 
                                                  eu
                                                  
I

 
                                                  
                                                  lhe
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  disse
                                                  
said.1sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  à
                                                  
                                                  
to-the

 
                                                  
                                                  rapariga…
                                                  
girl…

 (M64: 64)

                                    ‘And I said to the girl…’



(27)

                                        
                                                  i
                                                  
And

 
                                                  
                                                  lhe
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  pedi
                                                  
asked.1sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  
to

 
                                                  
                                                  um
                                                  
                                                  
a

 
                                                  
                                                  colega
                                                  
                                                  
colleague

 
                                                  
                                                  minha…
                                                  
my…

 (F26: 176)

                                    ‘And I asked my colleague…’



What can also be noted in the examples above is that
                                where EP would normally display enclisis (utterance-initial or after
                                a referential subject), the Barranquenho speakers follow the Spanish
                                norm.
Another clitic phenomenon is the phonological
                                coalescence of clitics in EP which does not happen in Spanish in
                                cases of double pronominalization. In EP, an indirect object pronoun
                                    lhe(s) may coalesce with a direct object
                                pronoun o(s) or a(s) forming
                                    lho(s) or lha(s). While double
                                pronominalization is possible in Spanish, coalescence is not. Thus,
                                    le(s) may combine with lo(s)
                                or la(s), but both retain their phonological
                                integrity as se lo(s) or se
                                    la(s).4 Both
                                Spanish and Portuguese clitic combinations are attested in the
                                corpus, yet the Spanish-like construction is more common. One
                                example of this Spanish-like construction cited in Clements, et al. (2011) and
                                    Clements (2009) is
                                given below.
(28)

                                        
                                                  
                                                  Se
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  lu
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  tenhu
                                                  
have.1sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  dizé…
                                                  
say.
                                                  inf
                                                  
                                                  

 (F28: 364)

                                    ‘I have to say to him…’



While prior studies provide many interesting insights
                                into the structure and history of Barranquenho, the only
                                quantitative studies done have been exploratory/preliminary in
                                nature. With this in mind, the current study aims to quantitatively
                                investigate two POC phenomena (placement and doubling) and show
                                that, while Barranquenho may not be a prototypical mixed language,
                                it does possess many characteristics of mixed varieites (Croft, 2000).

                        4.Research questions and hypotheses
RQ1:
What is the distribution and frequency of
                                        clitic placement patterns in Barranquenho and how are they
                                        distributed in those contexts in which are enclitic in
                                        EP?


RQ2:
With what frequency and with what
                                        pronominal form do speakers double indirect object POCs in
                                        Barranquenho?



With respect to RQ1 it is hypothesized that in contexts
                                in which EP would canonically have enclitic orders, Barranquenhos
                                will nearly categorically select proclitic structures.5 While there was some
                                variability in Clements and
                                    Lorenzino’s (2006) preliminary study, this was only shown
                                with one informant and may be unique to one individual. Therefore,
                                it is supposed that if learners have a more Spanish-like placement
                                pattern, this can affirm what the previous analyses predict in their
                                qualitative studies and that the substrate language of Spanish is
                                the source of structural features in Barranquenho. This is also
                                related to RQ2, as it has already been shown that Barranquenho
                                speakers do, in fact, double indirect object pronouns, but their
                                frequency has not been determined prior to this study. The
                                hypothesis then must be somewhat non-directionl; there is indirect
                                object doubling, but the frequency/form is not known; however, a
                                frequency-based model would predict that the Spanish POC forms would
                                appear in doubling constructions more frequently than their
                                Portuguese counterparts. Therefore, with respect to individual
                                forms, this study posits that third person (3p) forms of POCs will
                                display significantly more of the Spanish-like form
                                    le(s) pronounced [le(s)] in indirect object
                                doubling. The prediction is based on the notion of frequency –
                                Barranquenho speakers will have only heard POC doubling with the
                                Spanish forms in their linguistic input.
These hypotheses and questions feed into the larger
                                questions of how Barranquenho can be classified into a previously
                                existing framework of mixed languages and how its clitic system can
                                be classified in current syntactic models. According to linguistic
                                and historical data, the Barranquenho variety emerged from
                                Spanish-speaking residents acquiring Portuguese; yet, as seen in
                                previous examples, the distribution of Barranquenho POCs displays
                                several properties that diverge from the target language despite
                                target-like acquisition of EP clitics being possible by native
                                Spanish speakers (Madeira &
                                    Xavier, 2009).

                        5.Method
To investigate these questions, the present study
                                analyzes twenty speakers of the same corpus of 22 speakers used by
                                    Clements (2009) and
                                    Clements, et al.
                                    (2011). This corpus was collected in 2003 and
                                subsequently transcribed by several local teachers from Barrancos
                                who are also native Barranquenho speakers. These twenty interviews
                                included eleven males and nine females divided into three age
                                groups.
Table 1.Participants

                                    
                                        
                                            	Group
                                            	Ages
                                            	Mean
                                            	Sex
                                        

                                        
                                            	Male
                                            	Female
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	<28
                                            	11, 14, 18, 19, 26, 36, 27
                                            	20.43
                                            	 3
                                            	4
                                        

                                        
                                            	28–54
                                            	28, 31, 33, 33, 35, 52, 53
                                            	39.00
                                            	 4
                                            	3
                                        

                                        
                                            	55+
                                            	57, 62, 64, 78, 83, 86
                                            	71.67
                                            	 4
                                            	2
                                        

                                        
                                            	
                                                
                                                  Total
                                                
                                            
                                            	
                                                
                                                  43.70
                                                
                                            
                                            	
                                                
                                                  11
                                                
                                            
                                            	
                                                
                                                  9
                                                
                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

5.1Analysis
RQ1 required identifying those contexts in which
                                    EP would display enclisis and Spanish does not, that is, any
                                    instance of a POC in which there is no proclitic trigger as seen
                                    in Section 3 and limited
                                    to matrix clauses. Tokens were identified
                                    (n = 895) and coded for enclitic or proclitic
                                    orders. RQ2 required two separate analyses. First, data was
                                    initially analyzed using a simple frequency count of indirect
                                    object pronouns and the percentage with which they are doubled
                                    by a lexical NP or pronoun. Additionally, 3p indirect objects
                                    were identified and analyzed for form le(s)
                                    [le(s)] or lhe(s) [ʎə(s)] by triangulating the
                                    transcription with audiovisual recordings of the individual
                                    interviews. First (1p) and second person (2p) pronouns are
                                    included in the frequency analysis but not in the analysis of
                                    pronominal clitic morphology.6 Finally, given that age differences were noted in
                                        Clements and Lorenzino
                                        (2006) all tokens were coded for age of speaker.
5.2Exclusions
Crucially, these numbers do not reflect the
                                    number of reflexive or impersonal se
                                    constructions containing clitics, which were frequent in the
                                    corpus, but are reserved for future research. Therefore, the 895
                                    tokens extracted from the corpus represent only
                                    non-reflexive/argumental POCs. The corpus also yielded 109
                                    tokens of enclitic orders; however, of these 109 tokens, 93 were
                                    cases of clitics following infinitives. Since they are enclitic
                                    contexts in both Spanish and EP, they were excluded from the
                                    results as they are not informative about the cliticization
                                    patterns of finite verbs in Barranquenho.

                        6.Results and discussion
6.1Placement
From the corpus of twenty interviews, the 895
                                    instances of non-reflexive POCs were extracted and coded for
                                    enclitic or proclitic orders, Case and number and is summarized
                                    in Table 2.
Table 2.Tokens extracted

                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                	Placement
                                                	
                                                	Case
                                                	
                                                	Number
                                            

                                            
                                                	Enclisis
                                                	Proclisis
                                                	Accusative
                                                	Dative
                                                	Singular
                                                	Plural
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	N
                                                	109
                                                	786
                                                	
                                                	280
                                                	615
                                                	
                                                	856
                                                	39
                                            

                                            
                                                	%
                                                	    12.18
                                                	    87.82
                                                	    32.29
                                                	    68.72
                                                	    95.64
                                                	   4.36
                                            

                                        
                                    


                                    Table 3 shows the
                                    pattern of clitic placement made by Barranquenho speakers in
                                    contexts in which EP would have enclitic orders and what
                                    percentages are proclitic or enclitic in the corpus.
Table 3.Clitic placement in finite clauses that are enclitic
                                            in EP

                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                	Total
                                                	Proclisis
                                                	Enclisis
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	N
                                                	277
                                                	261
                                                	16
                                            

                                            
                                                	%
                                                	100
                                                	    94.22
                                                	   5.78
                                            

                                        
                                    

The data in Tables 2 and 3 suggest a system in which proclisis is
                                    overwhelmingly prevalent with the native Barranquenho speakers
                                    producing proclitic orders in 261 of 277 (94.22%) contexts in
                                    which EP would be enclitic with finite verbs. Of these 277
                                    contexts, only 16 tokens (5.78%) of enclisis with finite verbs
                                    were found in these data. In Table 4, when divided by age and sex,
                                    tokens were evenly distributed with males producing slightly
                                    more speakers producing enclisis than females; however
                                    chi-square test confirms age and gender groups were not
                                    significantly different, χ
                                    2 (df = 1,
                                    n = 16) = 0.87, p = .65.
Table 4.Clitic systems by age and sex

                                        
                                            
                                                	Group
                                                	Speakers with only
                                                  Proclisis (%)
                                                	
                                                	Speakers with both
                                                  Proclisis and Enclisis (%)
                                                	
                                                	Number of tokens with
                                                  V-Cl (%)
                                            

                                            
                                                	M
                                                	F
                                                	M
                                                	F
                                                	M
                                                	F
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	< 29
                                                	1 (9.09)
                                                	3 (33.33)
                                                	
                                                	 2 (18.18)
                                                	1 (11.11)
                                                	
                                                	 3 (18.75)
                                                	1 (6.25)
                                            

                                            
                                                	30–54
                                                	1 (9.09)
                                                	1 (11.11)
                                                	 3 (27.27)
                                                	2 (22.22)
                                                	 6 (37.50)
                                                	 2 (12.50)
                                            

                                            
                                                	55 +
                                                	 3 (27.27)
                                                	1 (11.11)
                                                	1 (9.09)
                                                	1 (11.11)
                                                	 2 (12.50)
                                                	 2 (12.50)
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  Total
                                                  
                                                
                                                	 
                                                  5 (45.45)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  5 (55.55)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	 
                                                  6 (54.55)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  4 (44.44)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  11 (68.75)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	 
                                                  5 (31.25)
                                                  
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  %
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  10 (50.00)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  10 (50.00)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  16 (100.00)
                                                  
                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    

Recall that these numbers only represent a subset
                                    of cliticization contexts, since they do not include reflexive
                                    or passive/impersonal se forms. Further, it is
                                    possible that these 16 enclitic tokens are either an artefact of
                                    performance or of cross-linguistic interference with Portuguese.
                                    For example, in those cases in which a clear distinction can be
                                    made between Spanish and EP forms (third person),
                                        V[Finite]-Cl orders only occur with the
                                    Portuguese POCs lhe and u and
                                    in a canonically enclitic position (utterance-initial) in
                                    EP.
(29)

                                            
                                                  Dou-lhe
                                                  
                                                  
Give.1p
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  valor
                                                  
value

 
                                                  às
                                                  
to-the

 
                                                  coisas.
                                                  
things

 (M:35:751)

                                        ‘I give a value to things.’



When coded for priming of clitic
                                    placement uses (including reflexive/impersonal constructions),
                                        (30) was the only
                                    token that occurred within five clauses of another enclitic
                                        (lembro-me ‘I remember’) in the corpus.
                                    Additionally, many of these enclitic tokens also occur after a
                                    pause. Importantly, sentence-initial or after a pause are the
                                    most prototypical positions in which EP displays enclisis.
(30)

                                            
                                                  Eu
                                                  
I

 
                                                  digo,
                                                  
say.1sg
                                                  ,

 
                                                  falta-me
                                                  
                                                  
lack.3sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  o
                                                  
the

 
                                                  nome…
                                                  
name…

 (M:35:761)

                                        ‘I say, “I don’t have the name… ” ’



These tokens follow the EP-like pattern, which
                                    can be sensitive to prosody and/or information structure (Barbosa, 2000; Mavrogiorgios, 2013;
                                        Raposo & Uriagereka,
                                        2005) as it has long been claimed that enclisis in
                                    Western Iberian languages such as EP (Barbosa, 2000; Raposo & Uriagereka, 2005),
                                    Galician (Mavrogiorgios,
                                        2013) and Asturian (Kempchinsky, 2013) are sensitive to
                                    these factors.7 This
                                    sensitivity to prosody/information structure may be due to
                                    morphophonological or structural properties of syntactic
                                    projections associated with information structure. Thus, there
                                    is a large body of studies investigating so-called
                                    Tobler-Mussafia (TM) effects in Western Iberian Romance that
                                    force syntactic derivations to comply with phonological (PF)
                                    conditions.
While TM effects are EP-like properties, they
                                    represent a very small percentage of the total number of tokens
                                    in the dataset examined in the Barranquenho corpus. Enclisis
                                    occurs in only 5.73% (n = 16) of cases in which
                                    EP would have enclitic orders and that may not be enough to
                                    propose that the Barranquenho system contains one of these
                                    restrictions. Rather, there may be another explanation, such as
                                    an exemplar effect for frequency in certain cases like
                                        lembrarse ‘to remember’, or
                                    cross-linguistic interference in speakers’ production. From a
                                    historical perspective, it has been established that
                                    Barranquenho emerged from a majority Castilian-speaking
                                    population (semi-)shifting to EP. At the time of the earliest
                                    known records of this population given by Leite de Vasconcelos
                                        (1939, 1955), Spanish had
                                    already changed its placement patterns from a system similar to
                                    that of the Western Iberian Romance to its modern-day system
                                        (Bouzouita, 2008;
                                        Bouzouita & Kempson,
                                        2006). Further, the frequency of enclisis in EP was
                                    lower at this time, but has been steadily increasing into the
                                    modern variety (Galves &
                                        de Sousa, 2005; Luís, 2004; Washington, 2015). As there is variability in
                                    placement in present-day EP as well as the variety spoken in the
                                    past, it must be noted that an EP learner would be exposed to
                                    both enclitic and proclitic orders in their input.
While enclisis in EP is perceptually salient,
                                    functionally speaking, producing
                                        V[Finite]-cl does not represent a
                                    potential case for miscommunication, especially since all
                                    speakers of Barranquenho also speak EP and Spanish. Despite
                                    being two very typologically similar languages, several Spanish
                                    properties have been retained, which could have been the result
                                    of incomplete second language acquisition (SLA). However, it has
                                    been shown that native Spanish speakers can acquire some of
                                    these properties in instructed SLA such as enclitic word orders
                                        (Madeira & Xavier,
                                        2009); thus, despite possible interference from a
                                    typologically similar language, these properties can be
                                    acquired. However, if Barranquenho emerged in a naturalistic
                                    setting in the late fourteenth century when enclisis was less
                                    common (and in variation) and, when coupled with the relatively
                                    higher frequency of proclisis, the more frequent constructions
                                    (for example, proclisis) could have been adapted and propagated
                                    in a learner variety of Portuguese. This variety, in turn, could
                                    have become conventionalized through the entire community while
                                    only the most prototypical enclitic cases remain. Additionally,
                                    the multilingual Spanish-Portuguese population of Barrancos
                                    maintains Barranquenho for social purposes such as identity or
                                    social cohesion (Clements,
                                        2009; Clements,
                                        Amaral, & Luís, 2011), further reinforcing the
                                    new variety. Thus, some of these Spanish-like structural
                                    features could have been retained in Barranquenho and be
                                    reinforced/perpetuated by frequency of proclisis in the input.
                                    Such an account is congruent with Croft’s (2000) model of
                                        propagation in Section 2.2 and combines not only the
                                    cognitive/linguistic aspects of frequency and variable
                                    acquisition outcomes, but also the social basis for language
                                    change.
6.2Doubling
From the dataset, 71 contexts of clitic doubling
                                    were extracted.
Table 5.Doubled clitic forms

                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                	Total
                                                	
                                                  lhe
                                                
                                                	
                                                  le
                                                
                                                	
                                                  me
                                                
                                                	
                                                  Te
                                                
                                                	
                                                  nos
                                                
                                                	
                                                  A
                                                
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	N
                                                	70
                                                	23
                                                	21
                                                	20
                                                	4
                                                	1
                                                	1
                                            

                                            
                                                	%
                                                	  100.00
                                                	  32.86
                                                	  30.00
                                                	  28.57
                                                	   5.71
                                                	   1.43
                                                	   1.43
                                            

                                        
                                    

These results contradict the prediction made by a
                                    frequency-based argument that le(s) would be
                                    more common than lhe(s) in doubling contexts.
                                    Chi-square tests show that doubling is significantly frequent
                                    with both le (χ
                                    2 (df = 1,
                                    n = 895) = 7.50; p = .005) and
                                        lhe (χ
                                    2 (df = 1,
                                    n = 895) = 11.53; p = .001).
                                    As noted before, although the difference in articulation between
                                    [le] and [ʎǝ] is perceptually salient, the fact that, much like
                                    clitic-placement, the fact that all speakers are multilingual
                                    will not lead to any miscommunication.

                                    Croft (2000) proposes
                                    a mixed language like Barranquenho may represent a
                                        semi-shift dynamic (220), in which the
                                    majority of the lexicon is Portuguese, while grammatical (i.e.,
                                    morphosyntactic) properties are uniquely from the Spanish
                                    substrate. This is in line with linguistic tendencies proposed
                                    for mixed languages – that the lexifier language (EP) maintains
                                    syntactic properties of the substrate language (Spanish) – but
                                    it may not be always the case. For instance, function words are
                                    often resistant to replacement. With such high degrees of
                                    correspondence between Spanish and Portuguese, it may be
                                    difficult for learners to perceive some slight differences but
                                    in other contexts, frequency, among other factors, may play an
                                    important role. The Portuguese indirect object pronoun
                                        lhe may have a perceptible phonetic
                                    distinction compared to the Spanish le, but is
                                    variable in the speech of Barranquenhos, as shown in Table 6.
Table 6.Individuals’ clitic doubling preferences*
                                        

                                        
                                            
                                                	Group
                                                	Exclusive le
                                                
                                                	Exclusive lhe
                                                
                                                	Mixed
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	<29
                                                	 2 (10.00)
                                                	0 (0.00)
                                                	 4 (20.00)
                                            

                                            
                                                	30–54
                                                	 2 (10.00)
                                                	1 (5.00)
                                                	 5 (25.00)
                                            

                                            
                                                	55+
                                                	0 (0.00)
                                                	0 (0.00)
                                                	 5 (25.00)
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  Total (%)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	 
                                                  4 (20.00)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  1 (5.00)
                                                  
                                                
                                                	
                                                  
                                                  14 (70.00)
                                                  
                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    

                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                *One participant did not produce
                                                  any clitic doubling (M:27)①


                                            

                                        
                                    

On an individual level, only one speaker
                                    exclusively doubles with lhe while several
                                    speakers use le exclusively; most speakers
                                    produce both, which does not necessarily disfavor the frequency
                                    analysis, but it does indicate that there is variation within
                                    speakers. Chi-square tests show that there were no significant
                                    differences between age groups (χ
                                    2 (df = 2,
                                    n = 895) = .70; p = .71) or
                                    gender (χ
                                    2 (df  = 2,
                                    n = 895) = 4.11; p = .13).
Assuming that Barranquenho emerged from a slow,
                                    extended contact situation of native Castilian speakers learning
                                    EP (Clements, Amaral, &
                                        Luís, 2011; Navas
                                        Sánchez-Élez, 2001), a transfer argument could be
                                    proposed. In Siegel’s
                                        (2008) discussion of transfer, he notes that while
                                    perceptibility is a factor in transfer, the lack of a
                                    correspondence in the target-language is primary. (Lack of)
                                    Doubling is perceptible, but its functions do not necessarily
                                    map on to a corresponding structure in Portuguese. For dative
                                    constructions, EP does not double 3p clitics, and more
                                    frequently marks datives with para. On the
                                    other hand, Spanish can mark some constructions with
                                        para, such as recipients or benefactives
                                        (31a), but
                                    doubling is also frequent. However, doubling with
                                        para in Spanish is ungrammatical (31b) (Zagona, 2002, p. 137)
                                    and as Kempchinsky
                                        (1992) notes, doubling a in
                                    benefactives is required (31c).
(31)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  José
                                                  
José

 
                                                  compró
                                                  
bought.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  juguete
                                                  
toy

 
                                                  
                                                  para
                                                  
                                                  
for

 
                                                  
                                                  su
                                                  
                                                  
his

 
                                                  
                                                  hijo.
                                                  
son

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  *José
                                                  
José

 
                                                  
                                                  lei
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  compró
                                                  
bought.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  juguete
                                                  
toy

 
                                                  
                                                  para
                                                  
                                                  
for

 
                                                  
                                                  su
                                                  
                                                  
his

 
                                                  
                                                  hijoi.
                                                  
                                                  
son.

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  José
                                                  
José

 
                                                  
                                                  lei
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  

                                                  cl
                                                  

 
                                                  compró
                                                  
bought.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  juguete
                                                  
toy

 
                                                  
                                                  a
                                                  
                                                  
to

 
                                                  
                                                  su
                                                  
                                                  
his

 
                                                  
                                                  hijoi.
                                                  
                                                  
son.

 

                                                
                                                ‘José bought the toy for his
                                                  son.’

                                            




(31a)
                                    could be perceived as a construction that a dominant Spanish
                                    speaker could transfer to Portuguese. Moreover, doubling does
                                    not impede communication with a native Portuguese speaker (let
                                    alone other bilinguals). Additionally, despite not directly
                                    corresponding to the Portuguese construction, doubling could be
                                    reinforced by the frequency of the doubling construction in
                                    native Barranquenhos’ speech.
Interestingly, in opposition to (31b), one instance of
                                    doubling with para and not a
                                    was observed. In EP, indirect objects are marked with
                                        para and in (32) we see a case more like the
                                    prototypical mixed language in Croft (2000), as there is a functional
                                    item (i.e., the preposition) from EP that is incorporated into a
                                    Spanish construction. Further, the structure in (31c) does provide a
                                    possible ‘landing site’ for this transfer.
(32)

                                            
                                                  …lhei
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  
…cl
                                                  

 
                                                  daba
                                                  
gave.1sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  uma
                                                  
a

 
                                                  gorgeta
                                                  
tip

 
                                                  
                                                  para
                                                  
                                                  
for

 
                                                  
                                                  eli
                                                  i…
                                                  
him…

 (F:57:833)

                                        ‘…I gave him a tip…’



The above example shows a hybrid doubling
                                    construction using the EP-preferred preposition for dative
                                    marking in a Spanish-like doubling construction. Although this
                                    construction with para does not exist in
                                    Spanish and could be related to performance (i.e.
                                    cross-linguistic interference or processing), it shows that,
                                    despite a perceptible difference and a corresponding functional
                                    structure in Portuguese, prolonged contact between the two
                                    languages has resulted in an interesting mixed clitic
                                    system.

                        7.General discussion
The contact situation of Barrancos, Portugal, is unique
                                and has been discussed in terms of the framework for mixed languages
                                in Matras and Bakker
                                    (2003) and Arends
                                    et al. (1995) in Clements (2009) and Clements, et al. (2011). These surveys found that
                                Barranquenho was not the ‘typical’ mixed language situation, with
                                the typological proximity of the two languages making it difficult
                                to tease apart specific properties with so much similarity. Further,
                                while Barranquenhos view themselves as culturally distinct from both
                                Spanish and Portuguese national cultures – they are also viewed that
                                way by other Portuguese and Spaniards – they do not view themselves
                                as a separate ethnic group. Using contexts in which these languages
                                differ can help to separate the ancestry of specific forms.
Recall that the Matras and Bakker (2003) model states in (1c) that it is difficult to
                                identify one ancestor language. This is apparent in many of the
                                forms discussed in this paper. For instance, both clitic placement
                                distributions and individuals’ selection of the clitic forms (e.g.,
                                    le(s) or lhe(s)) show that
                                both Spanish and Portuguese features are attested (see Appendix). Further, some
                                morphophonological features such as aspiration or elision of word
                                final /s/ from Spanish and raising/reduction of unstressed /o/ from
                                EP suggest joint ancestry. Additionally, Barranquenho displays the
                                combination of several clitic-related properties. Psychological
                                predicates with dative clitics (me gusta ‘I like’
                                [lit. ‘it is pleasing to me’]) that are found in Spanish
                                    (n = 76) occur within the same speakers that
                                produce the Portuguese gostar de ‘I like’
                                    form.8 As Clements et al. (2011)
                                note, Barranquenho is unique in that it is easy to identify the
                                source language in many cases. In addition to joint ancestry,
                                examples of EP lexical items in Spanish morphosyntactic
                                constructions (e.g. datives-of-interest) are related to (1f) and what Croft also
                                proposes for mixed languages (2000). However, this appears to be the exception and not
                                the rule. Typological/structural similarities between the two source
                                languages make it difficult to make specific claims, but in the
                                corpus analysis done in this paper, both lexical items (de Sousa, 2008; Leite de Vasconcelos, 1955;
                                    Navas Sánchez-Élez,
                                    1994, 2000)
                                and morphosyntactic constructions (Clements, 2009; Clements, Amaral, & Luís, 2011)
                                strongly suggest joint origins. Finally, historical data suggest a
                                slow development and extended contact situation not typical of a
                                mixed language.
The proposed source of these non-prototypical
                                characteristics of mixed languages is the very close structural
                                proximity of the two source languages. As bilingualism is the
                                ultimate impetus for the structural formation and propagation of
                                Barranquenho (Navas
                                    Sánchez-Élez, 2000; 2001), there is a relatively large set of transparent,
                                highly congruent structures that are ripe for transfer (Siegel, 2008), but these
                                can also be highly susceptible to cross-linguistic interference in
                                production. Since the population is a multilingual community,
                                speakers are exposed to a combined and much larger feature pool in
                                their input (Croft, 2000)
                                which could be contributing to the occurrence of mixed
                                constructions. In studies done in instructed SLA contexts using
                                judgment tasks, these properties are acquirable by learners of EP
                                whose native language is Spanish (Madeira & Xavier, 2009). Nevertheless,
                                in a prolonged situation of multilingualism in which all three
                                varieties are spoken by the same population, it seems logical that,
                                assuming the use of multiple forms does not impede communication,
                                there could be code-switching or performance factors that create
                                conditions in which both Spanish and EP forms are possible and,
                                therefore, both emerge in production. However, such a claim would
                                need to be researched further in the future.
In terms of Croft’s
                                    (2000) model of mixed languages, Barranquenho shows
                                several properties of semi-shift, but also shares a
                                mixed grammar and lexicon like so-called mixed-marriage
                                    languages. In semi-shift, the
                                contribution from each language is asymmetrical, can be motivated by
                                social factors, and represents “a shift of a society partway but not
                                completely towards another social group and its language, acquiring
                                its vocabulary but not its grammar” (220). The contact situation in
                                Barrancos appears most consistent with semi-shift
                                which, as the name suggests, is a case in which a population of
                                speakers partially shift to a new target language usually from lack
                                of contact, as a marker of social identity or an in-group language
                                (219). This is consistent with the corpus data for Barranquenho.
                                However, Barranquenho does not share all of the properties of these
                                contact situations but, if we conceptualize frameworks as continua
                                as opposed to discrete categories, contact varieties such as
                                Barranquenho can be classified as being more- or less-prototypical
                                instantiations of different situations that may not be mutually
                                exclusive.
Most likely due to the typological proximity of the two
                                languages, while Barranquenho maintains the majority of the lexicon
                                from one language (EP) and takes the grammatical structure from
                                another (Spanish), there are many cases in which the two are mixed
                                together. This is consistent with mixed-marriage
                                    languages which are relatively short contact situations
                                in which the contact variety takes parts of the grammatical
                                structure from both of the parent languages. As Leite de Vasconcelos
                                    (1939, 1955) and Clements (2009) note, the
                                contact situation in Barrancos appears to be quite extended when
                                compared to other mixed-marriage languages. With
                                such extended contact, it is no surprise that a mixed
                                grammatical/lexical system should emerge, as shift had been
                                occurring between the majority Castilian population learning EP
                                (most likely incompletely) over several centuries. Further, due to
                                the borrowing of multiple words with Spanish or Portuguese origins
                                    (de Sousa, 2008;
                                    Navas Sánchez-Élez,
                                    1994, 2000)
                                and mixed grammatical structures, such as psychological predicates,
                                dative-of-interest expressions and clitic doubling (Garrett, 2015, 2016), it is neither a
                                prototypical case of semi-shift nor a
                                    mixed-marriage language. From the above
                                discussion Barranquenho appears to be closer to
                                    semi-shift in its formation and distribution of
                                constructions while at the same time also showing traits of a
                                    mixed-marriage language.
Figure 1.Barranquenho in a continuum of mixed languages
Figure 1.






































































  


  


  





  



  
  
  
  
  


  
  
  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  
  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  












Such a conceptualization of mixed languages as continua
                                as opposed to discrete categories should better represent the
                                reality of mixed varieties and, as this study shows, when two
                                typologically similar languages are in contact for an extended
                                period of time, the resulting contact variety may show some, but not
                                all, of these properties of prototypical categories. Results of the
                                current study reinforce the notion that the classification of mixed
                                languages is not one of discrete categories, but rather one of grade
                                in that different varieties may be more or less prototypical.

                        8.Limitations and future research
Many variable phenomena pertaining to cliticization are
                                observed in this corpus and provide a fruitful area for future
                                research. For example, many speakers show high levels of individual
                                variation when speaking Barranquenho. Additionally, relatively
                                little is known as to how Barranquenhos speak Spanish and
                                Portuguese. In this dynamic of trilingual speakers, there may be
                                some relationship between the frequencies of clitic placement,
                                doubling and other clitic constructions (e.g., dative of interests,
                                psychological predicates) and individual clitic forms in both of the
                                source languages also spoken by Barranquenho speakers. The current
                                study does not incorporate the relative frequency of constructions
                                in Barranquenho when compared to native speakers of the source
                                dialects nor in the speakers’ own use of Spanish and EP. Such
                                comparisons should be valuable to the study of how this mixed
                                language compares to the source languages and how multilingualism in
                                Barrancos can further be analyzed as a factor in the emergence of
                                the mixed variety.
Another limitation to this study is that it excludes
                                reflexive constructions and passive/impersonal se
                                data. Some speakers produced V[Finite]-cl orders
                                with these constructions yet did not in other cases, as in (33).
(33)

                                        
                                                  Lembru-me
                                                  
                                                  
remember.1sg
                                                  -cl
                                                  

 
                                                  que
                                                  
that

 
                                                  ehtaba
                                                  
was.3sg
                                                  
                                                  

 
                                                  um
                                                  
a

 
                                                  rapá…
                                                  
boy

 (F:26)

                                    ‘I remember that there was a boy…’



While the exemplar effect (Bybee & Hopper, 2001) could be a
                                factor, as some verbs like lembrarse frequently
                                appear in EP with enclisis, future research should include the
                                relative frequencies of clitic placement with these constructions. A
                                more robust analysis as to the clitic placement patterns of
                                Barranquenho should include these constructions and compare them to
                                the relative frequency of these constructions in EP corpora of
                                similar size. Additionally, the corpus of interviews used in this
                                analysis is over ten years old and, while it does provide us with
                                valuable data, these tendencies and frequencies may have since
                                changed. If coupled with a frequency analysis of speakers’ EP and
                                Spanish production and/or triangulation with controlled judgment
                                data elicitation methods, it could provide future research with a
                                more fine-grained idea as to how the clitic system in Barrancos is
                                structured and further investigate the many variable phenomena in
                                Barranquenho.
Finally, with respect to the underlying syntactic
                                structure of clitic placement in Barranquenho, it was surmised that
                                there was little evidence to favor an EP-like system predicated on
                                the presence/absence of specific syntactic operators or
                                morphophonological (PF) conditions (Mavrogiorgios, 2013; Raposo & Uriagereka, 2005). However,
                                the limitations of using a corpus instead of native speaker
                                judgments are apparent in the study and further research should be
                                done using judgment data in addition to the preliminary analysis in
                                this paper. Such a study should be better able to control for
                                linguistic performance factors common in corpora and target specific
                                syntactic contexts.

                        9.Conclusions
The goal of the present study was to quantify clitic
                                phenomena in Barranquenho, compare them to Spanish and EP systems,
                                and classify it as a mixed variety and in terms of its syntactic
                                structure. The current paper analyzes the contact variety of
                                Barranquenho and attempts to illustrate that a continuum of
                                characteristics of different mixed languages should be preferred to
                                a specific criterion or distinct categories. Results of a
                                quantitative analysis indicate that Barranquenho shows a mixed
                                clitic system that takes elements from both Spanish and EP placement
                                patterns, but ultimately shows a more Spanish-like system sensitive
                                to finiteness, rather than the presence of specific fronted
                                operators or morphophonological restrictions. Constructions in which
                                EP forms are used in Spanish-like constructions are well attested in
                                the prior research and quantified in the present analysis. While the
                                emergence and maintenance of Barranquenho may be intimately linked
                                to its socio-cultural context, the current study also suggests that
                                cognitive factors such as frequency and bilingualism are
                                    significant.9 Further,
                                barring some possible performance factors and accepting the
                                limitations of a corpus using multilingual participants,
                                Barranquenho appears to have a Spanish-like clitic placement system
                                in which clitics are affixes that are sensitive to finiteness
                                similar to what has been suggested in prior studies of cliticization
                                from a variety of theoretical frameworks (Luís, 2014; Mavrorgiorgios, 2013; Raposo & Uriagereka,
                                    2005). Finally, while the origins of specific structures
                                and lexical items are clear, the structural proximity of the two
                                languages still makes many clitic phenomena variable in the
                                production of POCs. This paper provides several avenues for future
                                studies of Barranquenho which can help to expand our knowledge of
                                mixed languages and how they can be classified.
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                        Notes

                                
                                1.Brazilian Portuguese (BP) is not sensitive to the
                                    inflectional specifications of the verb (Madeira, 1992) nor does it show similar
                                    placement patterns as EP. For instance, BP is nearly
                                    categorically proclitic even with non-finite verbs and does not
                                    show enclisis with non-imperative finite verbs.①


                            

                                
                                2.While this is the traditional analysis of standard
                                    or normative varieties of EP, it is important to note that Washington (2015) finds
                                    that there is considerable variation in complex predicates.①


                            

                                
                                3.With sequences of modal + infinitive so-called
                                    clitic climbing is possible in both Spanish and EP.①


                            

                                
                                4.The form se is the result of the
                                    fossilization of phonological changes to the Latin demonstrative
                                    in illi (the ancestor of Spanish indirect
                                    object pronouns) to [ʒe] to se.①


                            

                                
                                5.It is important to note that there is no
                                    comparison between a comparable corpus of EP. This is a
                                    limitation and future research is called for in the
                                    discussion.①


                            

                                
                                6.While there are acoustic differences between 1p
                                    and 2p object pronouns such as vowel reduction in EP, these will
                                    not be analyzed in the current study. A more fine-grained
                                    acoustic analysis is a topic for future research.①


                            

                                
                                7.As one reviewer appropriately noted, there are
                                    several approaches to these phenomena from a variety of
                                    theoretical viewpoints. For example, in lexicalist theories of
                                    grammar, Luís (2014)
                                    analyzes EP and Spanish cliticization with respect to the nature
                                    of how clitics attach themselves to their hosts. In this
                                    analysis, Spanish clitics attach morphologically to the verbal
                                    host in both preverbal and postverbal contexts while EP clitics
                                    morphologically attach themselves to the verbal host only in
                                    postverbal contexts and phrasally in preverbal contexts. Despite
                                    there being no unified analysis of clitics (and such a study is
                                    well outside the scope of this paper), the data suggest
                                    regardless of theoretical framework a more Spanish-like
                                    placement pattern.①


                            

                                
                                8.While gustar de is possible in
                                    Spanish, it is relatively infrequent in conversational data.①


                            

                                
                                9.One reviewer pointed out that none of the social
                                    factors in this study was found to be significant. However, this
                                    does not preclude the possibility that the emergence and
                                    maintenance of Barranquenho is, in part, a social phenomenon.
                                    Since this discussion was outside of the scope of this paper, we
                                    refer the reader to many of the previously cited sources for a
                                    more in-depth discussion (cf. Clements, 2009; Clements et al., 2011; de Sousa, 2008; Leite de Vasconcelos,
                                        1939, 1955; Navas
                                        Sánchez-Élez, 1992, 2000, 2001).①
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                            Appendix.Distribution of individual clitic forms

                                        
                                            
                                                	Form
                                                	# of tokens
                                                	% of tokens
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	me
                                                	348
                                                	 38.88%
                                            

                                            
                                                	lhe
                                                	158
                                                	 17.65%
                                            

                                            
                                                	le
                                                	147
                                                	 16.42%
                                            

                                            
                                                	u
                                                	 81
                                                	  9.05%
                                            

                                            
                                                	a
                                                	 46
                                                	  5.14%
                                            

                                            
                                                	te
                                                	 38
                                                	  4.25%
                                            

                                            
                                                	o
                                                	 17
                                                	  1.90%
                                            

                                            
                                                	nos
                                                	  9
                                                	  1.01%
                                            

                                            
                                                	nos
                                                	  9
                                                	  1.01%
                                            

                                            
                                                	as
                                                	  8
                                                	  0.89%
                                            

                                            
                                                	ah
                                                	  7
                                                	  0.78%
                                            

                                            
                                                	nu
                                                	  6
                                                	  0.67%
                                            

                                            
                                                	os
                                                	  5
                                                	  0.56%
                                            

                                            
                                                	mi
                                                	  4
                                                	  0.45%
                                            

                                            
                                                	lu
                                                	  2
                                                	  0.22%
                                            

                                            
                                                	nuh
                                                	  3
                                                	  0.34%
                                            

                                            
                                                	uh
                                                	  3
                                                	  0.34%
                                            

                                            
                                                	se (le)
                                                	  4
                                                	  0.45%
                                            

                                            
                                                	li
                                                	  2
                                                	  0.22%
                                            

                                            
                                                	us
                                                	  2
                                                	  0.22%
                                            

                                            
                                                	lhu
                                                	  1
                                                	  0.11%
                                            

                                            
                                                	lo
                                                	  1
                                                	  0.11%
                                            

                                            
                                                	la
                                                	  1
                                                	  0.11%
                                            

                                            
                                                	lhi
                                                	  1
                                                	  0.11%
                                            

                                            
                                                	TOTAL
                                                	895
                                                	100.00%
                                            

                                        
                                    


                        

                    

Chapter 7Spanish impersonal se in control infinitivals
                                and the ungrammaticality of se se sequences
Jonathan E. MacDonald & Almike Vázquez-LozaresUniversity of Illinois at
                                    Urbana-Champaign

In this paper, we offer an analysis of impersonal
                                    se (Impse) constructions in control
                                infinitivals. We claim that se itself spells out
                                the valued version of the [uD] feature that Holmberg (2010) and Roberts (2010) propose is a property of T
                                in consistent null subject languages. As a corollary, we link
                                    Impse constructions to the consistent null subject
                                status of a language (in the spirit of Belletti, 1982). Moreover, we claim that in
                                    Impse constructions there is a projected null
                                external argument (pro
                                se) interpreted as non-referential because of the valued
                                version of Holmberg’s [uD] feature in T that se
                                spells out. We also argue that ungrammatical sequences of
                                    Impse and other se result from the
                                featural deficiency of pro
                                se; specifically, it lacks a specification for
                                number.

Keywords: 	Romance impersonal se,
	Spanish,
	control infinitives,
	feature deficiency



                        1.Introduction
In this chapter, we focus on instances of Spanish
                                impersonal se (Impse) in subject
                                control, examples of which are in (1) and (2).
(1)
	
                                            
                                                Se
Impse
                                                  

 quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 trabajar
work

 menos
less

 

                                            
                                            ‘People want to work less.’1
                                            

                                        
	
                                            
                                                Se
Impse
                                                  

 prohíb-e
forbid-3sg
                                                  

 fumar
smoke

 aquí.
here

 

                                            
                                            ‘Smoking is forbidden here.’

                                        




(2)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 trabajar-se
work-Impse
                                                  

 menos
less

 

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Prohíb-e
forbid-3sg
                                                  

 fumar-se
smoke-Impse
                                                  

 aquí
here

 

                                            
                                        




As the contrast between (1) and (2) illustrates, the matrix control verb can be
                                impersonalized with Impse, while the embedded controlled
                                infinitival cannot. The analysis that we put forth builds on Holmberg’s (2010) and Roberts’s (2010) approach
                                to consistent null subject languages, which rely on a [uD] feature
                                in T. We claim that se in Impse spells
                                out T with a valued version of this [uD] feature, that is,
                                    T[D]. Since control infinitivals lack [(u)D] in T
                                altogether, Impse cannot appear.
Second, we extend the account to sequences of
                                    Impse plus other paradigmatic se, as
                                illustrated in (3) with
                                so-called inherent se (Inherse).
(3)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 quej-a
complain-3sg
                                                  

 de-l
of-the

 jefe.
boss

 

                                            
                                            Intended: ‘People complain about
                                                the boss.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 quejar-se
complain-Inherse
                                                  

 de-l
of-the

 jefe.
boss

 

                                            
                                            Intended: ‘People want to
                                                complain about the boss.’

                                        




Our approach relies on the featural deficiency of
                                    pro
                                se (pace Martins
                                    & Nunes, 2017). Specifically, we claim that
                                    pro
                                se is underspecified for number and thus cannot value the
                                number feature of Inherse, or any paradigmatic
                                    se, such as aspectual se
                                    (Aspse) and “true” reflexive se
                                    (Reflse).
The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 presents our
                                assumptions on Impse constructions in Spanish, which
                                include the presence of a non-referential projected external
                                argument (pro
                                se) in Spec,Voice, and se as the spell
                                out of T[D]. Section 3 discusses the non-referential status of
                                    pro
                                se. According to Holmberg’s (2010) and Roberts’s (2010) accounts, consistent null
                                subject languages contain a [uD] feature in T, which is valued by a
                                discourse Aboutness-shift topic à la Frascarelli (2007). The Aboutness-shift
                                topic provides a referential index for the null external argument,
                                giving rise to a referential interpretation. We claim that
                                    se spells out T[D], and thus, no
                                topic can value [uD], which, accordingly, results in a
                                non-referential interpretation of the external argument. Section 4 argues that
                                    Impse cannot appear in control infinitivals because
                                of the defective nature of T, namely, T lacks [(u)D]. Thus,
                                    Impse is not possible in control infinitives. Section 5 presents the
                                features of prose
                                . Concretely, we will see that pro
                                se is featurally deficient since it is not specified for
                                gender or number, although it is specified for person. This allows
                                us to offer an explanation of the patterns in (3). Lastly, Section 6 concludes the
                                chapter.

                        2.Assumptions regarding Impse
                            
In this section, we lay out our basic assumptions for
                                    Impse in Spanish. We claim that there is a
                                non-referential projected external argument (pro
                                se) in Spec,Voice in these constructions and that
                                    se itself spells out T with a valued version of
                                    Holmberg’s (2010)
                                [uD] feature.
2.1Impse spells out T[D]
                                
In the spirit of Belletti (1982), we assume that the
                                        se morpheme of Impse
                                    constructions itself spells out T. This contrasts with several
                                    approaches to a variety of se constructions
                                    which assume that se spells out Voice (see
                                        Armstrong, 2011;
                                        Basilico, 2010;
                                        Folli & Harley,
                                        2005; and MacDonald, 2017 for aspectual se
                                        (Aspse), Alexiadou et al., 2006; Kempchinsky, 2004; MacDonald, 2017; MacDonald & Maddox,
                                        2018; and Schäfer, 2008 for anti-causative se
                                        (AntiCse), and MacDonald, 2017; MacDonald & Maddox, 2018 for
                                    passive se (Passse)).2 Limiting our discussion
                                    to a comparison between Impse and Passse,
                                    consider one reason to treat se as spelling out
                                    Voice in Passse: there appears to be no accusative
                                    case in Passse. The sole overt DP controls verbal
                                    agreement, as illustrated in (4a), and it cannot be pronominalized, as illustrated
                                    in (4b).3
                                
(4)
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Passse
                                                  

 vend-ieron
sell-pst.3pl
                                                  

 libros
books

 

                                                
                                                ‘Books were sold.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Se
Passse
                                                  

 los
them

 vendieron
sell-pst.3pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘They were
                                                  sold.’

                                            




In these respects, Passse
                                    constructions show parallels with periphrastic passives in
                                    lacking accusative case. If the presence of se
                                    is an indication of the lack of accusative case, were it to
                                    spell out Voice, it could be directly implicated in the lack of
                                    accusative case assignment. We claim that se in
                                        Passse constructions spells out Voice without
                                    accusative case.
When it comes to Impse, it has been
                                    observed that when the differential object marker (dom)
                                        a can occur, as in (5a), the sole overt DP can be
                                    pronominalized, as in (5b), and it does not control verbal agreement, as
                                    illustrated in (5c).4
                                
(5)
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 castig-a
ground-3sg
                                                  

 a

                                                  dom
                                                  

 los
the

 alumnos.
students

 

                                                
                                                ‘Students get grounded.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 les/los
them

 castig-a.
ground-3sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘They get grounded.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 castig-an
ground-3pl
                                                  

 a

                                                  dom
                                                  

 los
the

 alumnos.
students

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘Students are
                                                  grounded.’

                                            




The sole overt DP in Impse patterns
                                    like a direct object, suggesting that the presence of
                                        se does not remove accusative case
                                    (although see MacDonald
                                        & Melgares, ms; Ordóñez & Treviño, 2016 for
                                    discussion). If se in Impse
                                    constructions does not spell out Voice, then the presence of
                                        se would not necessarily affect accusative
                                    case assignment, like it does in Passse.
Moreover, the presence of Impse
                                    appears not to be constrained by argument structure. That is, in
                                    addition to appearing with transitive structures like (5) above, it can appear
                                    with unaccusatives (6a), unergatives (6b), copula constructions (6c) and in the periphrastic passive
                                        (6d).
(6)
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 lleg-a
arrive-3sg
                                                  

 más
more

 rápido
quickly

 por
through

 aquí.5
                                                  
here

 

                                                
                                                ‘You arrive faster this
                                                  way.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 bail-a
dance-3sg
                                                  

 bien
well

 en
in

 este
this

 pueblo.6
                                                  
town

 

                                                
                                                ‘People dance well in this
                                                  town.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 es
be.3sg
                                                  

 feliz
happy

 o
or

 no
not

 se
Impse
                                                  

 es
be.3sg
                                                  

 feliz.
happy

 

                                                
                                                ‘People are happy or they are
                                                  not.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 es
be.3sg
                                                  

 castigado
punished

 por
by

 la
the

 policía
police

 

                                                
                                                ‘People are punished by the
                                                  police.’

                                            




If se were outside of the verb
                                    phrase, its presence would not necessarily be constrained by the
                                    argument structure of the predicate with which it appears.
In contrast to Passse, we assume that
                                        se itself spells out T in Impse.
                                    Moreover, we assume that there is a projected implicit
                                    non-referential pro in Spec,Voice, following
                                        (MacDonald, 2017;
                                        MacDonald & Maddox,
                                        2018; Mendikoetxea, 2008). Our proposal is in (7).
(7)
[TP Tse
                                                [VoiceP
                                             
                                            pro
                                            se Voice [VP …] ] ]



In the next section, we offer empirical support
                                    for the presence of pro
                                    se.
2.2Projected pro
                                    se
                                

                                    MacDonald (2017)
                                    provides empirical support for the presence of an implicit
                                    projected external argument from an available inalienable
                                    possession interpretation of a body part DP. For an inalienable
                                    possession interpretation of a body part, a c-commanding
                                    possessor DP must be syntactically present, as the contrast in
                                        (8a) and (8b) illustrate.
(8)
	
                                                
                                                  Tien-es
Have-2sg
                                                  

 la
the

 cabeza
head

 grande.
big

 

                                                
                                                ‘Your head is big.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *La
The

 cabeza
head

 es
be.3sg
                                                  

 grande.
big

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘Your head is
                                                  big.’

                                            




In a context in which someone tells you that your
                                    head is big, (8a) is
                                    grammatical, because of the presence of a null subject that
                                    serves as the possessor of the head. In contrast, (8b) is ungrammatical,
                                    because there is no syntactically present DP that can serve as
                                    the possessor of the head. The conclusion to draw is that for a
                                    DP body part to be interpreted as inalienably possessed, it must
                                    have a syntactically present possessor DP. (See MacDonald, 2017; MacDonald & Maddox,
                                        2018 for further discussion). With this in mind,
                                    observe in (9) that
                                    body part DPs can receive an inalienable possession
                                    interpretation in Impse constructions.
(9)
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 nac-e
be.born-3sg
                                                  

 con
with

 poco
little

 pelo.
hair

 

                                                
                                                ‘People are born with little
                                                  hair.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 hac-e
do-3sg
                                                  

 con
with

 la
the

 mano.
hand

 

                                                
                                                ‘It is done with the
                                                  hand.’

                                            




We claim that is it pro
                                    se in Spec,Voice that serves as the syntactically
                                    present possessor DP.

                        3.
                                The non-referentiality of pro
                                se
                            
In this section, we discuss the non-referential status
                                of pro
                                se. We see that pro
                                se does not introduce a discourse referent that can later
                                be referenced by another pronoun, nor can pro
                                se be bound by a discourse antecedent. Our technical
                                implementation is couched within Holmberg’s (2010) and Roberts’s (2010) account of consistent null
                                subject languages, which relies on a [uD] feature in T. The role of
                                the [uD] feature in T, following insights from Frascarelli (2007), is to link null
                                subjects to an Aboutness-shift topic resulting in a referential
                                interpretation of the null subject. The presence of
                                Impse, we claim, eliminates this link with any discourse
                                participant.
3.1
                                    Pro
                                    se
                                     
                                    does not introduce a discourse referent
                                
It has been noted that pro
                                    se is interpreted along the lines of
                                        one in English or man in
                                    German (see, for instance, Dobrovie-Sorin, 1998), or uno in
                                    Spanish. As we will see, however, Spanish uno
                                    and prose
                                     diverge when it comes to discourse.
For Inherse verbs like
                                        quejarse “to complain”,
                                        sentarse “to sit down” among others, which
                                    require the presence of a reflexive pronoun, Impse,
                                    as noted above in (3)
                                    cannot appear with them. These so-called inherently reflexive
                                    verbs do not allow Impse, another illustration of
                                    which is provided in (10).
(10)

                                            
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 sient-a
sit-3sg
                                                  

 a-l
at-the

 entrar
enter

 en
in

 el
the

 aula.
classroom

 

                                        Intended: ‘People sit down when entering
                                            the classroom.’



It has been noted, however, that in these
                                    instances, uno “one” can be used to convey the
                                    meaning of Impse, as illustrated in (11).
(11)
	
                                                
                                                  Uno
One

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 quej-a
complain-3sg

 de-l
of-the

 jefe
boss

 en
in

 privado.
private

 

                                                
                                                ‘One complains about the
                                                  boss in private.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Uno
One

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 sienta
sit-3sg

 a-l
at-the

 entrar
enter

 en
in

 el
the

 aula.
classroom

 

                                                
                                                ‘One sits down when entering
                                                  the classroom.’

                                            




While data like those in (11) illustrate certain similarities
                                    between uno and pro
                                    se, there is one important relevant difference:
                                        uno can introduce a discourse referent that
                                    a null subject can take as an antecedent. Pro
                                    se cannot (see Maddox, ms). The basic contrast is illustrated
                                        (12).
(12)
	
                                                
                                                  Si
If

 uno
one

 gan-a
earn-3sg
                                                  

 mucho
much

 dinero,
money

 compr-a
buy-3sg
                                                  

 muchas
many

 cosas
things

 inútiles.
useless

 

                                                
                                                ‘If one earns a lot of
                                                  money, one buys many useless things.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Si
If

 se
Impse
                                                  

 gan-a
earn-3sg
                                                  

 mucho
much

 dinero,
money,

 
                                                  #compr-a

                                                  #buy-3sg
                                                  

 muchas
many

 cosas
things

 inútiles.
useless

 

                                                
                                            




Observe in (13) that pro
                                    se cannot be bound by a discourse antecedent
                                    either.
(13)

                                            
                                                  *Si
If

 uno
one

 gan-a
earn-3sg
                                                  

 mucho
much

 dinero,
money

 se
Impse
                                                  

 compr-a
buy-3sg
                                                  

 muchas
many

 cosas
things

 inútiles.
useless

 

                                        Intended: ‘If one earns a lot of money,
                                            one buys many useless things.’



We take the patterns in (12) and (13) to indicate that in the presence of
                                        Impse the null implicit external argument is not
                                    linked to discourse (see also Sigurðsson, 2011). We adopt Holmberg’s (2010)
                                    approach which offers an account of consistent null subject
                                    languages which assumes that a key property is the presence of a
                                    [uD] feature in T. This aligns with the traditional intuition
                                    that T (or Infl) is pronominal at some level (Anagnostopoulou &
                                        Alexiadou, 1998; Holmberg, 2005; Rizzi, 1982; Roberts, 2010). Holmberg (2010) proposes that [uD] gets valued via
                                    Agree with an Aboutness-shift topic in the left periphery. The
                                    Aboutness-shift topic provides a referential index for the null
                                        pro in Spec,Voice via the unvalued [uD] in
                                    T, resulting in a definite referential pro.
                                    Part of his reasoning comes from a comparison between consistent
                                    null subject languages and partial null subject languages.

                                    Holmberg (2010)
                                    observes that in a partial null subject language like Brazilian
                                    Portuguese (BP), a matrix 3rd person null subject can receive a
                                    generic interpretation (see also Cinque, 1988). He claims that this
                                    interpretation is available because BP lacks a [uD] feature in
                                    T. Since there is no [uD] feature in T, the null subject cannot
                                    be linked to a discourse topic and can only be interpreted as
                                    non-referential. This contrasts with consistent null subject
                                    languages like Spanish where a matrix 3rd person null subject
                                    cannot receive a non-referential interpretation. Nevertheless,
                                    as he notes, a matrix 3rd person null subject in a consistent
                                    null subject language can receive a non-referential
                                    interpretation in the presence of Impse. Holmberg (2010) does
                                    not detail how the presence of se does this
                                    technically, but we do. We propose that se
                                    spells out T with a valued version of Holmberg’s [uD] feature.
                                    Thus, no Aboutness-shift topic can value [uD], since it is
                                    already valued, and pro
                                    se in Spec,Voice will not receive a referential index
                                    resulting in a non-referential interpretation of the external
                                    argument in Impse constructions.
One implication of this approach is that
                                        Impse is linked to the consistent null subject
                                    status of a language, something assumed in Belletti (1982) and Cinque (1988), and
                                    consistent with the general observation that, as far as we are
                                    aware, only consistent null subject languages have developed
                                        Impse, namely Spanish, Italian and European
                                    Portuguese, in contrast to French (see MacDonald & Maddox, ms for further
                                    discussion). The consequence is that Impse has the
                                    same distribution of [uD] in T. That is, where null referential
                                    little pro is not licensed, Impse
                                    will not be able to appear.7
                                

                        4.Impse in infinitives
With this background in mind, we can offer an
                                explanation for the patterns in (1) and (2),
                                repeated below in (14)
                                and (15).
(14)
	
                                            
                                                Se
Impse
                                                  

 quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 trabajar
work

 menos.
less

 

                                            
                                            ‘People want to work less.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                Se
Impse
                                                  

 prohíb-e
forbid-3sg
                                                  

 fumar
smoke

 aquí.
here

 

                                            
                                            ‘Smoking is forbidden here.’

                                        




(15)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 trabajar-se
work-Impse
                                                  

 menos
less

 

                                            
                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Prohíb-e
forbid-3sg
                                                  

 fumar-se
smoke-Impse
                                                  

 aquí
here

 

                                            
                                        




In matrix clauses in general, null referential
                                    pro is available in Spanish, and, as expected,
                                in the matrix clause of a control verb, so is Impse, as
                                illustrated in (14). In
                                contrast, as illustrated in (15), Impse cannot appear in the embedded
                                clause. On PRO-based approaches (Chomsky, 1982; Landau, 1999; et sequens), the only DP that is licensed
                                in the subject position of the embedded infinitive is PRO,
                                independently of whether the language is a consistent null subject
                                language or not. The licensing of PRO is not dependent on the
                                presence of a [uD] feature in T. In fact, there is no [uD] feature
                                in the T of embedded infinitive. If this is the case, this would
                                explain why Impse cannot appear with infinitives that are
                                controlled: because se spells out T[D],
                                but controlled infinitival T lacks [(u)D].
Now, it has been claimed that Impse can
                                appear with infinitives when nominative case is made available
                                    (Cinque, 1988; Dobrovie-Sorin, 1998; Saab, 2002). Consider the
                                data in (16) from Saab (2002), taken as
                                support for the idea that Impse is licensed in the
                                presence of nominative case.
(16)
	
                                            
                                                Por
For

 no
not

 enjuiciar
judge

 el
the

 gobierno
government

 a

                                                  dom
                                                  

 los
the

 corruptos
corrupt

 a
in

 tiempo,
time

 el
the

 pueblo
people

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 rebel-ó.
rebel-pst.3sg
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            ‘Due to the government not
                                                judging the corrupt in time, the people
                                                rebelled.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                Por
For

 no
not

 enjuiciar-se
judge-Impse
                                                  

 a

                                                  dom
                                                  

 los
the

 corruptos
corrupt

 /
/

 los
them

 a
in

 tiempo,
time

 el
the

 pueblo
people

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 rebel-ó.
rebell-pst.3sg
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            ‘Due to not judging the corrupt
                                                in time, the people rebelled.’

                                        





                                Saab (2002) argues that
                                nominative case is available when the appropriate C-head is
                                available. The preposition por in (16) is the C head. (16a) illustrates that an
                                overt subject can be present, indicating that nominative case is
                                available, and as (16b)
                                illustrates, Impse can also appear. The presence of an
                                overt subject is taken as evidence for the availability of
                                nominative case. One issue with the claim, however, is that it is
                                not always the case that where an overt (nominative) subject is
                                available, Impse can appear. This can be illustrated by
                                the contrast between (17a) and (17b).8
                            
(17)
	
                                            
                                                Juan
Juan

 sal-ió
leave-pst.3sg
                                                  

 antes
before

 de
of

 cantar
sing

 María.
María

 

                                            
                                            ‘Juan left before María
                                                sang.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                Juan
Juan

 sal-ió
leave-pst.3sg
                                                  

 antes
before

 de
of

 cantar(*se).
sing-Impse
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            Intended: ‘Juan left before
                                                people sang.’

                                        




In (17a), an
                                overt subject, María, appears with the infinitive
                                    cantar, which would indicate that nominative
                                case is available. In (17b), however, Impse cannot appear. On the
                                present account, there is no [(u)D] feature in T in the infinitival
                                    cantar, thus, pro
                                se is not licensed. When there is no overt subject, the
                                only empty category possible is PRO. Regarding the availability of
                                    Impse in (16b) above, observe in (18) below that null referential
                                    pro is also available, suggesting that [uD] can
                                be in T in these contexts.9
                            
(18)

                                        Por
For

 no
not

 enjuiciar
judge

 a

                                                  dom
                                                  

 los
the

 corruptos
corrupt

 a
at

 tiempo,
time

 el
the

 pueblo
people

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 rebel-ó.
rebel-pst.3sg
                                                  

 

                                    ‘Due to the government not judging the corrupt
                                        in time, the people rebelled.’



We have adopted a PRO-based account of control. There
                                is, however, an alternative approach to control, which relies on
                                movement of the controller (see Hornstein, 1999, et sequens). On a movement approach,
                                consider the simplified underlying structure for (15a) and (16a) below in (19a) and (19b), respectively.
(19)
	
                                            [pro
                                                se se quiere <pro
                                                se> trabajar menos]

                                        
	
                                            
                                                *[pro
                                                se quiere <pro
                                                se> trabajarse menos]

                                        




On a movement account, pro
                                se in the embedded clause would move to the matrix clause
                                because case is not available in the embedded clause. In principle,
                                this would hold for (19a)
                                and (19b), yet (19a) is grammatical, while
                                    (19b) is
                                ungrammatical. Why there should be a contrast in grammaticality does
                                not follow immediately under a movement account, since in each case
                                        prose
                                 would move to the matrix clause.10 On the present account
                                    se can only spell out T in the matrix
                                clause.

                        5.The features of se
                            
As briefly discussed in Section 2.2, there is evidence in
                                    Impse constructions for a projected argument in
                                Spec,Voice which we have called pro
                                se. In this section, we address the restriction on
                                ungrammatical sequences of se illustrated in (3), repeated below in (20).
(20)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 quej-a
complain-3sg
                                                  

 de-l
of-the

 jefe
boss

 

                                            
                                            Intended: ‘People complain about
                                                the boss.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 quejar-se
complain-Inherse
                                                  

 de-l
of-the

 jefe
boss

 

                                            
                                            Intended: ‘People want to
                                                complain about the boss.’

                                        




A recent approach by Martins and Nunes (2017) accounts for both
                                ungrammatical sentences via identity avoidance effects: two
                                identical sequences of se give rise to
                                ungrammaticality. That there is an identical sequence of
                                    se is obvious in (20a), but less so in (20b). They adopt a movement account of
                                control and assume that se itself originates in the
                                external argument position of the embedded verb. It is when both
                                    se are together in the embedded clause that an
                                identity avoidance violation obtains, they claim. Part of their
                                assumption appears to be that se moves like other
                                Romance clitics.11 We
                                simply put forth one set of data that illustrates that it is
                                unlikely that se in Impse constructions
                                moves like other Romance clitics. For a more detailed discussion and
                                evaluation of Martins and Nunes
                                    (2017), see MacDonald
                                    & Vázquez-Lozares (ms). Observe the contrast in
                                    (21) and (22).
(21)
	
                                            
                                                Soñ-aron
Dream-pst.3pl
                                                  

 con
with

 ganar
win

 la
the

 guerra.
war

 

                                            
                                            ‘They dreamed of winning the
                                                war.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                Soñ-aron
Dream-pst.3pl
                                                  

 con
with

 ganar-la.
win-it

 

                                            
                                            ‘They dreamed of winning
                                                it.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *La
It

 soñ-aron
dream-pst.3pl
                                                  

 con
with

 ganar.
win

 

                                            
                                        




(22)
	
                                            
                                                Se
Impse
                                                  

 soñ-ó
dream-pst.3sg
                                                  

 con
of

 ganar
win

 la
the

 guerra.
war

 

                                            
                                            ‘They dreamed.3sg of winning the
                                                war.’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                Se
Impse
                                                  

 soñ-ó
dreamed-pst.3sg
                                                  

 con
with

 ganar-la.
win-it

 

                                            
                                            ‘They dreamed of winning the
                                                war.’

                                        




Upon pronominalization of la guerra,
                                the clitic can remain within the embedded clause as illustrated in
                                    (21b). As illustrated
                                by ungrammatical (21c),
                                clitic climbing is not available. Were se in
                                    Impse constructions and moved like other Romance
                                clitics, we would expect that se could not clitic
                                climb out of the embedded clause, leading to ungrammaticality in
                                these instances. Nevertheless, as illustrated in (22), the presence of
                                    Impse does not lead to ungrammaticality.
We offer a different approach to the patterns in (20), based on the internal
                                properties of pro
                                se. Concretely, we will see that pro
                                se is featurally deficient. We put forth its featural
                                deficiency as an alternative source of the ungrammaticality of
                                    (20).
5.1The phi-features of pro
                                    se
                                
Here we suggest that prose
                                     is underspecified for gender and number, which we take
                                    to mean that it lacks a gender and number feature altogether.
                                    With respect to person, we discuss some support for the presence
                                    of a person feature (see Kayne, 2000 and Kempchinsky, 2004 for similar assumptions regarding
                                    the featural make up of se).
Observe that (on a generic interpretation)
                                            prose
                                     can be modified by a secondary predicate, which can
                                    have feminine gender, as in (23a) from Otero (1985, fn.35), and (23b) from Rivero (2002: 12). As (23c) illustrates, it can have masculine
                                    gender as well.
(23)
	
                                                
                                                  Si
If

 se
Impse
                                                  

 está
be-3sg
                                                  

 embarazad-a…
pregnant-fem
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘If a woman is
                                                  pregnant…’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Cuando
When

 se
Impse
                                                  

 es
be-3sg
                                                  

 tan
so

 blanc-a,
white-fem
                                                  

 el
the

 sol
sun

 es
is

 peligroso
dangerous.

 

                                                
                                                ‘When a woman is so white,
                                                  the sun is dangerous.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  No
Not

 se
Impse
                                                  

 estudi-a
study-3sg
                                                  

 borrach-o.
drunk-masc
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘You don’t study drunk.’

                                            




The data in (23) also indicate that the secondary predicate can
                                    be in singular. Observe in (24a), from Otero (1985, fn.35), (24b) from Rivero (2002, p. 12), and (24c) from an anonymous
                                    reviewer that it can be in plural as well.
(24)
	
                                                
                                                  Con
with

 libertad
freedom

 se
Impse
                                                  

 ha
have.3sg

 de
of

 andar
walk

 este
this

 camino
journey

 puest-o-s
put-masc-pl
                                                  

 de
from

 la
the

 mano
hand

 de
of

 Dios
God

 

                                                
                                                ‘This journey must be walked
                                                  freely, placed by the hand of God.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Aquí
Here

 se
Impse
                                                  

 entr-a
enter-3sg
                                                  

 de
of

 dos
two

 en
in

 dos.
two

 

                                                
                                                ‘Here people go in two by
                                                  two.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Aquí
Here

 se
Impse
                                                  

 bail-a
dance-3sg
                                                  

 junt-o-s
together-masc-pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘Here dancing is done
                                                  together.’

                                            




Moreover, as illustrated in (25), a verb that takes
                                    a plural subject can be made impersonal by se,
                                    data from Suñer (1983, p. 191).
(25)

                                            Se
Impse
                                                  

 convergió
converged.3sg

 en
in

 la
the

 oficina
office

 de-l
of-the

 decano.
dean

 

                                        ‘People converged on the dean’s
                                            office.’



When it comes to person, the verb must be third,
                                    as shown in (26).12
                                
(26)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 com-íamos
eat-imprf.1pl
                                                  

 la
the

 pizza.
pizza

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 com-ía
eat-imprf.3sg
                                                  

 la
the

 pizza.
pizza

 

                                                
                                                ‘Pizza was eaten.’

                                            




We conclude that pro
                                    se is not specified for gender or number, and is
                                    specified for person.
It is pro
                                    se’s lack of number that we put forth as an
                                    alternative source of the ungrammaticality of (20). Reconsider
                                    instances of Inherse in (27), illustrating that it is
                                    paradigmatic – it can occur in all persons and numbers.
(27)
	
                                                
                                                  Yo
I

 me
Inherme
                                                  

 cas-é.
get.married-pst.1sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Tú
You

 te
Inherte
                                                  

 cas-aste.
get.married-pst.2sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Ella
She

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 cas-ó.
get.married-pst.3sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Nosotros
We

 nos
Inhernos
                                                  

 cas-amos.
get.married-pst.1pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Vosotros
You.pl
                                                  

 os
Inheros
                                                  

 cas-asteis.
get.married-pst.2pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Ellos
They

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 cas-aron.
get.married-pst.3pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘I/you/she/we/you(pl)/they
                                                  got married.’

                                            




The number (and person) feature of
                                        Inherse changes as a function of the number (and
                                    person) of the external argument. We assume that it has both
                                    unvalued number and person features. If pro
                                    se has a person feature, but not a number feature,
                                    then, it cannot value Inherse’s number feature,
                                    leading to ungrammaticality. Consider how this approach explains
                                    the ungrammaticality of (20b). Pro
                                    se in matrix context must share its features with PRO
                                    in the embedded context. Since pro
                                    se has no number feature to share, PRO lacks a number
                                    feature, and thus, the number on Inherse remains
                                    unvalued. PRO has the same features as its controller. We
                                    illustrate this in Impse constructions as well.
In non-control environments, pro
                                    se cannot bind a non-clitic reflexive pronoun, as
                                    illustrated in (28).
(28)
	
                                                
                                                  Aquí
Here

 se
Impse
                                                  

 habl-a
talk-3sg
                                                  

 siempre
always

 de
of

 
                                                  *sí /
self /

 uno.
one.

 

                                                
                                                ‘One always talks about
                                                  himself/oneself here.’ [Otero 2002,
                                                  p. 172]
                                                

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Se
Impse
                                                  

 está
be.3sg
                                                  

 orgulloso
proud

 de
of

 
                                                  *sí /
self /

 uno
one

 mismo.
same.

 

                                                
                                                ‘One is proud of
                                                  himself/oneself.’

                                            




It is tempting to relate this to the
                                    indefiniteness of the unpronounced subject as in Suñer (1982),
                                    however, since indefinite uno can bind a
                                    reflexive (cf. (29a),
                                        (b)), it is not
                                    clear that this is the correct approach.13
                                
(29)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Se
                                                  
Impse
                                                  

 
                                                  tien-e
                                                  
have-3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  vergüenza
                                                  
shame

 
                                                  de
                                                  
of

 
                                                  
                                                  *sí /
                                                  
self /

 
                                                  uno
                                                  
one

 
                                                  mismo.
                                                  
same

 

                                                
                                                ‘One has shame of
                                                  himself/oneself.’ [Otero 2002,
                                                  p. 175]
                                                

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Uno
One

 tien-e
have-3sg
                                                  

 vergüenza
shame

 de
of

 sí /
self /

 uno
one

 mismo.
same

 

                                                
                                            




As further support for this approach, consider a
                                    contrast with Italian Impse. Ordóñez (ms) claims that Italian
                                        pro
                                    se is specified as plural (pace d’Alessandro, 2007), while Spanish
                                            prose
                                     is not. He provides data from participle agreement,
                                    floating quantifiers and reciprocals. In Italian, an adjective in a copula construction must be plural, as
                                    illustrated in (30a),
                                    while in Spanish it cannot be, as illustrated in (30b).
(30)
	
                                                
                                                  Si
Impse
                                                  

 è
be.3sg
                                                  

 content-i
happy-pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 está
be.3sg
                                                  

 contentos.
happy-pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘People are happy.’

                                            




Italian Impse also licenses floating
                                    quantifiers, illustrated in (31a), while Spanish Impse does not,
                                    illustrated in (31b).
(31)
	
                                                
                                                  Si
Impse
                                                  

 è
be.3sg
                                                  

 arrivat-i
arrived-pl
                                                  

 tutt-i
all-pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 lleg-ó
arrived-pst.3sg
                                                  

 todo-s
all-pl
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘Everyone arrived.’

                                            




Finally, a reciprocal is grammatical in Italian
                                        Impse constructions, but not in Spanish
                                        Impse constructions, as illustrated in (32a) and (32b) respectively.
(32)
	
                                                
                                                  Si
Impse
                                                  

 era
be.imprf.3sg
                                                  

 parlato
spoken

 l’
the

 un
one

 con
with

 l’
the

 altro.
other

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 habl-aba
speak-imprf.3sg
                                                  

 el
the

 uno
one

 con
with

 el
the

 otro.
other

 

                                                
                                                ‘One spoke with the
                                                  other.’

                                            




Now observe in (33a), that inherent se
                                    is grammatical with matrix Impse in Italian, which,
                                    again illustrated in (33b), is not in Spanish.
(33)
	
                                                
                                                  In
In

 Italia,
Italy

 si
Impse
                                                  

 deside-ra
wish-3sg
                                                  

 sposar-si
get.married-Inherse
                                                  

 dopo
after

 i
the

 30
30

 anni.
years

 

                                                
                                                ‘In Italy, people wish to
                                                  get married after they are 30.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *En
In

 España,
Spain

 se
Impse
                                                  

 dese-a
wish-3sg
                                                  

 casar-se
get.married-Inherse
                                                  

 a
at

 los
the

 30.
30

 

                                                
                                                ‘In Spain, people wish to
                                                  get married at 30.’

                                            




If pro
                                    se in Spanish lacks a number feature, while
                                        pro
                                    se in Italian has a number feature, then Italian
                                        pro
                                    se can value the number feature of Inherse
                                    and Spanish prose cannot.
Spanish has other paradigmatic
                                        se constructions, like aspectual
                                        se (Aspse), “true” reflexive
                                        se (Reflse), as well as
                                    anticausative se (AntiCse), parts of
                                    the paradigms of each are illustrated in (34), (35) and (36) respectively.
(34)
	
                                                
                                                  Me
Aspme
                                                  

 com-í
eat-pst.1sg
                                                  

 el
the

 arroz.
rice

 

                                                
                                                ‘I ate the rice.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Nos
Aspnos
                                                  

 com-imos
eat-pst.1pl
                                                  

 el
the

 arroz.
rice

 

                                                
                                                ‘We ate the rice.’

                                            




(35)
	
                                                
                                                  Me
Reflme
                                                  

 mir-é
look-pst.1sg
                                                  

 en
in

 el
the

 espejo.
mirror

 

                                                
                                                ‘I looked at myself in the
                                                  mirror.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Nos
Reflnos
                                                  

 mir-amos
look-pst.1pl
                                                  

 en
in

 el
the

 espejo.
mirror

 

                                                
                                                ‘We looked at ourselves in
                                                  the mirror.’

                                            




(36)
	
                                                
                                                  Me
AntiCme
                                                  

 quem-é
burn-pst.1sg
                                                  

 en
in

 la
the

 cocina.
kitchen

 

                                                
                                                ‘I burnt myself in the
                                                  kitchen.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Nos
AntiCnos
                                                  

 quem-amos
burn-pst.1pl
                                                  

 en
in

 la
the

 cocina.
kitchen

 

                                                
                                                ‘We burnt ourselves in the
                                                  kitchen.’

                                            




As illustrated in (37a), (37b) and (37c), for Aspse,
                                        Reflse, and AntiCse, when surfacing as
                                        se with the infinitival under a control
                                    verb, ungrammaticality arises, as expected.
(37)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Siempre
Always

 se
Impse
                                                  

 quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 comer-se
eat-Aspse
                                                  

 el
the

 arroz
rice

 aquí.
here

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘One always wants
                                                  to eat the rice here.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Siempre
Always

 se
Impse
                                                  

 quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 mirar-se
look-Reflse
                                                  

 en
in

 el
the

 espejo.
mirror

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘One always wants
                                                  to look at himself in the mirror.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *No
Not

 se
Impse
                                                  

 quier-e
want-3sg
                                                  

 quemar-se
get.burnt-AntiCse
                                                  

 cuando
when

 se
Impse
                                                  

 cocin-a.
cook-3sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘One doesn’t want
                                                  to get burnt while cooking.’

                                            




This approach extends naturally to matrix
                                    sequences of Impse and other se as
                                    well, some examples of which are given in (38).
(38)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Se
Impse
                                                  

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 quej-a
complain-3sg
                                                  

 de-l
of-the

 jefe.
boss

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘People complain
                                                  about the boss.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Cuando
When

 se
Impse
                                                  

 se
Reflse
                                                  

 mir-a
look-3sg
                                                  

 en
in

 el
the

 espejo
mirror

 demasiado…
too.much

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘When one looks at
                                                  himself in the mirror too much…’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Si
If

 se
Impse
                                                  

 se
AntiCse
                                                  

 quem-a
burn-3sg
                                                  

 cocinando…
cooking

 

                                                
                                                Intended: ‘If one burns
                                                  himself while cooking…’

                                            




In the presence of Impse,
                                        pro
                                    se is introduced in Spec,Voice. Thus, the
                                    paradigmatic se’s number feature is left
                                    unvalued and the derivation crashes. At the same time, however,
                                    there may also be an identity avoidance issue as well. In fact,
                                    on the assumption that Italian pro
                                    se can value the features of a reflexive pronoun,
                                    then the grammaticality judgments of (39), examples from Martins & Nunes (2017), support the
                                    present approach.
(39)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Si
Impse
                                                  

 si
Reflse
                                                  

 lav-a.
wash-3sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Ci
Reflse
                                                  

 si
Impse
                                                  

 lav-a.
wash-3sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘One washes oneself.’

                                            




A sequence of two si is
                                    ungrammatical in Italian, as illustrated in (40a). Nevertheless,
                                    differently from Spanish, there is a morphological repair
                                    available in Italian that changes one of the si
                                    to ci, as in (39b). The change avoids the identity
                                    violation, and since Impse in Italian is specified
                                    for number, the reflexive clitic is licensed. As expected,
                                    moreover, Italian Impse can also license non-clitic
                                    reflexives, as illustrated in (40), from Cinque (1988, p. 538), glosses ours.
(40)

                                            Quando
When

 non
not

 si
Impse

 comprend-e
understand-3sg
                                                  

 nemmeno
even

 se stessi, …
themselves

 

                                        ‘When one does not even understand
                                            oneself, …’



Brazilian Portuguese (BP) Impse
                                    constructions offer further support for the present
                                        approach.14 Observe
                                    in (41a) that
                                    sequences of se are also ungrammatical,
                                    although, as noted in Martins and Nunes (2016, p. 333), when non-adjacent, both
                                    can appear, as illustrated in (41b).
(41)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  *Pod-e‐se
can-3sg‐Impse
                                                  

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 sentar
sit

 em
in

 qualquer
any

 lugar.
place

 

                                                
                                                ‘One can sit anywhere.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  Pod-e‐se,
can-3sg‐Impse
                                                  

 salvo
saving

 engano,
mistake

 se
Reflse
                                                  

 sentar
sit

 em
in

 qualquer
any

 lugar.
place

 

                                                
                                                ‘I think one can sit in any
                                                  place.’

                                            




On the present approach this means that BP
                                        pro
                                    se is specified for number, like Italian. Observe in
                                        (42), as noted in
                                    Martins and Nunes (2016, p. 333), that Inherse appears
                                    grammatically with an infinitival when Impse is with
                                    the matrix verb.
(42)

                                            Esper-ava‐se
expect‐pst.3sg-Impse
                                                  

 conseguir
manage

 se
Inherse
                                                  

 sentar
sit

 n-a
in‐the

 primeira
first

 fila.
row

 

                                        ‘One expected to be able to sit in the
                                            front row.’



Independent support for number being specified
                                    comes from secondary predicates with Impse
                                    constructions in BP. Only when singular can one appear. A plural
                                    secondary predicate is ungrammatical, as illustrated in (43).
(43)

                                            Trabalh-a-se
Work-3sg-Impse
                                                  

 bêbado(*s)
drunk.sg(.pl)

 e
and

 os
the

 resultados
results

 são
are

 disastrosos.
disastrous

 

                                        ‘When one works drunk, the results are
                                            disastrous.’



If BP pro
                                    se is specified for number, like Italian, but unlike
                                    Spanish, then the patterns follow naturally from the present
                                    account. Additionally, as expected, BP can also license
                                    non-clitic reflexives, as illustrated in (44), from MacDonald, Carvalho, & Maddox
                                        (2016).
(44)

                                            Aqui
Here

 se
Impse
                                                  

 fal-a
speak-3sg
                                                  

 de
of

 si
self

 (mesmo).
(same)

 

                                        ‘Here one speaks about oneself.’




                        6.Conclusion
In this paper, we have offered an analysis of
                                impersonal se constructions in control
                                infinitivals. We have claimed that impersonal se
                                introduces a non-referential pronoun (pro
                                se) and se itself spells out a valued
                                version of Holmberg’s
                                    (2010) [uD] feature in T, a property of consistent null
                                subject languages. Thus, as a corollary, we link impersonal
                                    se constructions to the consistent null subject
                                status of a language (in the spirit of Belletti, 1982). Impse is not
                                licensed in a control infinitival because T lacks [(u)D]. Moreover,
                                we argue that ungrammatical sequences of Impse and other
                                    se result from the featural deficiency of
                                    pro
                                se; specifically it lacks a specification for number.
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                        Notes

                                
                                1.While the interpretation of the implicit external
                                    argument of Impse constructions has been likened to
                                        one in English, it is not always the case
                                    that treating the external argument as one is
                                    the most natural translation. Thus, we translate it in a
                                    variety of manners, sometimes people, they,
                                        one, or generic you, each on an
                                    indefinite non-referential interpretation.①


                            

                                
                                2.Alternatively, little v is the
                                    external argument introducing head that is associated with
                                    accusative Case checking (Chomsky, 2001). While there is mounting evidence
                                    that a Voice head must be distinguished from a CAUSE head, often
                                    called v (see Alexiadou
                                        et al., 2006; Harley, 2013; Legate, 2014; Pylkkänen, 2008; Schäfer, 2008), we simply represent a single head
                                    Voice for simplicity since this is not the main focus of the
                                    discussion.①


                            

                                
                                3.(4b) is
                                    grammatical if se is understood as an indirect
                                    object and there is either a referential 3rd person null subject
                                    or a non-referential indefinite 3rd person subject. In this
                                    case, the underlying construction is a double object
                                    construction and se is spurious.①


                            

                                
                                4.There is some variation with respect to (5b). Many varieties
                                    default to les when the direct object is
                                    pronominalized. Rioplantense varieties use los.
                                    Regarding (5c), there
                                    are some varieties that allow it. See Gallego (2016) for some discussion.①


                            

                                
                                5.In (6a)
                                    and (6d), there is a
                                    restriction to generic interpretation, as discussed in de Miguel (1992) and
                                        Suñer (1990).①


                            

                                
                                6.
                                    Dobrovie-Sorin (1998)
                                    argues that in Romanian the se that appears
                                    with unergatives is an instance of passive
                                    se.①


                            

                                
                                7.We take a conservative stance by not proposing a
                                    biconditional in which if a null referential subject is
                                    possible, so is Impse, mainly for empirical reasons.
                                    First, Romanian is a consistent null subject language, yet, as
                                    thoroughly discussed in Dobrovie-Sorin (1998), Romanian lacks
                                        Impse. We assume that having [uD] in T, namely,
                                    being a consistent null subject language is a necessary, yet,
                                    not a sufficient condition on the availability of
                                        Impse in a language.①


                            

                                
                                8.Dobrovie-Sorin (1998: 424) observes that (17b) in Romanian is
                                    grammatical. See MacDonald
                                        & Maddox (2018) for one approach to its
                                    grammaticality in Romanian.①


                            

                                
                                9.An anonymous reviewer reminds us that Mendikoetxea (1992)
                                    observes other instances where Impse can appear:
                                    parece haberse descubierto al verdadero culpable and parece haberse trabajado lo suficiente. While null referential little
                                    pro is possible in these constructions, they still raise the
                                    question about why, on the present account, T[(u)D]
                                    is licensed in these contexts. This is something we leave for
                                    future work.①


                            

                                
                                10.On an account that assumes se itself is a pronoun
                                    that undergoes movement – i.e. clitic climbs – from the embedded
                                    clause to the matrix clause, one might argue that (19b) is ungrammatical
                                    because se is not licensed in the embedded clause due to the
                                    lack of nominative case. For one such account, see Martins & Nunes
                                        (2017). See the discussion following (21) and (22) for one argument
                                    that se does not clitic climb like other Romance clitics. See
                                        MacDonald &
                                        Vázquez-Lozares (ms) for further arguments.①


                            

                                
                                11.See Chapter 6 for a discussion of object clitics in
                                    Barrancos, a variety spoken along the border between Portugal
                                    and Spain, where this system displays mixed properties of both
                                    languages. See Chapter 8
                                    for patterns of clitic omission and placement in young Heritage
                                    speakers of Spanish.①


                            

                                
                                12.There are varieties of Spanish and Italian, as
                                    well as Brazilian Portuguese, where this restriction does not
                                    hold. However, this arguably results from a cyclic diachronic
                                    pattern, as discussed in MacDonald & Maddox (2018), and does not
                                    constitute a counterexample.①


                            

                                
                                13.Moreover, obligatorily reflexive verbs in Spanish
                                    made impersonal cannot appear in the Impse
                                    construction; instead, they appear with uno. In this case, uno
                                    is interpreted like the implicit argument of Impse,
                                    and can still license a reflexive. Thus, being indefinite is not
                                    the reason why a reflexive is not allowed.①


                            

                                
                                14.BP Impse constructions pattern in the
                                    relevant respects with Spanish and Italian Impse
                                    constructions. See MacDonald
                                        (2017) for Spanish and Italian, and MacDonald,
                                    Carvalho, & Maddox (2016) for a discussion of BP
                                        Impse.①


                            


                        
                            References

                            Alexiadou, A., & Anagnostopoulou, E.
 (1998.) Parametrizing AGR: Word order, V-movement and
                                        EPP-checking. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory, 16, 491–539. Crossref


                            Alexiadou, A., Anagnostopoulou, E., & Schäfer, F.
 (2006.) The properties of anticausatives
                                        crosslinguistically. In M. Frascarelli (Ed.), Phases of interpretation. Mouton de Gruyter. Crossref


                            Armstrong, G.
 (2011.) Two classes of transitiv verbs: Evidence from
                                        Spanish (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Georgetown University.


                            Basilico, D.
 (2010.) The se clitic and its
                                        relationship to paths. Probus, 22, 271–302. Crossref


                            Belletti, A.
 (1982.) Morphological passive and pro-drop: The
                                        impersonal construction in Italian. Journal of Linguistic Research, 2(4), 1–34.


                            Chomsky, N.
 (1982.) Some concepts and consequences of the theory of
                                        government and binding. The MIT Press.


                            Chomsky, N.
 (2001.) Minimalist inquiries: The framework. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics.


                            Cinque, G.
 (1988.) On si constructions and the
                                        theory of arb
                                    . Linguistic Inquiry, 19(4), 521–581.


                            D’Alessandro, R.
 (2007.) Impersonal si sonstructions. Mouton de Gruyter. Crossref


                            De Miguel Aparicio, E.
 (1992.) El aspecto en la sintaxis del español: Perfectividad e
                                        impersonalidad. Universidad Autónoma de Madrid.


                            Dobrovie-Sorin, C.
 (1998.) Impersonal se constructions in Romance and the
                                        passivization of unergatives. Linguistic Inquiry, 29(3), 399–437. Crossref


                            Folli, R., & Harley, H.
 (2005.) Consuming results in Italian and English: Flavors
                                        of v. In P. Kempchinsky & R. Slabakova (Eds.), Syntax, semantics, and acquisition of aspect (pp. 95–120). Springer.


                            Frascarelli, M.
 (2007.) Subjects, topics and the interpretation of
                                        referential pro. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 25(4), 691–734. Crossref


                            Gallego, A.
 (2016.) Three types of prepositions in Spanish SE
                                        sentences. Consequences for cross-dialectal
                                        studies. Dialectología, 17, 51–70.


                            Harley, H.
 (2013.) External arguments and the mirror principle: On
                                        the distinctness of voice and v. Lingua, 125, 34–57. Crossref


                            Holmberg, A.
 (2005.) Is there a little pro? Evidence from
                                        Finnish. Linguistic Inquiry, 36(4), 533–564. Crossref


                            Holmberg, A.
 (2010.) Null subject parameters. In T. Biberauer, A. Holmberg, I. Roberts, & M. Sheehan (Eds.), Parametric variation: Null subjects in minimalist
                                        theory (pp. 88–124). Cambridge University Press.


                            Hornstein, N.
 (1999.) Movement and control. Linguistic Inquiry, 30(1), 69–96. Crossref


                            Kayne, R.
 (2000.) Parameters and universals. Oxford University Press.


                            Kempchinsky, P.
 (2004.) Romance SE as an aspectual
                                        element. In J. Auger, J. C. Clements, & B. Vance (Eds.), Contemporary approaches to Romance linguistics (pp. 239–256). John Benjamins. Crossref


                            Landau, I.
 (1999.) Control and extraposition: The case of
                                        super-equi. In. P. Tamanji, M. Hirotani, & N. Hall (Eds.), Proceedings of the 29th conference of the North Eastern
                                        Linguistic Society (pp. 213–228). GLSA, University of Massachusetts.


                            Legate, J.
 (2014.) Voice and v: Lessons from Acehnese. The MIT Press. Crossref


                            MacDonald, J. E.
 (2017.) An implicit projected argument in Spanish
                                        impersonal and passive-se constructions. Syntax, 20(4), 353–383. Crossref


                            MacDonald, J. E., Carvalho, J., & Maddox, M.
 (2016.) An argument from Brazilian Portuguese for a
                                        syntactically projected implicit argument. In C. Hammerly & B. Prickett (Eds.), Proceedings of 46th annual meeting of the North Eastern
                                        Linguistics Society (pp. 307–316). GLSA, University of Massachusetts.


                            MacDonald, J. E., & Maddox, M.
 (2018.) Passive se in Romanian and Spanish: A subject
                                        cycle. Journal of Linguistics, 54(2), 389–427.  Crossref


                            MacDonald, J. E., & Melgares, J.
 n.d.). On (un)grammatical clitic sequences in impersonal
                                            se constructions (Unpublished manuscript).


                            MacDonald, J. E., & Vázquez-Lozares, A.
 n.d). On (un)grammatical sequences of
                                            se in Spanish. (Unpublished manuscript).


                            Maddox, M.
 n.d.). Licensing conditions on null generic subjects in
                                        Spanish. (Unpublished manuscript).


                            Martins, A. M., & Nunes, J.
 (2016.) Passives and se
                                        constructions. In W. L. Wetzels, J. Costa, & S. Menuzzi (Eds.), The handbook of Portuguese linguistics (pp. 318–337). Wiley-Blackwell. Crossref


                            Martins, A. M., & Nunes, J.
 (2017.) Identity avoidance with reflexive clitics in
                                        European Portuguese and the theory of
                                        control. Linguistic Inquiry, 48(4), 627–649. Crossref


                            Mendikoetxea, A.
 (1992.) On the nature of agreement: The syntax of Arb se
                                        in Spanish (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of York.


                            Mendikoetxea, A.
 (2008.) Clitic impersonal constructions in Romance:
                                        Syntactic features and semantic
                                        interpretation. Transactions of the Philological Society, 106(2), 290–336. Crossref


                            Ordóñez, F.
 n.d.). On the nature of the impersonal SE: Case,
                                        interpretation and variation. (Unpublished manuscript).


                            Ordóñez, F., & Treviño, E.
 (2016.) Agreement and D.O.M. with se: A comparative study
                                        of Mexican and Peninsular Spanish. In M. Kato, & F. Ordóñez (Eds.), The morphosyntax of Portuguese and Spanish in Latin
                                        America (pp. 236–258). Oxford University Press. Crossref


                            Otero, C. P.
 (1985.) Arbitrary subjects in finite
                                        clauses. In I. Bordelois, H. Contreras, & K. Zagona (Eds.), Generative studies in Spanish syntax (pp. 81–110). Foris.


                            Otero, C. P.
 (2002.) Facetas del se
                                    . In C. Sánches López (Ed.), Las construcciones con se (pp. 165–206). Visor libros.


                            Pylkkänen, L.
 (2008.) Introducing arguments. The MIT Press. Crossref


                            Rivero, M. L.
 (2002.) On impersonal reflexives in Romance and Slavic
                                        and semantic variation. In J. Camps & C. R. Wiltshire (Eds.), Romance syntax, semantics and L2 acquisition (pp. 169–195). John Benjamins. Crossref


                            Rizzi, L.
 (1982.) Issues in Italian syntax. Foris. Crossref


                            Roberts, I.
 (2010.) A deletion analysis of null
                                        subjects. In T. Biberauer, A. Holmberg, I. Roberts, & M. Sheehan (Eds.), Parametric variation: Null subjects in minimalist
                                        theory (pp. 58–87). Cambridge University Press.


                            Saab, A.
 (2002.) Asignación de caso en construcciones con
                                            se impersonal. Actas del IX congreso de la Sociedad Argentina de
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Chapter 8Case assignment in Spanish nominalizationsA self-paced reading investigation
Tania Leal & Jeffrey RenaudUniversity of Nevada, Reno | Augustana College

Spanish nominalizations, structures in which a
                                determiner precedes an infinitive (el susurrar de
                                    Mario “Mario’s whispering”), present a syntactic
                                contradiction in which a verb exists within a Determiner Phrase
                                (DP). Speakers attest two types: nominalizations co-occurring with
                                nominal modifiers (e.g., adjectives, genitive case for argument
                                expression) and those whose modifiers are verbal (adverbs,
                                nominative/accusative arguments). Absent cartographic approaches
                                    (Cinque, 2002)
                                predetermining the order of functional heads, the point in the
                                derivation at which verbal categories transition into nominal ones,
                                and this transition’s effect on case assignment, are thus far
                                unanswered empirical questions. Using a self-paced reading task, we
                                adopt Alexiadou et al.’s
                                    (2011) proposal to experimentally determine the cases
                                available in each nominalization type. Results show that speakers
                                process nominal nominalizations as expected but may allow for the
                                possibility of adverbial adjunction, as suggested by Ramírez (2003). We propose
                                that this data reveals the value of empirically testing syntactic
                                proposals.

Keywords: 	Verbal nominalization,
	Nominal nominalization,
	self-paced reading,
	experimental syntax



                        Dedication
While Paula is best known for her work in clausal
                                syntax, she would offer the Determiner Phrase (DP)—lovingly
                                referring to it as “the damned DP”—as a possible area of study for
                                Master’s exams; the consequence of this practice is the article that
                                follows. To that end, we dedicate this work to Paula, without whose
                                occasional venture into determiner syntax it would not exist.

                        1.Introduction
As documented by Baker and Vinokurova (2009), a number of the world’s
                                languages attest a syntactic structure in which a verbal root
                                co-occurs with various nominal properties; basic exemplars of such
                                nominalized constructions appear in (1) and (2).
(1)

                                        
                                                  [El
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  escrib-ir
                                                  
write-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  novelas
                                                  
novels.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  ella]
                                                  
she.nom]

 
                                                  explica su
                                                  
explains her

 
                                                  fama
                                                  
fame

 

                                    “[Her writing of novels] explains her
                                            fame.”(Ramírez, 2003,
                                            p. 117)
                                    



(2)

                                        
                                                  [El
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  constante
                                                  
constant

 
                                                  fum-ar
                                                  
smoke-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan]
                                                  
Juan]

 
                                                  es
                                                  
is

 
                                                  molesto
                                                  
bothersome

 

                                    “[Juan’s constant smoking] is bothersome.”
                                            (adapted from
                                                Plann,
                                                1981, p. 204)
                                    



While the details of both types of nominalizations will
                                be discussed at length in sections 3 through 5, preliminary
                                observations of (1) and
                                    (2) alone expose the
                                counterintuitive nature of the property. With respect to (1) (to which we will
                                henceforth refer as a verbal nominalization (VN) precisely because
                                of its predominately verbal properties), it is first necessary to
                                appropriately identify the overall structure as a noun, i.e., a DP.
                                While the presence of the lexical verb escribir “to
                                write”—overtly verbal in nature given the infinitival morpheme
                                    -ir (see, however, Plann, 1981 and de Miguel, 1996 who claim that the verb is
                                itself a noun)—undermines the nominal account, two aspects in
                                    (1) and (2) have traditionally been
                                used to argue for a nominal treatment: first, the structure is
                                introduced with the definite determiner el “the,” a
                                property of DPs; and second, the constituent itself may occupy the
                                position reserved for sentential subjects, also a property of DPs,
                                and is interpreted as such.
Under the above analysis, it is syntactically
                                unexpected to find verbal properties within such a constituent.
                                Furthermore, the verb in (1) licenses its full argument structure: a nominative
                                subject (agent) ella “she” and an accusative direct
                                object (theme) novelas “novels.” This contrasts
                                with (2), in which a
                                similar constituent is also introduced with the definite determiner
                                    el “the” and appears in sentential subject
                                position, yet contains the adjective constante
                                “constant” and obligatorily realizes its subject with genitive case
                                    (*el constante fumar Ø Juan
                                “Juan’s constant smoking” is ungrammatical) as opposed to the
                                nominative case demonstrated in (1). Due to its predominately nominal properties, the
                                type of nominalization exemplified by (2) will henceforth be referred to as a
                                nominal nominalization (NN).

                                Alexiadou (2010), Alexiadou et al. (2010),
                                and Alexiadou et al.
                                    (2011) compare such nominalizations among various Romance
                                and Germanic languages, ultimately proposing an analysis within
                                Distributed Morphology (Halle
                                    & Marantz, 1993) that posits separate syntactic
                                structures to account for the differences between VNs (1) and NNs (2): e.g., adverbs versus
                                adjectives and nominative versus genitive case, respectively. Their
                                account, however, relies on data culled from a variety of sources;
                                absent from the literature are empirical results corroborating (or
                                not) the theoretical proposal. In this paper, we begin filling this
                                gap by experimentally investigating the types of case available in
                                each structure.
In Section 2,
                                we outline our assumptions on the internal structure of the
                                Determiner Phrase (DP) in Spanish, because understanding the nature of
                                basic DPs is necessary before accounting for more complex DPs, i.e.,
                                nominalizations. Section 3
                                establishes the principal differences between the two types of
                                nominalizations by reviewing the literature that forms the basis of
                                    Alexiadou et al.’s
                                    (2011) proposal. Section 4 expands on Section 3 by providing a detailed look at additional
                                nominal characteristics of NNs; Section 5 does the same for verbal properties of VNs.
                                    Section 6 details the
                                analysis by Alexiadou and colleagues to determine in what ways it is
                                or is not able to account for the empirical data from sections 7
                                (methodology and predictions) and 8 (results). We close by
                                presenting a discussion of the results and a brief conclusion in
                                    Section 9.

                        2.Internal structure of the Spanish Determiner Phrase
Before detailing the properties specific to
                                nominalizations, the present section briefly explores the canonical
                                structure assumed for Spanish Determiner Phrases (DPs). We follow
                                    Bernstein (1993),
                                whose basic proposal is presented in (3), modified slightly by Adger (2003) with the
                                addition of nP, the external-argument licensing
                                head for nouns analogous to v for verbs
                                (independently applied to Spanish by Ticio, 2005, among others), and Number
                                Phrase (NumP), an independent head for the number feature (Masullo & Depiante,
                                    2004).
(3)

                                        ex3.svg













































































































  









  
  


  


  
  
  


  


  
  
  


  


  
  


  


  
  
  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  
  
  


  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  


  



  




                                    



Two brief comments on (3) are necessary before examining the DP
                                structure of nominalizations. First, adjectival adjunction in
                                Spanish is assumed at two locations-Number Phrase (NumP) and
                                    nP-because Spanish DPs attest distinct
                                superficial orders with independent semantic interpretations:
                                prenominal adjectives are non-restrictive (inherently attributable
                                to the noun; e.g., los valientes
                                    soldados “the brave soldiers”), while postnominal
                                adjectives are restrictive (characteristic of only a specific subset
                                of the noun; e.g., las casas azules
                                 “the blue houses,” as opposed to the green, brown, etc.,
                                ones) (Bernstein, 1993).
                                To derive grammatical word order, lexical nouns raise to head-adjoin
                                to n and Num. Because noun raising is obligatory,
                                postnominal adjectives are derived when the Adjectival Phrase is
                                    nP-adjoined, while prenominal adjectives result
                                from NumP adjunction.
Second, Masullo and
                                    Depiante (2004) argue that Number heads its own
                                functional projection (NumP; contra Adger 2003), while gender is lexically
                                inherent. Based on NP ellipsis data, Masullo and Depiante show that
                                gender between an antecedent and an elided noun must agree,
                                suggesting that at no point is the nominal root distinct from its
                                gender. However, number between the two DPs may differ, suggesting
                                that, at a certain point in the derivation, number and the noun are
                                separate, thereby permitting elision based on formal identity.
                                Consequently, they argue that the number feature heads its own
                                projection and combines with the already complex head [N +
                                    n].
With this basic structure in mind, Sections 3, 4, and 5
                                survey the properties unique to Spanish nominalizations that
                                necessitate a reanalysis of (3) and which inform the proposal by Alexiadou et al. (2011)
                                that we explore in Section 6.

                        3.Data and nominalization paradigms
Expanding on the simple cases of nominalizations from
                                    Section 1, this section
                                introduces additional properties of the two types of nominalizations
                                under consideration. The literature review that follows suggests a
                                complementarily distributed set of properties, presented in Table 1.
Table 1.Properties of Spanish verbal and nominal
                                        nominalizations

                                    
                                        
                                            	Property
                                            	Verbal
                                            	Nominal
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	Adverb
                                            	√
                                            	
                                        

                                        
                                            	Nominative subject
                                            	√
                                            	
                                        

                                        
                                            	Accusative direct object
                                            	√
                                            	
                                        

                                        
                                            	Argument clitics
                                            	√
                                            	
                                        

                                        
                                            	Modals and auxiliaries
                                            	√
                                            	
                                        

                                        
                                            	Negation
                                            	√
                                            	
                                        

                                        
                                            	Varying determiners
                                            	
                                            	√
                                        

                                        
                                            	Adjective
                                            	
                                            	√
                                        

                                        
                                            	Genitive subject (PP)
                                            	
                                            	√
                                        

                                        
                                            	Possessive subject (det., adj.)
                                            	
                                            	√
                                        

                                        
                                            	Genitive direct object (PP)
                                            	
                                            	√
                                        

                                    
                                

The above two-way distinction contrasts with work by
                                    Yoon and Bonet-Farran
                                    (1991), Ramírez
                                    (2003), and Berger
                                    (2015), who propose three types of nominalizations. While
                                we ultimately argue against such a categorical distinction by
                                showing that speakers accept adverbial modification in nominal
                                nominalizations, we do not argue for three separate syntactic
                                structures, following the theoretical analysis that is the subject of our
                                empirical study (Alexiadou
                                    et al., 2011) which posits two.
The primary difference between the nominalizations—that is, the distinct realization of the verb’s argument structure—was noted in (1) and
                                    (2). Below, (4) and (5) (de Miguel, 1996, p. 34) provide additional
                                examples with respect to subjects.
(4)

                                        
                                                  [El
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  and-ar
                                                  
walk-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  niño
                                                  
child.nom
                                                  

 
                                                  tan
                                                  
so

 
                                                  tarde]
                                                  
late]

 
                                                  nos
                                                  
us

 
                                                  preocupa
                                                  
worries

 

                                    “[The child’s walking so late] worries us.”



(5)

                                        
                                                  [El
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  and-ar
                                                  
walk-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  errabundo
                                                  
errant

 
                                                  del
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  niño]
                                                  
child]

 
                                                  acabó
                                                  
ended

 
                                                  en
                                                  
in

 
                                                  una
                                                  
a

 
                                                  comisaría
                                                  
police.station

 

                                    “[The child’s aimless walking] ended up in a
                                        police station.”



There are two points of interest in (4) and (5). First, the literature
                                has distinguished these structures based on the types of properties
                                permitted; as such, (4) is
                                verbal given its co-occurrence with adverbs (tan
                                    tarde “so late”). (5), however, contains an adjective,
                                    errabundo “errant,” which is normally
                                associated with nouns. Not so independent of this method of
                                classification is the second noteworthy distinction between the two:
                                subject case marking. In the VN of (4), a nominative case-marked subject
                                (thematically, the agent of the unergative verb
                                    andar “to walk”) is grammatical. This contrasts
                                with the NN of (5) in
                                which del “of.the” must mark the agentive subject
                                as genitive, as the DP is ungrammatical without this preposition.
                                Objects evince a similar effect, as shown in (6) and (7) below (Borsley
                                    & Kornfilt, 2000, p. 110).
(6)

                                        
                                                  No
                                                  

                                                        NEG
                                                    

 
                                                  acepto
                                                  
I.accept

 
                                                  [el
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  susurr-ar
                                                  
whisper-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  palabras
                                                  
words.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  obscenas
                                                  
obscene

 
                                                  constantemente]
                                                  
constantly]

 

                                    “I do not accept [the constant whispering of
                                        obscene words].”



(7)

                                        
                                                  No
                                                  

                                                        NEG
                                                    

 
                                                  acepto
                                                  
I.accept

 
                                                  [el
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  constante
                                                  
constant

 
                                                  susurr-ar
                                                  
whisper-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  palabras
                                                  
words

 
                                                  obscenas]
                                                  
obscene]

 

                                    “I do not accept [the constant whispering of
                                        obscene words].”



Relying on the diagnostic that adverbs denote VNs
                                    (6) while adjectives
                                identify NNs (7), the
                                presence of accusative case for the direct object in the verbal
                                structure of (6) contrasts
                                with its absence in the nominal version (7), again necessitating a genitive
                                prepositional case de “of.”
To determine if a(ny) single verb may appear in both
                                types of nominalizations, compare (8) and (9) (de Miguel,
                                    1996, p. 34).
(8)

                                        
                                                  [El
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  compr-ar
                                                  
buy-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  una
                                                  
a

 
                                                  casa
                                                  
house.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan]
                                                  
Juan.nom]

 
                                                  nos
                                                  
us

 
                                                  alegró
                                                  
made.happy

 

                                    “[Juan’s buying a house] made us happy.”



(9)

                                        
                                                  *
                                                  [El
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  compr-ar
                                                  
buy-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  una
                                                  
a

 
                                                  casa
                                                  
house.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan]
                                                  
Juan]

 
                                                  nos
                                                  
us

 
                                                  alegró
                                                  
made.happy

 

                                    “[Juan’s buying a house] made us happy.”



When the transitive verb comprar “to
                                buy” appears in a VN (8),
                                the resultant structure in which both arguments are marked with
                                their expected cases (nominative agent and accusative theme) is
                                grammatical. If the same verb appears in an NN (9) with a genitive subject,
                                the otherwise equivalent sentence is ungrammatical.
To explain this dichotomy, observe the data in (10) through (13) (adapted from de Miguel, 1996, p. 43; see
                                also Fábregas & Varela,
                                    2006) in which all (a) examples are verbal
                                nominalizations, while (b) represent the corresponding nominal
                                counterparts.
(10)
Achievements
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  lleg-ar
                                                  
arrive-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  tarde
                                                  
late.adv
                                                  

 
                                                  (el
                                                  
(the

 
                                                  niño)
                                                  
child.nom)

 

                                            
                                            “(the child’s) arriving
                                                late”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  lleg-ar
                                                  
arrive.inf
                                                  

 
                                                  tardío
                                                  
late.adj
                                                  

 
                                                  (del
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  niño)
                                                  
child)

 

                                            
                                            “(the child’s) arriving
                                                late”

                                        




(11)
Activities
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  bail-ar
                                                  
dance-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  (la samba)
                                                  
(the samba.acc)

 
                                                  (Juan)
                                                  
(Juan.nom)

 

                                            
                                            “(Juan’s) dancing (the
                                                samba)”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  bail-ar
                                                  
dance-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  la
                                                  
the

 
                                                  samba)
                                                  
samba)

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan)
                                                  
Juan)

 

                                            
                                            “(Juan’s) dancing (the
                                                samba)”

                                        




(12)
Accomplishments
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  compr-ar
                                                  
buy-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  una
                                                  
a

 
                                                  casa
                                                  
house.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  (Juan)
                                                  
(Juan.nom)

 

                                            
                                            “(Juan’s) buying a house”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  compr-ar
                                                  
buy-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  una
                                                  
a

 
                                                  casa
                                                  
house

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan)
                                                  
Juan)

 

                                            
                                            “(Juan’s) buying of a house”

                                        




(13)
States
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  est-ar
                                                  
be-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  enfadado
                                                  
angry

 
                                                  (Juan)
                                                  
(Juan.nom)

 

                                            
                                            ‘(Juan’s) being angry’

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  est-ar
                                                  
be-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  enfadado
                                                  
angry

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan)
                                                  
Juan)

 

                                            
                                            ‘(Juan’s) being angry’

                                        




The uniform grammaticality of the (a) verbal
                                nominalizations in (10)
                                through (13) shows that
                                any verb may appear in a VN construction, regardless of its
                                syntactic or semantic distinction; it may also (optionally) realize
                                its entire argument structure. The nominal (b) versions, in
                                contrast, differ depending on Vendler’s (1967) and Dowty’s (1979) semantic classes. The only semantic class
                                permitted in NNs is activities (11b) (syntactically, unergative verbs), or atelic
                                predicates. This is confirmed by the fact that accomplishments can
                                be rendered atelic with bare incorporated direct objects: el
                                    comprar casas de Juan “Juan’s house-buying” (cf. 9 and
                                12b).
Thus, any given verb’s argument realization can be
                                completely discharged assuming that the verb appears in a verbal
                                nominalization construction; argument realization is restricted in
                                nominal structures depending on the verb’s lexical semantics.
Beyond unrestricted argument realization and
                                co-occurrence with adverbs, VNs are also unsurprisingly
                                characterized by various other verbal functional projections (14), while NNs are not
                                    (15) (de Miguel, 1996,
                                p. 37).
(14)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  no
                                                  

                                                                NEG
                                                            

 
                                                  and-ar
                                                  
walk-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  ya
                                                  
already

 
                                                  Juan
                                                  
Juan

 
                                                  por
                                                  
along

 
                                                  las
                                                  
the

 
                                                  calles
                                                  
streets

 

                                            
                                            “Juan’s no longer walking in the
                                                streets”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  hab-er
                                                  

                                                                PRF-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  anda-do
                                                  
walk-PRF
                                                            

 
                                                  Juan
                                                  
Juan

 
                                                  por
                                                  
along

 
                                                  las
                                                  
the

 
                                                  calles
                                                  
streets’

 

                                            
                                            “Juan’s having walked in the
                                                streets”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  dec-ír-me-lo
                                                  
tell-inf-dat.cl-acc.cl
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan
                                                  
Juan

 

                                            
                                            “Juan’s telling it to me”

                                        




(15)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  no
                                                  

                                                                NEG
                                                            

 
                                                  and-ar
                                                  
walk-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  errabundo
                                                  
errant

 
                                                  del
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  niño
                                                  
child

 

                                            
                                            “the child’s not aimless
                                                walking”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  constante
                                                  
constant

 
                                                  hab-er
                                                  

                                                  prf-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  anda-do
                                                  
walk-prf
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan
                                                  
Juan

 
                                                  por
                                                  
along

 
                                                  las
                                                  
the

 
                                                  calles
                                                  
streets

 

                                            
                                            “Juan’s constant having walked
                                                in the streets”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  dec-ír-me-lo
                                                  
tell-inf-dat.cl-acc.cl
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan
                                                  
Juan

 

                                            
                                            “the telling it to me of
                                                Juan”

                                        




VNs are grammatical with negation (14a), aspectual modals and
                                auxiliaries (14b), and
                                object clitics (14c),
                                while the corresponding NNs (15) are not.
There are, however, properties unique to NNs that are
                                ungrammatical with VNs, exemplified in (16) and (17) (de Miguel,
                                    1996, p. 36; Pérez
                                    Vázquez, 2001, p. 146).
(16)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  aquel/ese/este/un
                                                  
that/that/this/a

 
                                                  desesperado
                                                  
desperate

 
                                                  lament-ar
                                                  
regret-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  dos
                                                  
two

 
                                                  pastores
                                                  
shepherds

 

                                            
                                            “that/that/this/a desperate
                                                regretting of two shepherds”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  su
                                                  
her/his/their

 
                                                  dulce
                                                  
sweet

 
                                                  lament-ar
                                                  
lament-inf
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            “her/his/their sweet
                                                lamenting”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  fuerte
                                                  
strong

 
                                                  grit-ar
                                                  
shout-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  suyo
                                                  
her/his/their

 

                                            
                                            “her/his/their loud
                                                shouting”

                                        




(17)
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  aquel/*ese/*este/*un
                                                  
that/that/this/a

 
                                                  lament-ar-lo
                                                  
regret-inf-cl.acc
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            “that/that/this/a regretting
                                                it”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  su
                                                  
her/his/their

 
                                                  lament-ar
                                                  
regret-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  profundamente
                                                  
deeply

 
                                                  los
                                                  
the

 
                                                  hechos
                                                  
facts.acc
                                                  

 

                                            
                                            “her/his/their deeply regretting
                                                the facts”

                                        
	
                                            
                                                
                                                  *
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  grit-ar
                                                  
shout-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  constantemente
                                                  
constantly

 
                                                  suyo
                                                  
her/his/their

 

                                            
                                            “her/his/their shouting
                                                constantly”

                                        




In (16a),
                                NNs appear with a variety of determiners: e.g., demonstratives and
                                indefinite articles (in addition to quantifiers; see de Miguel, 1996, p. 36, fn.
                                11); all grammatically co-occur with adjectives, indicative of a
                                nominal structure. This contrasts with (17a), in which the same determiner array is
                                ungrammatical with adverbial modification in a verbal
                                nominalization, limited to the definite determiner
                                    el “the.” In (16b) and (16c), NNs may grammatically contain agents
                                expressed either as possessive determiners (su
                                “her/his/their”) or possessive adjectives (suyo
                                “her/his/their”), respectively; however, neither may occur in VNs:
                                    (17b) and (17c).

                        4.Additional nominal properties
The simple observation from (16a) that the full array of determiners
                                afforded to canonical DPs is also available only in nominal
                                nominalizations provides robust evidence that the functional D head
                                dominates the NN structure. Verbal nominalizations, however, are
                                limited to the definite article el “the” given the
                                ungrammaticality of other determiners as seen in (17a). Thus, while the D
                                position must also be present in VNs to account for
                                    el, an additional limitation restricts D to the
                                definite article alone.
As noted in the introduction, a distributional property
                                of nominalizations with respect to whole sentences is that they may
                                occupy sentential subject position. Thus, like standard DP subjects,
                                it must be assumed that they are endowed with ϕ-features that agree
                                with the clausal verb. The question then becomes: what are the
                                ϕ-features of nominalizations?
Both types of nominalizations are obligatorily singular
                                (see de Alexiadou et al.,
                                    2010, p. 559; Miguel, 1996, p. 41); (18) and (19) – the plural
                                equivalents of (1) and
                                    (2) – show that plural
                                nominalizations, irrespective of type, are ungrammatical.
(18)

                                        
                                                  *
                                                  [Los
                                                  
[the.pl
                                                  

 
                                                  escrib-ir-es
                                                  
write-inf-pl
                                                  

 
                                                  novelas
                                                  
novels.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  ella]
                                                  
she.nom]

 
                                                  explica-n
                                                  
explain-3pl
                                                  

 
                                                  su
                                                  
her

 
                                                  fama
                                                  
fame

 

                                    “[Her writings novels] explain her fame.”



(19)

                                        
                                                  *
                                                  [Los
                                                  
[the.pl
                                                  

 
                                                  constante-s
                                                  
constant-pl
                                                  

 
                                                  fum-ar-es]
                                                  
smoke-inf-pl]

 
                                                  son
                                                  
are

 
                                                  molesto-s
                                                  
bothersome-pl
                                                  

 

                                    “[The constant smokings] are bothersome.”



However, a subject-verb agreement asymmetry with
                                respect to nominalization type appears under coordination (de Miguel, 1996,
                                p. 39).
(20)

                                        
                                                  [[El
                                                  
[[the

 
                                                  mir-ar
                                                  
watch-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  Luis]
                                                  
Luis.nom]

 
                                                  y
                                                  
and

 
                                                  [el
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  sonre-ír
                                                  
smile.inf
                                                  

 
                                                  Adela]]
                                                  
Adela.nom]]

 
                                                  me
                                                  
me

 
                                                  emocion-ó
                                                  
touch-pst.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  /
                                                  
/

 
                                                  *
                                                  emocion-aron
                                                  
touch-pst.3pl
                                                  

 

                                    “[ [Luis’s gazing] and [Adela’s smiling] ]
                                        touched (sg/*pl) me.”



(21)

                                        
                                                  [[Ese
                                                  
[[that

 
                                                  mir-ar
                                                  
watch-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Luis]
                                                  
Luis]

 
                                                  y
                                                  
and

 
                                                  [su
                                                  
[his

 
                                                  sonre-ír] ]
                                                  
smile-inf]]

 
                                                  me
                                                  
me

 
                                                  *
                                                  emociona
                                                  
touch-pres.3sg
                                                  

 
                                                  /
                                                  
/

 
                                                  emociona-n
                                                  
touch-pres.3pl
                                                  

 

                                    “[ [That gazing of/by Luis] and [his smiling]
                                        ] touch(*es) me.”



Coordinated verbal nominalizations in (20) (note the nominative
                                agents) agree with the singular verb emocionó. On the
                                other hand, coordinated nominal nominalizations (with genitive and
                                possessive adjective subjects) agree with a plural verb (21).
Furthermore, under the assumption that only like
                                constituents may be coordinated, a VN may not appear with a true
                                deverbal noun (22) while
                                an NN may (23).
(22)

                                        *[ [el mirar Luis] y
                                            [su sonrisa] ]
“[ [Luis’s gazing] and [his smile] ]”



(23)
[ [el mirar de Luis] y
                                            [su sonrisa] ]
“[ [the gazing of/by Luis] and [his smile]
                                        ]”



This fact suggests that, while the infinitive in NNs
                                    (23) must enter the
                                derivation as a verb since it is able to realize (at least part of)
                                its θ-grid, it is ultimately embedded within a truly nominal
                                structure, as this nominalized constituent can be coordinated with
                                an otherwise canonical DP. This is not true, however, of VNs where the ungrammaticality of (22) suggests that, at some level, the two coordinated constituents
                                are distinct. Even though the VN in (22) is dominated by a determiner, the
                                inability to coordinate with a DP implies the lack of
                                    n, the nominalizing functional head.
There is an additional distinction between the two
                                types of nominalizations with respect to gender (de Miguel, 1996,
                                p. 38).
(24)

                                        
                                                  [El
                                                  
[the

 
                                                  mir-ar-le
                                                  
watch-inf-dat
                                                  

 
                                                  la
                                                  
the

 
                                                  amada]i,
                                                  
lover.nom]

 
                                                  es-oi
                                                  
                                                  
that-N
                                                    

 
                                                  /
                                                  
/

 
                                                  *
                                                  es-ei
                                                  
                                                  
that-M
                                                    

 
                                                  le
                                                  

                                                  cl.dat
                                                  

 
                                                  mantiene
                                                  
maintains

 
                                                  ilusionado
                                                  
hope

 

                                    “[Her beloved’s gazing at him]i,
                                            thati (neut / *masc) maintains his hope.”



(25)

                                        
                                                  Acostumbrado
                                                  
accustomed

 
                                                  a-[l
                                                  
to-[the

 
                                                  mir-ar
                                                  
watch-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  de
                                                  

                                                  gen
                                                  

 
                                                  su
                                                  
his

 
                                                  amada]i,
                                                  
lover]

 
                                                  ya
                                                  
anymore

 
                                                  no
                                                  

                                                        NEG
                                                    

 
                                                  podía
                                                  
could

 
                                                  viv-ir
                                                  
live-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  sin
                                                  
without

 
                                                  éli/
                                                  
it.M/

 
                                                  *
                                                  elloi
                                                  
                                                  
it.N
                                                    

 

                                    “[Used to the gaze of his
                                        beloved]i, he could no longer live without
                                            iti (masc / *neut).”



In (24), it
                                is clear due to the presence of the nominative subject la
                                    amada “the lover” and the direct object clitic
                                    le “at him” that the entire DP is a verbal
                                nominalization. When a pre-posed VN serves as an antecedent, the
                                referential demonstrative pronoun “that” is neuter
                                    eso, not the masculine counterpart
                                    ese. On the other hand, (25)—demonstrably an NN due to the presence
                                of a genitive subject de su amada “of his lover”—is precisely the opposite in that the prepositional object pronoun
                                    él “it” is masculine, not neuter
                                    ello. The generalization is that verbal
                                nominalizations are neuter, while nominal nominalizations are
                                masculine.
In this section, we have presented supplementary
                                details beyond the basic facts of Section 3 that argue for the nominal properties in Table 2, which will
                                ultimately factor into Alexiadou et al.’s theoretical proposal.
Table 2.Nominal properties of Spanish verbal and nominal
                                        nominalizations

                                    
                                        
                                            	Property
                                            	Verbal
                                            	Nominal
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	determiner
                                            	only el
                                            
                                            	all
                                        

                                        
                                            	
                                                n and Number Phrase
                                            	
                                            	√
                                        

                                        
                                            	number
                                            	[sg]
                                            	[sg]
                                        

                                        
                                            	gender
                                            	[neuter]
                                            	[masc]
                                        

                                        
                                            	coordinate
                                            	other VNs
                                            	NNs or DPs
                                        

                                        
                                            	coordinated verbal agreement
                                            	[sg]
                                            	[pl]
                                        

                                    
                                


                        5.Additional verbal properties
Having explored the nominal properties of Spanish
                                nominalizations in the previous section, the present section
                                examines in greater depth the verbal properties of these
                                constructions: Sections 5.1 and 5.2 address argument structure, while Section 5.3 examines clausal
                                properties of otherwise canonical lexical verbs found in
                                nominalizations.
5.1Agents/subjects
Like other deverbal nouns (two examples appear in
                                        (26) below), the
                                    type of nominalizations under consideration may optionally
                                    realize (a part of) their verbal argument structure. The present
                                    subsection concerns the way in which agents (or what would
                                    otherwise be considered the verb’s subject) are case marked.
(26)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  la
                                                  
the

 
                                                  construc-ción
                                                  
construct-nmlz
                                                  

 
                                                  (de la casa)
                                                  
(gen the house)

 
                                                  (por los obreros)
                                                  
(ag the workers)

 

                                                
                                                “the construction (of the
                                                  house) (by the workers)”

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  descubri-miento
                                                  
discover-nmlz
                                                  

 
                                                  (de las joyas)
                                                  
(gen the jewels)

 
                                                  (por los mineros)
                                                  
(ag the miners)

 

                                                
                                                “the discovery (of the
                                                  jewels) (by the miners)”

                                            




As (26) shows, when a transitive verb (e.g.,
                                        construir “to construct”) is nominalized—in this case, via the -ción morpheme (an
                                    allomorph corresponding to “-tion” in English)—the overt
                                    realization of its θ-roles becomes optional; that is, it may
                                    include either the agent or theme, or both, or neither.
In the case that a single argument is present—i.e., el descubrimiento de los mineros “the
                                    discovery of/by the miners”—the genitive de
                                    is now grammatical with an agentive interpretation (and
                                        por becomes ungrammatical), resulting in an
                                    ambiguous structure in which “the miners” can be interpreted as
                                    agent or theme. The precise syntax of this ambiguity lies
                                    outside the scope of the present paper; for further information,
                                    see Ticio (2005) and
                                        López (2018).
Not surprisingly, the above facts are also true
                                    in verbal nominalizations, as seen in (27), a reproduction of (11a).
(27)

                                            
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  bail-ar
                                                  
dance-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  (la
                                                  
(the

 
                                                  samba)
                                                  
samba.acc)

 
                                                  (Juan)
                                                  
(Juan.nom)

 

                                        “(Juan’s) dancing (the samba)” (or, in the
                                            absence of Juan, simply “dancing the
                                            samba”)



Comparing the verbal nominalization of (27) to the deverbal
                                    nouns of (26) reveals
                                    a parallelism in that the overt realization of the verb’s θ-grid
                                    is entirely optional. Crucial to any analysis of VNs is the fact
                                    that, when either argument is present, both nominative and
                                    accusative case are available, which necessarily implies the
                                    inclusion of the appropriate case assigning heads in VN
                                    constructions; following traditional analyses in Minimalism
                                        (Chomsky, 1995),
                                    these are T for nominative case and v for
                                    accusative.
An immediate problem with this line of analysis
                                    is that the verb in VNs is non-finite, and nominative case has
                                    always been a characteristic of finite clauses; infinitival
                                    clauses, on the other hand, have been argued to assign null case
                                    exclusively to PRO (Chomsky,
                                        1995; Chomsky
                                        & Lasnik, 1993). For the moment, we leave this
                                    issue for Alexiadou et al.’s analysis in Section 6.
Conversely, we have seen that agents are genitive
                                    case-marked in nominal nominalizations. In other words, T (and
                                    its nominative case) is predicted to be unavailable in NNs,
                                    whereas the genitive case assigner n (following
                                        Adger, 2003) must
                                    be present. In the next subsection, we address the case marking on themes
                                    in nominalizations.
5.2Themes/objects
As mentioned previously, accusative case is
                                    available for themes/direct objects in verbal nominalizations,
                                    necessitating v. In nominal nominalizations,
                                    the issue is not as simple. First, as (11) demonstrated, nominal
                                    nominalizations are limited to activities (durative, atelic
                                    predicates), such as (28a), or accomplishments with an incorporated bare
                                    object (28b).
                                    Consequently, if a direct object is present in an NN, it cannot
                                    result in a telic predicate (28c).
(28)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  el
                                                  
the

 
                                                  bail-ar
                                                  
dance-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  la
                                                  
the

 
                                                  samba)
                                                  
samba)

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan)
                                                  
Juan)

 

                                                
                                                “(Juan’s) dancing (of the
                                                  samba)”

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  el
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                                                  bail-ar
                                                  
dance-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  sambas
                                                  
sambas

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan)
                                                  
Juan)

 

                                                
                                                “(Juan’s/the) dancing of
                                                  sambas”
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                                                  el
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                                                  bail-ar
                                                  
dance-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  esta
                                                  
this

 
                                                  samba
                                                  
samba

 
                                                  (de
                                                  
(gen
                                                  

 
                                                  Juan)
                                                  
Juan)

 

                                                
                                                “(Juan’s/the) dancing of
                                                  this samba”

                                            




In (28a), an atelic predicate el bailar
                                    “the dancing” is a possible nominal nominalization on its own as
                                    it complies with the atelic semantic restriction of NNs; if the
                                    verb’s arguments are present, they must be genitive case-marked,
                                    suggesting that n is part of the structure. If
                                    the object is a bare plural incorporated into the verb (de Miguel, 1996,
                                    p. 49), only the subject is genitive-marked (28b). However, if the
                                    predicate becomes telic due to a specific object, such as
                                        esta samba “this samba” in (28c), the derivation
                                    fails, as the predicate no longer obeys the atelic restriction
                                    on NNs. Both T and v must be absent in nominal
                                    nominalizations since neither nominative nor accusative case is
                                    available to rescue the derivation.
The two previous subsections have explored the
                                    possible case markings, and the functional heads implicated, on
                                    agents/subjects and themes/direct objects in both types of
                                    nominalizations. Table 3 summarizes these facts.
Table 3.Case marking and case-assigning heads in Spanish
                                            nominalizations

                                        
                                            
                                                	Property
                                                	Verbal
                                                	Nominal
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	agent/subject
                                                	
                                                  nom
                                                
                                                	
                                                  gen
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	theme/direct object
                                                	
                                                  acc
                                                
                                                	
                                                  gen
                                                
                                            

                                            
                                                	T
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  v
                                                
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	
                                                  n
                                                
                                                	
                                                	√
                                            

                                        
                                    

5.3Adverbs, tense, and outer/inner aspect
In this final subsection of data, we provide
                                    additional details concerning the verbal nature of
                                    nominalizations, specifically adverbial modification, tense, and
                                    both lexical and grammatical aspectual properties; the
                                    conclusions further corroborate previous predictions with
                                    respect to the necessary functional heads.
As with nominal nominalizations and adjectives,
                                    we have shown that verbal nominalizations, like any finite
                                    clause, can be modified by adverbs. If adverbs are
                                        vP adjuncts, then we have additional
                                    evidence beyond the availability of accusative case that
                                        v is necessary for VNs.
In addition to nominative case, indirect evidence
                                    for the presence of T is provided by word order when adverbials
                                    are considered. In verbal nominalizations, if an adverb is
                                    present, the order is uniformly verb-adverb, just as it would be
                                    in a finite clause. This is accounted for in finite clauses by
                                    raising the [V + v] complex head outside the
                                        vP to T; consequently, this must also be
                                    assumed in verbal nominalizations to account for the similar
                                    relative word order between verbs and adverbs.
Yet if a clausal structure along the lines of
                                        Cinque (1999) is
                                    instead adopted in which adverbs are specifiers of unique
                                    functional projections, the analysis can be modified by simply
                                    saying that additional clausal functional projections (all those
                                    necessary to license the adverbial specifiers) are available in
                                    VNs, while they are unavailable in NNs; this claim must be made,
                                    anyway, in order to account for the higher functional heads for
                                    negation, modals and auxiliaries.
As we noted in (14), VNs are compatible with clausal
                                    negation and various modals and auxiliary verbs (perfective,
                                    progressive, etc.). Therefore, it must be the case that the
                                    appropriate verbal functional projections—Negation Phrase
                                    (NegP) and (grammatical) Aspect Phrase (perhaps PerfP and
                                    ProgP)—are possible in VNs, but not NNs. These facts speak to
                                    the relatively high transition between verbal and nominal
                                    functional projections in VNs given that substantial verbal
                                    structure is permitted, while precisely the opposite is true in
                                    the case of nominal nominalizations; due to the preponderance of
                                    nominal properties, the transition between the verbal and
                                    nominal domains must be relatively low to preempt verbal
                                    properties while affording room for nominal properties. Such a
                                    division will be formalized in Section 6.
For the moment, the final property of
                                    nominalizations concerns lexical aspect, or a predicate’s
                                    Aktionsart (Dowty,
                                        1979; Vendler,
                                        1967). We have argued previously that verbal
                                    nominalizations are permitted with any type of verb regardless
                                    of its syntactic (transitive, unergative, or unaccusative) or
                                    semantic (activity, accomplishment, achievement, or state)
                                    classification. Nominal nominalizations, on the other hand, are
                                    limited to durative, atelic predicates: either unergative
                                    activities, or transitive accomplishments with a bare plural
                                    direct object. To capture this restriction, any analysis must
                                    include a mechanism by which NN structures are sensitive to
                                    inner aspect. Two formalizations of inner aspect have been
                                    proposed in the Spanish nominalization literature: Voice Phrase
                                    following Harley
                                        (2007) and Marantz (2005) (applied to Spanish nominalizations
                                    by Alexiadou, 2010;
                                        Alexiadou et al.,
                                        2010; Alexiadou
                                        et al., 2011); or Event Phrase following work by
                                        Pustejovsky
                                        (1991), Zagona
                                        (1999), Travis
                                        (2000), and Kempchinsky (2000, 2004) (adopted by Fábregas & Varela, 2006 in their
                                    work on Spanish nominalizations). The conclusions of Section 5 are summarized
                                    in Table 4.
Table 4.Verbal properties of Spanish verbal and nominal
                                            nominalizations

                                        
                                            
                                                	Property
                                                	Verbal
                                                	Nominal
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                  v
                                                
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	T
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	AspP
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	NegP
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	VoiceP / EventP
                                                	√
                                                	√
                                            

                                            
                                                	aspectual sensitivity
                                                	
                                                	atelic
                                            

                                        
                                    

Applying Table 4 to the standard DP structure espoused in
                                        Section 3 is
                                    problematic, as the traditional DP is unable to account for the
                                    additional verbal properties, negation and aspect, to name a
                                    few. Section 6 reviews
                                        Alexiadou et al.’s
                                        (2011) analysis that modifies the DP in order to
                                    incorporate the verbal elements of Table 4.

                        6.
                                Alexiadou et al. (2011)
                            

                                Alexiadou (2010), Alexiadou et al. (2010),
                                and Alexiadou et al.
                                    (2011) offer an analysis within Distributed Morphology
                                (DM) (Halle & Marantz,
                                    1993). Although the core tenets of DM are not crucial to
                                their proposal (i.e., a strictly Minimalist interpretation does not
                                affect the analysis), we present in what follows a brief overview of
                                the theory.
DM assumes a grammatical structure similar to
                                Minimalism, outlined in Figure 1.
Figure 1.Architecture of the grammar assumed by DM
Figure 1.


	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

















As Figure 1
                                shows, the assumptions in DM about the structure of the grammar are
                                not radically different from those of Minimalism; for this reason,
                                we will not dwell on an exhaustive explanation of DM for spatial
                                purposes. However, it is necessary to comment on Morphological
                                Structure. Morphological Structure (MS) is a level in DM comparable
                                to Minimalist Spell-Out (we use the two interchangeably in what
                                follows, recognizing that they belong to separate frameworks). DM
                                assumes that the computational system (CHL) manipulates
                                only roots—concepts stored in the lexicon—and bundles of
                                semantic-syntactic features. At MS, phonemic form is assigned to the
                                output of the computational system. What is crucial for the
                                nominalization analysis that follows is the assumption that roots do
                                not enter the derivation specified for category; it is instead the
                                functional head under which roots are merged—i.e.,
                                    n for nouns, v for verbs—that determines the syntactic category. With these tenets in mind,
                                the nominalization structures proposed by Alexiadou et al. are as
                                follows.
(29)
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In (29)
                                    (Alexiadou et al.,
                                    2011, p. 13), the verbal nominalization structure
                                contains a relatively high transition between verbal properties (TP
                                and everything it c-commands) and nominal properties (DP), which
                                corresponds to what was predicted in Section 5 to account for the numerous clausal
                                properties permitted in VNs. (29) implies that, if necessary, PerfP, ProgP, and NegP
                                can be merged below TP where relevant. The v allows
                                adverbial vP adjunction and accusative case; if a
                                thematic agent is in the numeration, it merges in
                                    Spec,vP just as it would in any finite clause.
                                The inclusion of T makes available nominative case for this subject.
                                In the same vein, (29)
                                does not contain an n, explaining why genitive case
                                is ungrammatical in VNs, and why adjectives are not licensed.
                                Furthermore, the absence of nominal functional projections due to
                                the high projection of verbal properties accounts for the lack of
                                number and gender features, ultimately resulting in the default
                                assignment of [neuter] and [singular].
Angled brackets indicate movement of the verb (leaving
                                traces). Thus, the root verb will head-raise to v
                                and continue successively to T as it would in any clause, resulting
                                in a complex morphological word containing, in linear order, the
                                following internal structure.
(30)
Verbal nominalization internal structure: [√
                                            v Voice Asp T]



In contrast, the nominal structure of (31) (Alexiadou et al., 2011: 13) contains a low
                                verbal-nominal transition to preempt an abundance of verbal
                                structure and instead allow for a multitude of nominal properties,
                                corresponding to the prediction in Section 3.
(31)

                                        ex31.svg


















































































































  
  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  
  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  


  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  


  


  


  
  


  




                                    



The absence of T accounts for the ungrammaticality of
                                nominative case in nominal nominalizations, yet the presence of a
                                single n provides one genitive feature which may
                                check the case feature of either an object or a subject, but not
                                both; v is necessary to permit the merge of an
                                external subject.
Adjectival modification is licensed by
                                    n. The low introduction of n
                                preempts outer Aspect Phrase, thus explaining the ungrammaticality
                                of perfective and progressive aspect and negation in NNs. Above
                                    nP is Classifier Phrase (cf. NumP from (3), Section 2). Alexiadou et al. argue that
                                ClassP houses the gender and number feature of NNs, which are
                                obligatorily [masculine] and [singular].
Singular number, however, is formalized by the feature
                                [−count], which is also necessary elsewhere in the theory for mass
                                nouns that do not normally take a grammatical plural morpheme. In
                                this way, Alexiadou et al. can link the nominal domain to the verbal
                                domain, which forms the crux of their proposal for restricting NNs
                                to atelic predicates. As we argued previously, nominal
                                nominalizations are limited to verbs with atelic inner aspect.
                                Alexiadou et al. claim that atelicity is also represented by the
                                feature [−count], as non-terminated activities (usually with
                                duration) cannot be counted (e.g., *“the walkings around the park,”
                                *“the swimmings”), while telic, terminal activities can (e.g., “the
                                killings”). Therefore, the [−count] feature of ClassP must coincide
                                with a [−count] feature of the atelic predicate contained in the
                                Voice Phrase (or perhaps Event Phrase) projection, the verbal
                                functional projection that regulates inner aspect.
Alexiadou et al. argue that the inner aspect
                                projection VoiceP (or EventP) is selected by a nominalizing
                                    n. The phonemic form of this nominalizing
                                suffix -r is [ɾ], that is, the tap rhotic. In other
                                words, Spanish contains two homophonous morphemes: infinitival
                                    -r [ɾ] indicative of a tenseless T (seen in the
                                VN construction of (29))
                                and nominalizing -r [ɾ] specific to nominalizing
                                    n (demonstrated by (31)); this nominalizing -r
                                is analogous to other nominalizers: e.g., -ción and
                                    -miento (see (26) and López (2018)). The root in (31) will successively head-raise (at least)
                                to n, resulting in the structure in (32).
(32)
Nominal nominalization internal structure: [√
                                            v Voice n]



To fully spell-out these forms, we update the proposal
                                by Alexiadou et al. in the discussion that follows by considering
                                the morphological assumptions in the literature on Spanish. Oltra-Massuet (1999) argues
                                that Romance languages contain an MS well-formedness constraint that
                                inserts the so-called thematic vowel. Theme vowels are inflectional
                                morphemes that identify functional heads. Spanish verbal thematic
                                vowels are classified into three categories: first class
                                    -a, second class -e and third
                                class -i. Certain overt v heads
                                receive a uniform theme vowel at the point of Spell-out. For
                                example, the English verbalizing suffix “-ify” is
                                    -ific- in Spanish and is consistently class one
                                    -a: pur-ific-a-r “to purify,”
                                    ver-ific-a-r “to verify,” etc. In the case that
                                    v is non-overt, the form of the theme vowel is
                                determined lexically by the root. If, however, another functional
                                head (other than v) is phonemically null, its theme
                                vowel similarly receives a null spell-out. As such, we formalize in
                                    (33) and (34) the result of
                                verb-raising in the syntactic structures proposed by Alexiadou
                                et al.
(33)

                                        [√
escrib

 [v Th]
Ø i
                                                  

 [Voice
Ø

 Th]
Ø

 [Asp
Ø

 Th]
Ø

 [T

                                                  r
                                                  

 Th]]
μ

 → escrib-i-r
                                            

                                    


(34)

                                        [√

                                                  fum
                                                  

 [v
Ø

 Th]

                                                  a
                                                  

 [Voice
Ø

 Th]
Ø

 [n

                                                  r
                                                  

 Th]]
μ

 → fum-a-r
                                            

                                    


(33) and
                                    (34) explicitly
                                demonstrate how the lexical component of nominalizations is derived.
                                The complex heads from (30) and (32)
                                formed via successive head-raising proceed to MS/Spell-Out. There,
                                terminal nodes are assigned corresponding thematic vowels: as argued
                                above, null v theme vowels are determined by the
                                root (-i in the case of 
                                    escrib-i-r,
                                    -a in the case of 
                                    fum-a-r) while additional
                                theme vowels are rule governed (e.g., imperfect aspect marker
                                    -a: trabaj-a-b-a
                                 “I was working”, com-í-a
                                , “I was eating”); relevant for nominalizations is the fact
                                that Voice and Aspect are superficially null, resulting in a null
                                theme vowel MS assignment.
T in verbal nominalizations and n for
                                nominals, however, are both superficially overt and happen to share
                                the previously discussed homophonous -r form. Both
                                infinitival -r and nominalizing -r
                                suffixes are assigned a moraic theme vowel μ; μ is a phonological
                                symbol for a mora, a unit of prosodic weight. In Spanish, an
                                additional theme vowel (beyond the three overt classes presented) is
                                a marked, vowel-less mora which attracts stress to the ultimate
                                syllable. In the cases of non-finite T and nominalizing
                                    n, their MS-inserted theme vowel is this
                                vowel-less mora. Indirect evidence for the presence of this abstract
                                prosodic unit is found in stress shift data in plural formation,
                                which associates the previously unassociated mora to an epenthetic
                                    -e-: es.cri.bir
                                
                                μ (ultimate stress),
                                    es.cri.bi.re
                                μ
                                s (penultimate stress). (The reader is directed to
                                    Piñeros, 2009, p. 346
                                for further discussion.)
While mostly explanatorily adequate (i.e., able to
                                account for the data in sections 3 through 5), Alexiadou et al. is
                                not without theoretical criticism. In the nominal nominalization
                                structure of (31), the
                                need to allow merge of a thematic agent requires v;
                                the insertion of a theme vowel is also dependent on
                                    v. Given the ungrammaticality of nominative and
                                accusative case in nominal nominalizations, the accusative case of
                                    v in NNs would need to be suppressed. This can
                                be reconciled with the fact that, ultimately, the verb becomes
                                nominalized once it raises to n, which contains
                                genitive case. The problem is that preventing v
                                from discharging an accusative case at a point before which
                                    n is merged relies on a look ahead principle
                                that cannot be a part of the syntactic system, at least in the way
                                in which Minimalism envisions it. Furthermore, the presence of
                                    vP would ungrammatically predict the
                                possibility of adverbial adjunction in NNs. This prediction
                                contradicts additional data (Ramírez, 2003, p. 122) that suggest that such
                                co-occurrences are instead grammatical. That is, the strict
                                dichotomy presented in Table 1 in which adverbs are incompatible with genitive
                                case in the NN structure might not be a necessary restriction. This
                                point will prove crucial in the analysis and discussion of our
                                experimental data in sections 7, 8, and 9. For now, (35) below provides one such
                                construction with elements seemingly from both types of
                                nominalizations.
(35)

                                        
                                                  [Su
                                                  
[POSS
                                                    

 
                                                  continuo
                                                  
continuous

 
                                                  conduc-ir
                                                  
drive-inf
                                                  

 
                                                  camiones
                                                  
trucks.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  imprudentemente]
                                                  
carelessly]

 
                                                  representa
                                                  
represents

 
                                                  un
                                                  
a

 
                                                  peligro
                                                  
danger

 

                                    “[Her/his/their continuous careless driving]
                                        represents a danger.”



In (35),
                                both an adjective—continuo “continuous”—and an
                                adverb—imprudentemente “carelessly”—appear in a
                                single nominalization (note also the accusatively marked internal
                                argument camiones “trucks”). We consulted two
                                native speaker informants (one Spaniard and one Mexican), and both
                                accepted (35) as
                                unquestionably grammatical and semantically interpretable, matching our own intuitions. The
                                presence of an adverb and accusative case suggest Alexiadou et al.’s
                                VN structure (29), yet
                                there is no higher nominal structure to license a NumP- or
                                ClassP-adjoined adjective. If we assume the NN structure in (31), we can now account for
                                the adjective, yet Alexiadou et al. argue that accusative case is
                                unavailable for NN.
Given the contradictions that data such as (35) present, the remainder
                                of this paper is devoted to a study designed to empirically examine
                                the adverb-nominative case and adjective-genitive case co-occurrence
                                predictions that Alexiadou et al.’s structures make.

                        7.Methodology and predictions
To test the co-occurrence of modifier + subject case
                                marking predictions made by Alexiadou et al.’s (2011) analysis, we employ a
                                methodology that examines speakers’ implicit knowledge of syntactic
                                structures: a self-paced reading task. Although we believe that
                                tests such as grammaticality judgment tasks can be informative to
                                syntactic theory, we chose this particular task because we were
                                interested in a more implicit measure of syntactic knowledge, which
                                could avoid overly-prescriptive notions about nominalizations, given
                                that these occur relatively infrequently. In what follows, we
                                describe our participants, methods, and procedures.
7.1Participants
Our participants (N = 42) were
                                    monolingual native Spanish speakers; they were tested in their
                                    native country (Mexico) in a computer laboratory in a university
                                    in Guanajuato, Guanajuato (central Mexico). All participants
                                    reported having normal hearing and normal or corrected-to-normal
                                    vision. In the background questionnaire that participants
                                    completed, most reported having had only minimal exposure to
                                    English. Nevertheless, many had taken at least a year of foreign
                                    language (usually English) because secondary foreign language
                                    education is compulsory in Mexico for at least a year. However,
                                    none of the participants reported fluency in any language other
                                    than their native one. Table 5 presents the demographics of the native
                                    speaker group.
Table 5.Participant demographics

                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                	Spanish native speakers
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	N
                                                	42
                                            

                                            
                                                	Women
                                                	      24 (57%)
                                            

                                            
                                                	Age (mean)
                                                	   30.04
                                            

                                            
                                                	Age (SD)
                                                	   10.17
                                            

                                        
                                    

Because previous research has shown that level of
                                    education and other variables such as socioeconomic background
                                    are related to language outcomes (Pakulak & Neville, 2010; Street & Dąbrowska,
                                        2010), participants were recruited from a single
                                    source: the largest local public university (La Universidad de
                                    Guanajuato, Mexico). So that our participants would represent a
                                    close match in educational backgrounds, all participants had to
                                    have completed high school to be included in the study. However,
                                    the majority completed at least one year of college
                                        (n = 36; 87%). Almost half of the
                                    participants (n = 19; 45%) were university
                                    students. The rest worked at the university either as
                                    instructors or administrators.

7.2Materials
The experimental task in this study consisted of
                                    an online, self-paced reading task. This task was included to
                                    determine whether Spanish native-speaker participants were able
                                    distinguish between the two types of nominalizations as
                                    presented above: nominal and verbal nominalizations. As
                                    mentioned earlier, the theoretical proposals that account for
                                    nominalizations have yet to be supported by experimental data.
                                    One of our contributions is thus to provide such evidence with
                                    data from a self-paced reading task. In these tasks, the basic
                                    assumption is that ungrammatical structures require
                                    lexico-structural reanalysis during processing—a reanalysis
                                    that causes delays in reading times at the point of encountering
                                    an unexpected/ungrammatical string. Thus, when examining the
                                    results, we can determine the effects of ungrammaticality by
                                    comparing differences between two or more cases (i.e.,
                                    conditions) that vary minimally, as we will describe below, in
                                    which reanalysis should result in higher reading times on a
                                    given segment (when compared to the same segment in other
                                    conditions). As noted in previous sections, the differences
                                    between nominal and verbal nominalizations are varied and
                                    include a multiplicity of dimensions. However, in this
                                    experiment, we only focus on the co-occurrence of type of
                                    modifier (adjective or adverb) with case marking (nominative or
                                    genitive).
We presented the stimuli on a computer using a
                                    word-by-word, non-cumulative moving window display, which
                                    allowed participants to set the pace for their own reading
                                        (Just et al.,
                                        1982). In order to present the items in a more
                                    natural manner, target sentences were preceded by a two-sentence
                                    context that was static (not a moving display), which set the
                                    frame of reference for each target sentence. As is routine in
                                    these tasks, all target sentences (including fillers) were then
                                    followed by a “yes”/“no” comprehension question. In terms of
                                    content, half of the comprehension questions were based on the
                                    context sentence and the other half on the target sentence. The
                                    comprehension questions that focused on the target sentence,
                                    however, did not involve nominalizations. All nouns and verbs
                                    used in the experimental trials were drawn from the 5,000 most
                                    frequent (Davies,
                                        2006). These were also matched across sections/items
                                    for the number of syllables.
Each trial proceeded in the following manner. At
                                    the outset of every individual trial, participants read the
                                    (static) context sentences, after which they were presented, on
                                    the same screen, with a target sentence in which all characters
                                    (except spaces) were replaced by dashes. In order to read the
                                    sentence, participants were asked to press the space bar, which
                                    allowed them to view each word in a non-cumulative fashion
                                    (i.e., participants could only read a single word at a time and
                                    could not go back to re-read any previous words). The software
                                    (Linger; Rohde, 2005)
                                    then recorded the duration between space-bar presses in
                                    milliseconds (ms). After each item, participants were asked to
                                    judge, based on the previous reading, whether a short statement
                                    was either cierto “true” (by pressing the F key
                                    on their computer keyboard) or falso “false”
                                    (by pressing the J key). Test items were preceded by written
                                    instructions (in Spanish, presented on the same computer
                                    screen). Six practice items preceded the task. Participants
                                    completed the task under supervision and were encouraged to ask
                                    questions if they had any. 
During the experiment, participants were exposed
                                    to four minimally different versions (i.e., conditions) of each
                                    item. Based on the literature on nominalizations, two items were
                                    expected to be grammatical (36b and 36c) and two were expected
                                    to be ungrammatical (36a and 36d). The four conditions are
                                    exemplified in (36a)
                                    through (36d) below,
                                    where the slash (/) denotes the limits of each region. Region 6
                                    (in bold) constituted our critical region.
(36)
Context (in Spanish): My sister
                                                Sarah is bothered by gossip and people who spread
                                                gossip around. Yesterday, for example, she said to
                                                me:
                                        

                                            
                                                
                                                  
                                                  	 
                                                  	1
                                                  	 
                                                  	2
                                                  	 
                                                  	3
                                                  	 
                                                  	4
                                                  	 
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	a.*
                                                  	
                                                  Pues yo
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  creo que
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  el constante susurrar
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	 
                                                  	/
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	b.
                                                  	
                                                  Pues yo
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  creo que
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  el constante susurrar
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	 
                                                  	/
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	c.
                                                  	
                                                  Pues yo
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  creo que
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  el susurrar
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  constantemente
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	d.*
                                                  	
                                                  Pues yo
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  creo que
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  el susurrar
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  constantemente
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	 
                                                  	5
                                                  	 
                                                  	
                                                  6
                                                  
                                                  	 
                                                  	7
                                                  	 
                                                  	8
                                                  	 
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	…
                                                  	 
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  
                                                  Mario
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  fue
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  insultante.
                                                  
                                                  	 
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	…
                                                  	
                                                  de
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  
                                                  Mario
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  fue
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  insultante.
                                                  
                                                  	 
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	…
                                                  	 
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  
                                                  Mario
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  fue
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  insultante.
                                                  
                                                  	 
                                                  

                                                  
                                                  	…
                                                  	
                                                  de
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  
                                                  Mario
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  fue
                                                  
                                                  	/
                                                  	
                                                  insultante.
                                                  
                                                  	 
                                                  

                                                


                                            
                                        “Well, I think that Mario’s constant
                                            whispering was insulting.”



The ungrammatical versions were ungrammatical
                                    because of the subject case marking: (36a) presents a case of ungrammaticality
                                    wherein a nominal nominalization (evident from the presence of
                                    the adjective constante) co-occurs with a
                                    nominative case-marked subject (Mario). The
                                    grammatical version of the item, (36b), however, pairs the nominal
                                    nominalization with a genitive case-marked subject (de
                                        Mario), as expected from the literature. Likewise,
                                        (36c) shows a
                                    grammatical case in which a verbal nominalization (evident from
                                    the presence of the adverb constantemente)
                                    co-occurs with a nominative case-marked subject
                                        (Mario). On the other hand, (36d) pairs the same
                                    verbal nominalization with a genitive case-marked subject
                                        (de Mario), a pairing resulting in
                                    ungrammaticality.
We constructed four lists with the 40
                                    experimental sentences so that each participant would only see
                                    one version (condition) of each sentence such that each item
                                    consisted of a quadruple, (a) through (d). In total, every
                                    participant was exposed to 80 sentences: 40 experimental
                                    sentences in one of the four conditions (10 sentences per
                                    experimental condition) and an additional 40 sentences, which
                                    did not include any nominalizations but were also preceded by a
                                    two-sentence context, and which were included as fillers.
                                    Presentation order was randomized per participant.


                        8.Results
8.1Data treatment and analysis
The analysis that we report on in this section is
                                    based on (residual) reading response times (RTs) that were
                                    adjusted by word length (calculated in number of characters),
                                    rather than based on raw RTs. We arrived at these
                                    length-adjusted values following a procedure originally
                                    suggested by Ferreira and
                                        Clifton (1986) and operationalized by Fine et al. (2013). The
                                    reasoning behind the use of this adjustment is that, although we
                                    attempted to control for educational background in our
                                    participant sample, there exist variations in the reading rates
                                    among participants, and the length-adjustment procedure provides
                                    us with a statistical way to control for the variability in RTs
                                    that is associated with word length and individual reading rates
                                    (by participant). Word length has been well established as a
                                    reliable predictor of reading times, so this treatment allowed
                                    us to control for these variations.
In terms of data screening, we were very
                                    conservative in trimming the reaction times and only excluded
                                    those times that were above 10,000 ms (as these likely
                                    represented events outside the reading of stimuli (e.g.,
                                    sneezing)) or under 100 ms (the lower threshold of perception).
                                    These procedures resulted in the removal of less than 1% (.88%)
                                    of the overall number of data points (including fillers). To
                                    identify statistical outliers, these raw reading times were
                                    log-transformed and screened to find participants who had
                                    reading times that were ±2.5 standard deviations (SD) from the
                                    mean. No participants were identified with this procedure,
                                    resulting in zero eliminations. Finally, the length-adjustment
                                    procedure proceeded in the following way (see Fine et al., 2013 for
                                    more details). First, we predicted values from the remaining RTs
                                    (after outlier removal), including experimental and filler
                                    items, using a regression model with fixed effects for word
                                    length, random intercepts for subjects, and random slope for
                                    length. These predicted values were subtracted from the raw RTs
                                    so that we ended up with length-adjusted residual RTs, which we
                                    used as the dependent variable that we report here.
To analyze the residual response times, we fit a
                                    mixed-effects regression model in R (R Core Team, 2013) using the lmer()
                                    function of the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2015). Predictor
                                    variables included the type of nominalization (nominal, verbal)
                                    and grammaticality (grammatical, ungrammatical) and their
                                    interaction. We effect-coded both grammaticality (1 for
                                    grammatical and −1 for ungrammatical) and type of nominalization
                                    (1 for nominal nominalization and −1 for verbal nominalization).
                                    Random intercepts were included for participants and items.
                                    Finally, as is customary, we adopted an alpha level of
                                        p < 0.05 such that absolute
                                        t values exceeding 1.96 were considered
                                    statistically significant.
8.2Results: Analysis of reading times
As noted in Section 7.2, we were interested in the reading times
                                    at the critical region, region 6, which was directly comparable
                                    for every item across the four conditions (i.e., the same
                                    lexical item occupied region 6 across conditions: a two-syllable
                                    proper-noun, e.g., Mario). Table 6 summarizes the
                                    expectations in terms of reading times for the critical
                                    region.
Table 6.Summary of condition and expected reaction
                                            times

                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                	Condition
                                                	Grammaticality
                                                	Modifier
                                                	Subject case
                                                	Expected RTs
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	a.
                                                	NN
                                                	ungramm.
                                                	adj.
                                                	nom.
                                                	higher
                                            

                                            
                                                	b.
                                                	NN
                                                	grammatical
                                                	adj.
                                                	gen.
                                                	–
                                            

                                            
                                                	c.
                                                	VN
                                                	grammatical
                                                	adv.
                                                	nom.
                                                	–
                                            

                                            
                                                	d.
                                                	VN
                                                	ungramm.
                                                	adv.
                                                	gen.
                                                	higher
                                            

                                        
                                    


                                    Table 6 shows the
                                    template for each experimental quadruplet per item. Conditions
                                    (a) and (d) were expected to be ungrammatical due to the
                                    particular modifier + subject case marking pair (*adjective +
                                    nominative for nominal nominalizations or *adverb + genitive for
                                    verbal nominalizations). These conditions were thus expected to
                                    show higher reading times when compared to their grammatical
                                    counterparts, conditions (b) and (c), in which the correct
                                    modifier and case were paired (adjective + genitive for nominal
                                    nominalizations or adverb + nominative for verbal
                                    nominalizations). Given that there are no expectations from the
                                    literature regarding differences between the grammaticality of
                                    (b) and (c) (in other words, both conditions are predicted to be
                                    equally acceptable in Spanish grammars), we did not expect any
                                    differences between grammatical (b) and (c) or ungrammatical (a)
                                    and (d) conditions. 

                                    Figure 2 shows the
                                    mean reading times on the subject (region 6) in each of the four
                                    conditions in terms of grammaticality (grammatical,
                                    ungrammatical) and type of nominalization (nominal
                                    nominalization, verbal nominalization).
Figure 2.Residual response times at the critical region (6) in all
                                            conditions††Bars represent ±SE (standard error)

Figure 2.























	
		
	
	






	
		
	
		
	
		


	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	


	
	


	
	


	


	
	
	


	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	















We fit a mixed effect model (lme4 package, R)
                                    with main fixed effects for grammaticality and type of
                                    nominalization using length-adjusted response times as our
                                    dependent variable and random intercepts for subjects and items.
                                    This model revealed significant main effect for grammaticality
                                        (β = −90.71, SE = 37.24,
                                        t = −2.436, p = 0.014) and
                                    type of nominalization (β = 120.65,
                                        SE = 26.32, t = 4.585,
                                        p < 0.0001). These effects will not be
                                    interpreted given the presence of an interaction between
                                    grammaticality and type of nominalization
                                    (β = -157.4, SE = 37.17,
                                        t = −4.234,
                                    p < 0.0001). In order to explore this
                                    interaction further, we used the lsmeans package (Lenth, 2016) in the R
                                    environment to compute least-square mean differences. 
Because we were interested in the pairwise
                                    comparisons that contrasted grammaticality within each
                                    nominalization type (that is, we were interested to know whether
                                    speakers were able to distinguish between grammaticality
                                    conditions within each type of nominalization),
                                    we examined the pairwise comparisons grammatical
                                        nominal nominalization vs. ungrammatical
                                        nominal nominalization and grammatical
                                        verbal nominalization vs. ungrammatical
                                        verbal nominalization. These comparisons
                                    (see Table 7)
                                    revealed a significant difference between grammatical and
                                    ungrammatical sentences in the nominal nominalization type
                                        (p < 0.0001) but not when stimuli
                                    included verbal nominalizations
                                    (p = 0.5791).
Table 7.Least square means differences of contrast
                                            (grammaticality*type of nominalization)

                                        
                                            
                                                	Contrast
                                                	Estimate
                                                	SE
                                                	df
                                                	t ratio
                                                	Pr>|t|
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	nominal gram. vs. ungram.
                                                	−248.11
                                                	52.92
                                                	1415.52
                                                	−4.689
                                                	<0.0001
                                            

                                            
                                                	verbal gram. vs. ungram.
                                                	  66.69
                                                	52.31
                                                	1413.27
                                                	 1.275
                                                	 0.5791
                                            

                                        
                                    


                                    Table 7 shows that,
                                    for sentences including nominal
                                    nominalizations, when the pairing of modifier and subject-case
                                    marking was unexpected (i.e., ungrammatical), speakers read the
                                    ungrammatical sentences significantly slower than the
                                    grammatical sentences. This is exactly as expected in the
                                    linguistic literature. However, for verbal
                                    nominalizations, although Figure 2 appears to show a descriptive difference
                                    between grammatical and ungrammatical stimuli, speakers did not
                                    statistically distinguish between grammatical and ungrammatical
                                    sentences, reading both at equivalent rates. This lack of
                                    distinction is unexpected given the predictions of the
                                    linguistic literature, a finding that highlights the importance
                                    of bringing empirical data to bear on syntactic analyses.


                        9.Discussion and conclusions
In our experimental (self-paced reading) task, we
                                capitalized on the differences between nominal and verbal
                                nominalizations with regard to the co-occurrence of case marking
                                (genitive or nominative) with modifier type (adjectives or adverbs),
                                resulting in a 2 × 2 design in which two of the combinations
                                (*adjective + nominative for nominal nominalizations or *adverb +
                                genitive for verbal nominalizations) were expected to be
                                ungrammatical while the two others were expected to be grammatical
                                (adjective + genitive for nominal nominalizations or adverb +
                                nominative for verbal nominalizations). Our results, however, showed
                                that these grammaticality distinctions were present only when native
                                Spanish speakers processed nominal nominalizations
                                but not in their processing of verbal
                                nominalizations.
Recall that, according to the analysis by Alexiadou and colleagues
                                    (2011), nominal and verbal nominalizations are proposed
                                to have different structures, with verbal nominalizations displaying
                                a high transition between nominal and verbal properties – a
                                transition that allows for a complex verbal structure (e.g.,
                                licensing the merge of additional phrases such as PerfP, ProgP, and
                                NegP, which explain the presence of the various verbal properties
                                allowed in VNs). In terms of case marking, specifically, two aspects
                                are crucial to this proposal: first, the presence of T in VNs, which
                                makes nominative case available, and the absence of
                                    n, which explains the ungrammaticality of
                                genitive case in VNs. In the case of NNs, Alexiadou and colleagues
                                essentially propose the (structural) mirror image of VNs: the
                                absence of T in NNs makes nominative case unavailable, while the
                                presence of n makes genitive case available, either
                                for subject or object case marking.
Our results support Alexiadou et al.’s analysis for
                                NNs, given that the native Spanish speakers reliably displayed a
                                difference between grammatical and ungrammatical stimuli, reading
                                nominal nominalizations marked with nominative case much slower than
                                those with genitive case – a distinction that is congruent with
                                    Alexiadou et al.’s
                                    (2011) proposal that T is unavailable in NNs.
                                Interestingly, however, it could appear, at first sight, to be the
                                case that our speakers did not universally reject genitive case
                                marking with VNs, reading these stimuli at comparable rates as those
                                VNs with nominative case. While this is a potential interpretation,
                                it is not the only one, as we will see.
Importantly, the methodology we employ taps into the
                                implicit knowledge of speakers, meaning that participants are naïve
                                with respect to the focus of the investigation and, thus, they have
                                not “rated” structures as grammatical or ungrammatical—instead,
                                they are predicted to read ungrammatical stimuli slower than
                                grammatical stimuli. As our results from Section 8 show, the differences between the
                                verbal nominalizations in the grammatical and ungrammatical
                                conditions were not significant, which means that they are treating
                                these stimuli in a similar manner, with both being comparatively
                                more acceptable than the ungrammatical nominal nominalizations.
                                Crucially, this conclusion can only be reached if one presumes that
                                condition (d) (see our (36d) for an example) is indeed processed by speakers as
                                a verbal nominalization. However, it might be the
                                case that speakers are not doing that.
In Alexiadou
                                    et al.’s (2011) analysis, and as shown in Table 3, case assignment
                                is supposed to exist in complementary distribution; the structure
                                they propose for VNs (see our tree in (29)) does not allow for genitive case
                                marking because there is no n that would allow for
                                genitive case. Instead, nominative case is assigned by T.
                                Conversely, the structure they propose for NNs (see tree in (31)) does include an
                                    nP, which is merged under ClassP. The presence
                                of n allows for the genitive case marking of
                                subjects or objects, while accusative case should be unavailable,
                                even in the presence of v. Regardless of this
                                stipulation, the fact remains that, because the structure in (31) includes a
                                    vP, it should, in principle, allow for
                                accusative case assignment and adverb adjunction – possibilities
                                that Alexiadou et al.
                                    (2011) explicitly rule out without explaining why
                                    v should be incapable of assigning accusative
                                case.
We noted in Section 6 that suppressing the accusative case of
                                    v in NNs is needed to rule out accusative case
                                marking and adverbial adjunction, both of which are deemed to be
                                ungrammatical (but see Ramírez,
                                    2003, a point to which we will return). We further
                                observed, however, that this assumption is theoretically problematic
                                because preventing v from discharging an accusative
                                case before n is merged relies on a look-ahead
                                principle that is not part of the Minimalist machinery. However,
                                what our data indicate is that this anti-Minimalist assumption might
                                not be needed after all, as the data by Ramírez (2003), which shows nominal
                                nominalizations co-occurring with adverbial adjunction, also
                                suggest.
In our experimental design, we set up condition (d)
                                (*adverb + genitive for verbal nominalizations) as an example of a
                                    verbal nominalization identifiable because of
                                presence of adverbial modification, as suggested in the
                                nominalization literature. However, if the data from Ramírez (2003) are on the
                                right track, and adverbial modification is not universally ruled out
                                for nominal nominalizations, what our seemingly contradicting VN
                                results show instead is that participants read condition (d) (see
                                    (36d)) as an example
                                of a 
                                    nominal
                                 nominalization, rather than a verbal one. In this sense,
                                our results are wholly compatible with Alexiadou et al.’s (2011) analysis without
                                the need for an ad-hoc provision preventing
                                    v from discharging accusative case and allowing
                                adverbial adjunction. In other words, our participants might have
                                read the “ungrammatical” verbal nominalization as a “grammatical”
                                nominal nominalization – one where adverbial modification is present
                                and, crucially, one that Alexiadou et al.’s proposed structure does
                                not rule out.
In addition to our experimental data and Ramírez’s data
                                in (35), we found at
                                least one potential example from the Davies Corpus which could
                                provide further evidence of the (potential) co-occurrence of
                                adverbial modification with nominal nominalizations. This example,
                                incidentally, is also drawn from a Mexican Spanish data source
                                (Davies Corpus: CNN Mexico, Blog “Por qué la mujer es infiel”). 
(37)
“…es un tema muy amplio
                                            y que comentarlo es, en gran porcentaje,
                                         
                                        [el hablar mal de mujeres hacia el
                                                hombre]
                                         
                                        y viceversa…”
“…it’s a broad topic and to comment on it is,
                                        in large part, [the women’s speaking badly toward
                                            men], and vice versa…”



The example in (37) shows an instance of adverbial modification
                                    (mal “badly”) which co-exists with the genitive
                                case marking of the subject (de mujeres “of
                                women”). Put together with our and Ramirez’s (2003) data, what these
                                results collectively show is that adverbial adjunction might be
                                possible in NNs (with genitive case), at least in Mexican Spanish –
                                a finding that is consistent with Alexiadou et al.’s (2011) proposed
                                structure in (31), which
                                includes v.
We should note that, while our data show that the
                                co-occurrence of adverbial adjunction with NNs is not ruled out by
                                native Spanish speakers, the experimental design does not allow us
                                to comment on the other predictions stemming from Alexiadou et al.’s
                                structure: namely, the possibility of v
                                (optionally) assigning accusative case (contra (28c)). Given that our data
                                show that adverbial adjunction might be possible with NNs, the
                                possibility of co-occurrence of accusative case with nominal
                                nominalizations would have to be empirically tested using a more
                                reliable marker of verbal nominalizations. One such determinant, as
                                shown by the data in (10)
                                through (13), could be
                                aspect. This is a possibility we leave for further research.
The present study investigated the syntactic analysis
                                of nominal and verbal nominalizations by examining the processing
                                signatures of each by a group of (Mexican) Spanish native speakers.
                                In so doing, we tested the predictions made by the analysis proposed
                                by Alexiadou (2010),
                                    Alexiadou et al.
                                    (2010), and Alexiadou
                                    et al. (2011), which predicts asymmetries between the
                                syntactic properties of nominal and verbal nominalization in
                                Romance. Results showed that our native speakers processed nominal
                                nominalizations exactly as expected, reading ungrammatical stimuli
                                (*adjective + nominative) in the nominal
                                nominalization conditions slower than the grammatical stimuli.
                                However, we also found that speakers did not read the ungrammatical
                                and grammatical verbal nominalization conditions
                                (*adverb + genitive and adverb + nominative, respectively)
                                differently from each other. We have suggested that this is because,
                                at least in Mexican Spanish, adverbial adjunction can co-occur with
                                nominal nominalizations, and thus with genitive case. This finding
                                means that the structure proposed for nominal nominalizations by
                                Alexiadou and colleagues might need no stipulation regarding the
                                functionality of v (as in (31)) for these speakers; the extent to which
                                this is true for speakers of other varieties is left for future
                                research. Given that, in the present study, we only found evidence
                                for adverbial adjunction in NNs but not of accusative case marking,
                                this remains an open question to be resolved by additional
                                investigation, as well. We conclude by noting that these results
                                underscore the importance of empirically testing syntactic
                                proposals.
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Chapter 9Dual competence in dual language learnersGradience and variability of object clitics in Spanish
                                heritage language learners
Teresa SatterfieldUniversity of Michigan

This chapter focuses on grammatical variability
                                in object clitic placement (omission and clitic climbing) and
                                morphology (gender and number) in child heritage Spanish.
                                Implementing Wexler’s
                                    (2003) Clitic Acquisition Theory (CAT), original corpus
                                data from 60 U.S. Spanish heritage speakers (SHS), ages 4–7, are
                                analyzed and compared to previous research on adult L1/L2/child L1
                                and bilingual acquisition on clitic expression and acceptability
                                judgments. Results show SHS at all proficiency levels produce
                                clitics to some degree; however compared to Wexler (2003) and subsequent CAT studies,
                                SHS demonstrate ongoing clitic optionality. A high percentage of
                                this variability is grammatical: for instance, no substantial
                                difference in SHS frequencies for proclisis or enclisis occurs. In
                                the spirit of L2 work by Slabakova, Rothman and Kempchinsky (2011), the
                                Underlying and Surface Competence (Duffield, 2003) is tested as a
                                generative-based account of variability in more mature child
                                grammars, complementing CAT. The dual competence model provides a
                                finer-grained snapshot of ‘adult-like’ Spanish clitic expression in
                                children. 

Keywords: 	Clitic Pronouns,
	Heritage Languages,
	Gradience,
	Child bilingualism



                        1.Introduction
Accounting for variable syntactic knowledge continues
                                to present a challenge in the syntactic literature. The domain of
                                object clitic expression in the Romance languages presents an
                                interesting case for examining how variability is represented in
                                mental grammars. Optionality in specific clitic structures is well
                                documented in steady-state (adult) grammars, both in spontaneous
                                production data as well as acceptability judgment tasks (see Mayer, 2017 and works cited
                                within). Over the past three decades proposals for licensing and
                                distribution of clitics have continued to advance (Bonet, 1995; Carstens, 2000; D’Alessandro & Roberts,
                                    2008; Grimshaw,
                                    1997; Kayne,
                                    1991; Masullo,
                                    2004; Ordoñez,
                                    2002; Sportiche,
                                    1993, 1996;
                                    Uriagereka, 1995).
                                Given the tenets of ‘no optional rules’ within the Minimalist
                                Program (Chomsky, 1995, 2000, 2005),
                                many questions remain on how to represent a mental grammar that is
                                organized to give rise to the wide variety of possible clitic
                                alternations.
The absence of a unified account of clitic structures
                                can be attributed to the fact that cliticization is a complex
                                integration of different types of knowledge. Clitic competence
                                presupposes not only knowledge of general syntactic operations, but
                                also language-specific knowledge of lexical items, interactions
                                within and between interfaces, as well as a continuity of
                                extra-grammaticality factors (e.g., processing complexity, input
                                frequency, etc.). Clitics as such present a learnability problem for
                                developing grammars. For all acquisition contexts (L1, bilingual L1,
                                child and adult L2) it may be difficult for learners to integrate
                                the many conditions necessary for competent clitic expression.
                                Numerous researchers claim, irrespective of the distinct approaches
                                implemented, that clitic structures are susceptible to increased
                                optionality in developing grammars (Cuza, Pérez-Leroux, & Sánchez, 2013;
                                    Müller, 2003; Sorace, 2000; Pirvulescu, Pérez-Leroux, Roberge,
                                    Strik, & Thomas, 2014). 
It is well established through the literature on object
                                clitic acquisition, both naturalistic and elicited, that a range of
                                results exists. Depending on the study, child speakers are shown to
                                either converge on or diverge from target structures (Bedore & Leonard, 2001;
                                    Gavarró, Torrens, &
                                    Wexler, 2010; Pérez-Leroux, Cuza, & Thomas, 2011; Shin, Requena, & Kemp,
                                    2017; Thomas,
                                    2012; etc.). Distinct studies over time have all
                                accurately characterized isolated aspects of clitics in child
                                grammars due to their variable expression. Thus, we find: (i)
                                development specific to the acquisition of syntax and select
                                cognitive capabilities outside the domain of syntax (Schaeffer, 2000); (ii)
                                syntactic structure expressed through maturation of checking
                                features (Wexler 2003);
                                and (iii) general developmental artifact interfacing phonology,
                                morphology and syntax (Penke,
                                    2012). Pérez-Leroux,
                                    Pirvulescu, and Roberge (2017) state that early object
                                clitic omission in particular is a phenomenon that ‘defies language
                                typology.’ The authors identify clitic omission as a general
                                developmental stage attested in all languages and syntactic
                                contexts, such that the duration of the stage is variable and
                                contingent upon a given language’s variety of null object
                                structures.
The current analysis adopts the Clitic Acquisition
                                Theory (CAT) in Wexler
                                    (2003) as the basis for child Spanish clitic acquisition.
                                However, CAT may not be the best account for certain types of
                                acceptable object variability that surface in ‘post-CAT’ child
                                grammars once all checking mechanisms have matured. This study will
                                test the Competent Gradience model (Duffield, 2003) that frames linguistic
                                competence as two distinct macro- and micro-representational levels.
                                Competent Gradience provides a means to represent in the grammar,
                                structures that native speakers “regularly judge to be less than
                                perfectly acceptable without being deemed wholly
                                    unacceptable (Duffield, 2003: 11) italics in original).”
                                While the dual-competence approach has been applied to several
                                domains in the adult steady state and in adult L2 acquisition (e.g.,
                                    Slabakova, Rothman, &
                                    Kempchinsky, 2011), the present work tests its
                                implementation in child language.1
                            
Specifically, this paper examines object pronoun
                                behaviors as part of native Spanish-speaking children’s syntactic
                                competence between the ages of 4–7. This cross-sectional population
                                is of interest because it represents different stages of
                                development, even while all the children have acquired the basic
                                syntax of clitics. The question, then, is how and when does the
                                developmental optionality outlined in CAT come to converge on the
                                knowledge of the ‘mature’ clitic variability attested in
                                steady-state native grammars? 
The present work documents spontaneous child-to-child
                                speech in a unique United States immersion setting for Spanish
                                heritage speakers. Children who are bilingual by virtue of being
                                exposed to some degree to a home language that is distinct from the
                                language of the majority population are known as heritage speakers
                                (HS). An estimated 66% of child speakers around the globe are HS;
                                thus, HS constitute a majority group in their own right (Marian & Shook, 2012).
                                Given that the majority of the world’s population is bilingual, the
                                monolingual model traditionally used as the target of language
                                acquisition is actually most linguistically exceptional (Satterfield, 1999a, 1999b, p. 6). Collectively,
                                HS speech patterns provide a wealth of insight into native speaker
                                competence and inform researchers on the full range of possibilities
                                found in normative language development. In comparison to
                                monolingual counterparts, HS children have been demonstrated to be
                                less linguistically conservative while still remaining within the
                                limits of grammaticality (Müller, 2009; Satterfield & Barrett, 2004). Such behaviors could
                                be a driving factor in producing the stabilized variability that
                                emerges in speech communities. Finally, even while the distribution
                                of clitics in Spanish is restricted to object pronominals,2 Spanish represents the most
                                widely spoken Romance language (Simons & Fennig, 2018). Findings on young Spanish
                                speakers are thus relevant to any theoretical account of object
                                cliticization and clitic acquisition.
This project was inspired by Paula Kempchinsky’s
                                numerous contributions to the study of Romance language pronominals.
                                The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview
                                of theoretical frameworks to be used to investigate variable object
                                clitic phenomena; Section 3
                                reports on the 13-month observational study on Spanish object
                                clitics carried out with 60 school-age Spanish-language child HS in
                                a unique US Spanish immersion academic setting. Section 4 provides an analysis of this
                                original naturalistic data. Section 5 concludes the paper with final thoughts and
                                implications for future research on the expression of object clitics
                                and variability in young Spanish speakers.

                        2.Direct object clitics
2.1Clitic distribution
Representative of many Romance languages, Spanish
                                    accusative clitic pronouns precede simple finite verbs (process
                                    referred to as proclisis), as in (1b). It is grammatical for clitics to
                                    follow the [+finite] verb (known as enclisis) only when the verb
                                    is in the imperative as in (1c); otherwise enclisis is ungrammatical (cf.
                                    1b):
(1)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pat
                                                  
Pat

 
                                                  ley-ó
                                                  
read-3sg.pst
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  la revista.
                                                  
                                                  
the magazine

 

                                                
                                                ‘Pat read the magazine.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pat
                                                  
Pat

 
                                                  
                                                  la
                                                  
                                                  
it.f.sg.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  ley-ó.
                                                  
read-3sg.pst
                                                  

 //
 

 
                                                  *
                                                  Pat
                                                  leyó-la.
                                                  
‘Pat read it.’

 

                                                
                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pat,
                                                  
Pat

 
                                                  ¡lée-la!
                                                  
read.2sg.imp- it.f.sg.acc
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘Pat, read it!’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pat
                                                  
Pat

 
                                                  compra
                                                  
buy.3sg.pres
                                                  

 
                                                  la
                                                  
the

 
                                                  revista
                                                  
magazine

 
                                                  sin
                                                  
without

 
                                                  leer-la.
                                                  
                                                  
read.inf-it.f.sg.acc)

 
                                                  //*sin la leer.
                                                  
 

 

                                                
                                                ‘Pat buys the magazine
                                                  without reading it.’

                                            




As shown in (1d), when a simple predicate is [−finite] in Spanish
                                    only the enclitic structure is grammatical. 
Returning to questions of variability, of the
                                    major Romance languages, standard European Portuguese (EP)
                                    diverges most from the proclitic tendency (Flores, Rinke, & Azevedo, 2017). In
                                    EP the accusative clitic is less sensitive to finiteness and
                                    obligatorily follows the [+finite] verb, save in contexts with
                                    quantifiers, negation or wh-words. One exception is the adult EP
                                    variety Barrenquenho (Garrett, this volume). Due to intense
                                    contact with peninsular Spanish, Barrenquenho produces
                                    Spanish-like proclitic structures in the same [+finite] contexts
                                    in which EP typically requires enclisis. As a result, these
                                    speakers have developed a mixed clitic system containing both EP
                                    and Spanish properties (Garrett, this volume). Likewise, (2a) shows that standard
                                    EP accusative clitics function in free variation with anaphoric
                                    discourse-linked null objects (Raposo, 1986), whereas (2b) shows that
                                    peninsular Spanish does not permit null objects in that context.
                                    Spanish does allow the null object in non-referential and
                                    non-count direct objects, as shown in (2c):
(2)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  A
                                                  
To

 
                                                  
                                                  Juana
                                                  
                                                  
Juana

 
                                                  viu
                                                  
aw.3.sg.pst
                                                  

 
                                                  ø
                                                  
 

 
                                                  na
                                                  
on.the

 
                                                  TV
                                                  

                                                  tv
                                                  

 
                                                  ontem.
                                                  
yesterday

 

                                                
                                                ‘Juana saw [it] on TV
                                                  yesterday.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Juana
                                                  
Juana

 
                                                  lo/*ø
                                                  
it.M.SG.acc/

 
                                                  vio
                                                  
saw.3.sg.pst
                                                  

 
                                                  ayer
                                                  
yesterday

 
                                                  por
                                                  
on

 
                                                  la
                                                  
the

 
                                                  TV
                                                  
TV.

 

                                                
                                                ‘Juana saw [it] yesterday on
                                                  TV.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  ¿Compraste
                                                  
buy.2.sg.pst
                                                  

 
                                                  café?
                                                  
coffee?

 
                                                  -Sí,
                                                  
Yes,

 
                                                  compré
                                                  
buy.1.sg.pst
                                                  

 
                                                  ø.
                                                  
 

 

                                                
                                                ‘Did you by coffee? – Yes, I
                                                  bought [it].’

                                            




Interestingly, third person clitics exhibit the
                                    most variability across Spanish dialects. An additional
                                    variation found in numerous Spanish dialects is the doubling of
                                    the accusative argument with a clitic. This construction is
                                    grammatical, albeit typically constrained by semantic features
                                    (animate, specific) of the direct object argument (Suñer, 1983), as in
                                        (3): 
(3)

                                            
                                                  
                                                  Loi
                                                  
                                                  
                                                  
him.m.sg.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  vimos
                                                  
saw.1pl.pst
                                                  

 
                                                  a
                                                  

                                                  dom
                                                  

 
                                                  
                                                  Pat
                                                  i.
                                                  
Pati
                                                  

 

                                        ‘We saw Pat.’



Object clitics exhibit variable distribution not
                                    only with respect to omission/production, but also in terms of
                                    placement – depending on the complexity of the predicate. In
                                    Spanish complex infinitival predicates, the infinitive selects a
                                    pronominal object, then the pronominal clitic can occur either
                                    in the unmarked post-verbal position (4a), right-adjacent to the infinitive
                                    that has selected it as argument (enclisis) or it can climb to
                                    the higher clause and be positioned left-adjacent to the finite
                                    matrix verb of the complex predicate (proclisis), shown in
                                        (4b). The clitic
                                    cannot be positioned left-adjacent to the infinitive verb, as in
                                    the second part of (4a): 
(4)
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pat
                                                  
Pat

 
                                                  quiere
                                                  
want.3.sg.pres
                                                  

 
                                                  conocer-la.
                                                  
meet.inf-acc f.sg
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                
                                                  // *Pat quiere la
                                                  conocer.
                                                

                                                ‘Pat wants to meet her.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pat
                                                  
Pat

 
                                                  
                                                  la
                                                  
                                                  
her.f.sg.acc
                                                  

 
                                                  quiere
                                                  
want.3sg.pres
                                                  

 
                                                  conocer.
                                                  
meet.inf
                                                  

 

                                                
                                                ‘Pat wants to meet her.’

                                            
	
                                                
                                                  
                                                  Pat
                                                  
Pat

 
                                                  está
                                                  

                                                  aux.3.sg.pres
                                                  

 
                                                  escribiéndo-la.
                                                  
write.prog-it,f.sg.acc)

 

                                                
                                                // Pat
                                                  la está
                                                  escribiendo.
                                                

                                                ‘Pat is writing it.’

                                            




Complex predicates with gerunds (Cacoullos, 1999) mirror
                                    complex infinitival predicates. In (4c) the accusative pronoun can be either
                                    proclitic on the finite auxiliary, or enclitic on the non-finite
                                    verb, thus ruling out the sequence (*está la
                                        escribiendo). Rizzi’s (1978) basic premise of restructuring still
                                    holds as a common generative analysis, in which the basic
                                    derivation is the bi-clausal structure (enclisis) and a
                                    language-specific syntactic rule optionally reduces the
                                    predicate into a single clause (proclisis). Following Minimalist
                                    assumptions (Chomsky, 1995), verb incorporation occurs in a
                                    pre-syntactic phase where related functional material is
                                    associated morphologically; the merge of the pronominal argument
                                    to the predicate is a primary syntactic operation. The
                                    proclisis-enclisis alternation functions as a syntactic property
                                    of all Spanish varieties; however, the exact frequency with
                                    which proclisis or enclisis occurs is argued to be
                                    dialectspecific (Sinnott
                                        & Smith, 2007). Syntactically, enclisis and
                                    proclisis are proposed to originate from distinct operations
                                        (Raposo &
                                        Uriagereka, 2005). Even so, proclitic and enclitic
                                    distribution is largely considered to be in free variation with
                                    respect to semantics, since distinct meanings do not emerge from
                                    the alternative forms. 

                                    Davies’ (1995) corpus
                                    serves as an excellent base reference. The data indicate that
                                    adult Spanish monolingual oral speech production rates of
                                    proclisis are generally higher than in writing production, but
                                    that no statistically significant difference emerges in the
                                    average use of proclisis (oral and written) across Spanish
                                    speakers in ten Spanish-speaking countries. Davies (1995) finds
                                    that the verbs permitting the highest rates of proclisis in
                                    adult spontaneous speech are those expressing an auxiliary,
                                    aspectual, or modal function within a complex predicate, such as
                                    grammaticalized periphrastic future (ir + a)
                                    and gerunds (estar + verb-ndo). 
2.2Theoretical accounts of clitic acquisition and
                                    optionality
Cross-linguistic studies on L1 object clitic
                                    acquisition arrive at varying conclusions, producing an impasse
                                    on whether: (i) children acquire early mastery of clitics (Costa, Lobo, Carmona, &
                                        Silva, 2008; Domínguez, 2003; Eisenchlas, 2003; Fujino & Sano, 2002); (ii)
                                    optionally omit clitics as part of the maturational process
                                        (Avram, 1999;
                                        Babyonyshev & Marin,
                                        2006; Gavarró
                                        et al., 2010; Guasti, 1994; Ivanov, 2008; Jakubowicz, Nash, Rigaut, & Gérard, 1998; Pérez-Leroux et al.,
                                        2017; Schaeffer,
                                        2000; Tsakali
                                        & Wexler, 2004; Wexler, Gavarró, & Torrens, 2004);
                                    or (iii) produce clitics, but make errors in clitic morphology
                                    for an extended developmental period (Gavarró et al., 2010; Ivanov, 2008; Schaeffer, 2000). 
In previous research examining acquisition of
                                    object clitic placement, a range of findings obtains when
                                    comparing proclisis and enclisis in L1, L2, and HS. Studies
                                    show: (i) difficulties in acquiring the proclisis option (for L2
                                    learners see e.g. Duffield
                                        & White, 1999; for HS see e.g. Flores & Barbarosa,
                                        2014); (ii) HS preference for proclisis within
                                    complex predicates as compared to L1 Spanish monolinguals or
                                    advanced L2 speakers (Montrul, 2010); (iii) HS preference for enclisis
                                        (Pérez-Leroux, Cuza,
                                        & Thomas, 2011); and (iv) no significant
                                    difference between bilingual children and the community norms,
                                    nor between monolingual and bilingual children in terms of rates
                                    of enclisis (Shin, Requena,
                                        & Kemp, 2017; Requena & Dracos, 2018). Inconsistent findings
                                    on speaker preferences for proclisis and enclisis may stem from
                                    diverse experimental conditions, bilingual effects or other
                                    extra-grammatical factors. Notwithstanding these discrepancies,
                                    recent studies suggest a tendency for L2 speakers at all levels
                                    to produce much less proclisis when compared to L1 monolinguals
                                    or to HS.
In search of a unifying explanation for the
                                    distinct patterns found in developing L1 clitic grammars, Wexler (2003) accounts
                                    for these cross-linguistic differences based in part on a
                                    derivational limitation in the child’s early grammar known as
                                    the Unique Checking Constraint (UCC, Wexler, 1998), where the D-feature of
                                    DP can only check against one functional category. The UCC
                                    originally accounted for optional infinitives, however it also
                                    motivates Wexler’s
                                        (2003) Clitic Acquisition Theory (CAT). Specifically,
                                        Wexler (2003)
                                    proposes that for null-subject languages like Italian, checking
                                    only occurs at Tense (T) for verb inflection. In terms of direct
                                    object clitics however, checking must occur both in the
                                    functional categories of Object Agreement (Agr-O) where
                                    accusative Case is assigned, and also in Clitic Phrase (ClP),
                                    the proclitic landing site. Since the occurrence of the direct
                                    object clitic necessitates these two checking operations, the
                                    UCC in the child’s grammar is violated. As the child gradually
                                    matures into the adult grammar, direct object clitics will be
                                    less susceptible to omission and will begin to appear with
                                    greater frequency. 
The CAT proposal provides further explanation for
                                    the developmental optionality of direct object clitics attested
                                    in languages like Italian by hypothesizing that a correlation
                                    exists between the optional production of clitics and
                                    clitic-participle agreement. Here, the UCC operates in
                                    conjunction with the ‘Minimize Violations’ principle to obtain
                                    Participle Agreement Languages (e.g., Italian or Catalan). This
                                    analysis follows Sportiche
                                        (1996) in assuming that ClP serves as the landing
                                    site for coreferential ‘pro.’ Only in
                                    Participle Agreement languages does the head of v have an
                                    uninterpretable feature that must be deleted.
                                        Pro in object position checks against
                                    uninterpretable features in vP (yielding Agreement) and also one
                                    in ClP. 

                                    Wexler (2003)
                                    predicts that children with an L1 with clitic-participle
                                    agreement (Catalan, Romanian) must pass through a developmental
                                    stage of clitic omission. In contrast, children acquiring
                                    languages such as Greek and Spanish where there is no
                                    clitic-participle agreement will use clitics correctly in the
                                    earliest stages of language production. Since languages without
                                    clitic-participle agreement have a [+Interpretable] D-feature in
                                    AgrO, they require only one instance of D-checking in ClP;
                                    therefore, clitic omission does not obtain. The analysis is
                                    shown in (5):
(5)

                                            ex5.svg







































































































  











  


  
  


  


  
  


  
  


  
  
  
  


  
  


  
  


  


  


  


  
  


  


  


  


  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  


  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  
  
  
  


  


  


  


  


  
  
  
  


  


  


  


  
  


  
  


  


  
  


  


  









                                        



The present study follows CAT in positing a stage
                                    of developmental optionality in clitics with a subsequent
                                    maturation of checking features for children. The residual
                                    question, however, is how to represent grammatical clitic
                                    constructions in children who show an acceptable
                                    ‘non-child-like’ variability in direct object constructions such
                                    as clitic doubling, proclisis-enclisis, or null objects?
                                    Recalling that knowledge of cliticization is complex, one
                                    solution may be to meld the syntactic maturation model with a
                                    model that distinguishes syntactic representations based on the
                                    nature of competence that they entail. The current study
                                    explores the consequences of conjoining Competent Gradience
                                        (Duffield, 2003)
                                    and CAT (Wexler,
                                    2003). Competent Gradience frames linguistic knowledge as
                                    dual macro- and micro-representational levels, thus providing a
                                    means to represent structures that native speakers “regularly
                                    judge to be less than perfectly acceptable without being deemed
                                    wholly unacceptable (Duffield, 2003, p. 11, italics in
                                    original).” The macro-level represents Underlying Competence
                                    (UC) that encodes invariant properties of Universal Grammar in
                                    the form of innate, categorical knowledge of formal phonological
                                    and core syntactic principles, such as canonical word order. The
                                    micro-level encodes Surface Competence (SC) that expresses
                                    gradient, probabilistic, language-specific knowledge that may
                                    even be explicitly learned in a formal (classroom) setting. SC
                                    effects are proposed to be sensitive to lexical and/or syntactic
                                    contingencies, including the discourse appropriateness of a
                                    given construction. General SC examples include auxiliary
                                    selection (‘Be’ versus ‘Have’) and ellipsis constructions. In
                                    theory, native speaker’s intuitions on grammaticality can be
                                    either accessed through UC or SC. Since SC is indirectly
                                    constrained by Universal Grammar principles stemming from UC
                                    core syntax, SC shares a degree of implicit competence with UC.
                                    The primary distinction between UC and SC derives from
                                    structures that the speaker considers to be ‘somewhat
                                    acceptable’ (represented at SC as gradient), rather than
                                    unequivocally grammatical/ungrammatical and directly constrained
                                    by UG (represented at UC as categorical). Table 1 provides an overview of the
                                    components of Dual Competence and their applications.
Table 1.Components of Underlying and Surface
                                            Competence

                                        
                                            
                                                	Properties
                                                	Surface competence (SC)
                                                	Underlying competence (UC)
                                            

                                        
                                        
                                            
                                                	implicit
                                                	√
                                                	√
                                            

                                            
                                                	gradient
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	variable
                                                	√
                                                	
                                            

                                            
                                                	categorical
                                                	
                                                	√
                                            

                                            
                                                	constrained
                                                	√
                                                	√
                                            

                                        
                                    

The application of syntactic knowledge from both
                                    UC and SC is exhibited at the level of Performance. Chomsky’s (2005)
                                    description of the language faculty underscores the relevance of
                                    the performance module as integral to the underlying knowledge
                                    system. 
Existing studies show that with respect to
                                    categorical (UC) syntactic judgments, steady-state (highly
                                    advanced) adult L2 learners may closely approximate monolinguals
                                        (Montrul, 2010).
                                    Gradience also appears to play a role in L2 acquisition contexts
                                    where the learner approximates the target grammar, yet implicit
                                    L2 judgment patterns diverge systematically from those of the
                                    native speaker (Duffield,
                                        2003: 103). Slabakova et al. (2011) examine L1 English speakers’
                                    L2 syntactic knowledge of two possible Spanish clitic
                                    constructions, Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) and Clitic Right
                                    Dislocation (CLRD). The study hypotheses are not supported by
                                    the outcomes, since L1 Spanish-speakers accept CLLD
                                    categorically, but they judge CLRD to be only mildly acceptable.
                                    In contrast, L2 learners choose the CLRD structures to be
                                    acceptable in 70% of all instances. Slabakova et al. (2011) conclude that
                                    the explanation lies in the distinct competencies that speakers
                                    draw upon. The non-native Spanish speakers access UC knowledge
                                    of right dislocation, whereas the native Spanish-speakers
                                    demonstrate more subtle frequency-of-input effects by accessing
                                    SC.

                        3.The present study
3.1Rationale and research hypotheses for the current
                                    study
This paper focuses on the characterization of
                                    object pronouns as part of Spanish heritage speaker (HS)
                                    children’s syntactic competence between the ages of 4–7. As
                                    regards the United States, the term ‘heritage language’ broadly
                                    refers to a non-English language that is spoken in the home or
                                    in other minority language contexts and exists in intense
                                    contact with English (Valdés, 2000; Montrul, 2015). HS children in this context are
                                    typically described as: (a) children raised in homes where the
                                    heritage language is routinely spoken to some degree; (b) they
                                    are proportionally bilingual and perhaps biliterate in the home
                                    language and in English; and (c) the primary shift from
                                    linguistic dominance in the heritage language to primary
                                    exposure and dominance in English occurs by age 6. These common
                                    features lead investigators to claim that HS demonstrate
                                    developmental deficits and/or incomplete adult acquisition of
                                    the heritage language (Montrul, 2004; Guijarro-Fuentes & Schmitz, 2015; Polinsky, 2016). In
                                    this vein, Polinsky and
                                        Kagan (2007) adapt labels from the creole continuum
                                    to represent language proficiency across HS in a gradient
                                    manner. Likewise, Valdés
                                        (2005) constructs a HS scale with stages between L1
                                    and L2. I propose that heritage languages – in addition to
                                    Creoles (DeGraff,
                                        2005) – represent native speaker populations and as
                                    such reflect the normative range of native speaker competence.
                                    Destruel-Johnson and Walker-Cecil (this volume) clearly
                                    demonstrate that gradability occurs across French, English and
                                    Haitian Creole speakers’ interpretation of focus in
                                        se-cleft constructions. The Competent
                                    Gradience Model (Duffield,
                                        2003) is thus a more nuanced tool for uniformly
                                    characterizing the distinct types of linguistic knowledge called
                                    upon by speakers. The notion that stable variability is part and
                                    parcel of ‘post-CAT’ child linguistic competence will be tested
                                    based on the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1, categorical knowledge of
                                            cliticization:
The Competent Gradience Model
                                            predicts that a speaker with underlying competence (UC)
                                            has implicit, categorical knowledge of the structure. In
                                            Spanish, object clitic expression thus approximates
                                            categorical knowledge demonstrated in steady-state
                                            native speaker grammars. I operationalize Hypothesis
                                                (1) by
                                            measuring the grammatical occurrence of Spanish
                                            accusative clitics in simple predicates, including
                                            affirmative and negative command forms in the study
                                            participants’ output. These outcomes will be compared to
                                            previously mentioned studies on L1, L2 and bilingual
                                            Spanish-speakers.


Hypothesis 2, non-categorical and non-acceptable
                                            knowledge of cliticization:
The Competent Gradience Model
                                            predicts that a speaker with non-categorical knowledge
                                            of Spanish clitics (i.e., not characteristic of UC
                                            grammar) such that distributions do not converge on UC
                                            will be considered to diverge from the native-speaker
                                            target and have a lower degree of competence. I
                                            operationalize Hypothesis (2) by measuring the ungrammatical
                                            occurrence of clitic omission, default (invariant)
                                            clitic lo, and use of clitic pronouns
                                            as overt expletive subjects in study participants’
                                            output, such as in “*
                                                Lo nieva en Finlandia en
                                                invierno” (‘*It rains in Finland in
                                            winter’) (Lozano,
                                                2002).


Hypothesis 3, non-categorical, acceptable:
The Competent Gradience Model
                                            predicts that a speaker with surface knowledge (SC) of
                                            Spanish clitics that is variable and context dependent
                                            will be categorized as exhibiting native-like gradient
                                            competence. I operationalize Hypothesis (3) by measuring
                                            the grammatical occurrence and frequency of optional
                                            proclisis-enclisis, grammatical clitic omission and
                                            clitic doubling in the study participants’ output. 



The above hypotheses will be tested on data
                                    culled from actual usage of clitic structures in children’s
                                    spontaneous speech with classmates within their familiar
                                    classroom context. The naturalistic approach has numerous
                                    benefits: First, young children are more likely to talk freely,
                                    and to use more grammatically complex linguistic constructions
                                    when they are in a familiar environment (Demuth, 1996). Studies show that child
                                    production data elicited under experimental conditions even
                                    those with a ‘no new information’ interview format (e.g., Shin, Requena, & Kemp,
                                        2017) can invoke performance errors (Snyder, 2007).
                                    Secondly, grammaticality judgments are typically elicited in
                                    controlled experiments where the sentences presented are
                                    artificial constructions not linked to a concrete discourse
                                    context. Child and adult study participants have been reported
                                    to build in their own contextual information and make
                                    assumptions about these default referents that skew the actual
                                    task (Bresnan & Hay,
                                        2008). Finally, Cairns et. al. (2006) suggest that children age 6
                                    and younger lack the metalinguistic skills needed to
                                    discriminate between sentences in grammaticality judgment
                                        tasks.3 Young
                                    children may also have difficulty carrying out the experimental
                                    task of generating corrections for ill-formed sentences. 
3.2Participants
Sixty Spanish-heritage speaking children
                                        (n = 27 females, 33 males; age range
                                    4;6–7;10 years, mean age [M] = 5.8 years, standard deviation
                                    [SD] = 1.02) took part in their regular Saturday Spanish school
                                    day (see information below). No child had a history of health
                                    and/or limiting cognitive deficits. All children were born in
                                    the US (except for one 6-year old child born in South America
                                    and arriving in the US at age 5). All participants had been
                                    exposed to Spanish since birth. Davies (1995) demonstrates that
                                    dialectal variation does not influence the clitic variability
                                    phenomena to be tested; therefore, no participants were excluded
                                    from the present study on the basis of the dialect to which they
                                    had been exposed. Participants’ parents’ nationalities mirror
                                    the Spanish-speaking countries tested in Davies (1995): Argentina, Bolivia,
                                    Chile, Colombia, Cuba, México, Perú, Puerto Rico, Spain and
                                    Venezuela. 
Children and their families were living in a
                                    mid-size Midwestern US community with a rapidly growing Latinx
                                    population and were attending daily schools whose language of
                                    instruction was English at the time of data collection. On
                                    Saturdays, all participants attended a Spanish heritage speakers
                                    (SHS) language school in which they received academic
                                    instruction exclusively in Spanish in the areas of mathematics,
                                    science, language arts, and culture. Activities at the Saturday
                                    SHS program site were supplemented with daily Spanish homework
                                    assignments that were collected and graded each Saturday. 
Forty-five of the sixty participants were
                                    formally assessed as Spanish-dominant. Fifteen of the
                                    participants were assessed as English dominant.4 All students were at an
                                    advanced proficiency, read at or above the prescribed grade
                                    level, and were able to express themselves fluently and to
                                    comprehend classroom instructions in rapid native Spanish.
                                    Evidence that the SHS school is an effective Spanish-language
                                    academic resource has been demonstrated by the students’
                                    consistent grade-level performance on standardized Spanish
                                    literacy and math assessments. The SHS participants also show
                                    comparable growth in English-language measures, with 86%
                                    attaining the appropriate grade-level outcomes. Since the
                                    Saturday school instruction is exclusively in Spanish, academic
                                    success in English is an added value. Studies indicate that
                                    overall scholastic achievement is positively correlated with
                                    participation in this SHS program (Arredondo, Rosado, & Satterfield,
                                        2016; Pollard-Durodola et.al., 2017; Tjunelis, Satterfield, & Benkí,
                                        2013). 

3.3Data collection
For the present study, data from children’s
                                    spontaneous Spanish discourse and interactions in a Saturday
                                    classroom setting was gathered bi-weekly for three pilot
                                    sessions to acclimate the participants to the presence of the
                                    audio recorder. Subsequently, 20 data collection sessions were
                                    then carried out. Naturalistic data was obtained in 45–60-minute
                                    classroom periods. Data was transcribed, encoded and verified by
                                    native Spanish-speakers who were not present for the data
                                    collection. A Spanish-speaking linguist and “observer” who was
                                    familiar with the local Latinx community and the participants,
                                    but not related to any participant’s family, was present at each
                                    data collection session to take contextualized notes on the
                                    morphosyntactic competence of the students. Data was collected
                                    on a different triad of students for each of the 20 data
                                    collections, and no student was repeated. The object was to
                                    capture students in a relaxed and comfortable atmosphere in
                                    which Spanish was the language of interaction. While the three
                                    participants were seated together at the same table carrying out
                                    their Saturday routine in the Spanish immersion classroom, a
                                    recording was in operation. The target of three children in a
                                    group per week proved very effective for data production,
                                    however there were three instances when one of the participants
                                    in the triad was very dominant and another was very reserved. In
                                    such instances, monologic utterances were produced, but little
                                    or no verbal interaction occurred between classmates.

                        4.Data, analysis and discussion
All transcribed and coded production data were
                                evaluated for predicate class (simple or complex), grammaticality of
                                clitic occurrence (or omission), as well as grammaticality of clitic
                                placement (proclisis or enclisis). Reflexive and dative clitics were
                                included in a general count of all clitic tokens (448), but were
                                only included in the production data analysis if they formed part of
                                a cluster with an accusative clitic (e.g.
                                        “Se
                                     
                                    lo dije” (52210:6A-5)). Clitic
                                morphology was evaluated for grammaticality of
                                phi-features. Totals of each category were
                                normalized by dividing by the total numbers of simple or complex
                                predicates. A 95% confidence interval was then calculated for the
                                proportion of total grammatical utterances for simple and complex
                                predicates, respectively.
4.1Clitic production data (simple and complex
                                    predicates)
Figure 1.Proportions of clitic and DP object types containing
                                            a simple predicate requiring a clitic or DP object. SHS
                                            mean age: 5;8
Figure 1.
















	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	















In Figure 1, 88 utterances out of 144 contain a simple
                                    predicate with a grammatical accusative argument present (61.1%
                                    [95% confidence interval]): “¡Y
                                            la salvó! (‘And she
                                    saved her!’) (101610:26B-6).” Full DP objects, also known as
                                    ‘overspecified DPs’ (Wexler,
                                        2014) are produced in only 4.2% of the utterances.
                                    These items are syntactically correct, but require the
                                    appropriate context in order not to be pragmatically odd:
                                        “Tengo ojos atrás en mi cabeza, ¿puedes ver
                                            estos ojos?” (‘I have
                                    eyes in the back of my head, can you see these eyes?’)
                                        (52910:17A-4).” The clitic in this context
                                    was expected, yet the speaker avoided it in the discourse. Null
                                    direct objects, as grammatical omissions of the clitic = Omitted
                                    (Gr) make up 3.5% of the acceptable utterances, such as:
                                        “Yo empiezo (‘I’ll begin’)
                                        (51411:9A-6),” in the context of returning
                                    to a classroom game of telephone. These data also directly
                                    support the phenomenon of ‘null direct object nominalization’
                                    found frequently in certain varieties of monolingual Spanish
                                        (Masullo, 2004;
                                        Reig Alamillo &
                                        Schwenter, 2007; Sainzmaza-Lecanda & Schwenter, 2017). 
By comparison, 53 of the simple predicate tokens
                                    contain an ungrammatical clitic omission = Omitted (NGr), where
                                    the object clitic is not present, and the referent is not
                                    salient or recoverable from the immediate discourse situation.
                                    These non-target clitic omissions comprise 36.8% of the 144
                                    tokens, “*Pongo en la bolsa (‘*I put in the
                                        bag’)(21211:19B-5);” “*¡Yo
                                        conozco! (‘*I am familiar’) (32511:14A-7).” 
The sum of the proportions for each category is
                                    more than 1.0 since the following structures are also re-counted
                                    in the +/− grammatical clitic categories. Imperative
                                    constructions with clitic appear in 4.9% of the tokens, as in:
                                        “¡Vuélala,
                                        vuélalo!!” (‘Fly
                                    it!’)(102310:9A-6).” Clitic clustering, such as
                                            “Me lo leyó en mi
                                        cumpleaños (‘She read it to me on my birthday.’)
                                    (4911:27C-7),” contributes 4.2%. Clitic doubling occurs in 2.8%
                                    of the spontaneous production, “No
                                                loi
                                         tengo un lápizi
                                     (‘I don’t have iti a pencili’)
                                        (103110:16A-6).” These utterances align
                                    directly with Suñer’s
                                        (1988) study of clitic doubling in the absence of a
                                    differential object marker. Default “lo,” or Morphological
                                    Underspecification (McCarthy, 2008; Pérez-Leroux et al., 2017) accounts for contexts in
                                    which speakers use a principled strategy of underspecification
                                    of tense and gender features in Spanish: “*Yo
                                            lo tengo aquí [la
                                        manzana] (‘I have it here’)
                                        (103010:9A-6).” This invariant expression
                                    of the object clitic also appeared 4.2% in the current study.
                                    Finally, redundant or resumptive clitics, such as “*No
                                            lo puedo (‘*I can’t it’)
                                    (52910:2A-5),” were produced least frequently at 2.1%. I discuss
                                    the simple predicate HS outcomes in more detail in sub-Section 4.2.
Figure 2.Proportions of clitics and DP object types containing
                                            a complex predicate requiring a clitic or DP object. SHS
                                            mean age: 5;8
Figure 2.



























































































  


  


  


  


  


  


  



























  


  
  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  


  
  
  
  


  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


  


  
  
  
  
  


  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  







                                    Figure 2 shows that
                                    for 67 utterances containing a complex or restructured
                                    predicate, 70.1% (47 tokens) ([95% confidence interval]) contain
                                    a grammatical accusative argument. This umbrella total includes
                                    enclisis (13.4%): “Estoy poniéndolos… (‘I’m
                                    putting them…(voice trails off)’)
                                        (52011:11A-6)”, “Puedo
                                            hacerlo
                                     (‘I can do it’) (2511:10A-6),” and
                                    proclisis (17.9%): “
                                        Lo voy a probar (‘I’m going
                                    to try it’) (51411:13A-6)”, “No
                                            lo puedo hacer (‘I can’t
                                    do it’) (52210:16C-5).”
                                    5 While participants
                                    produced 100% grammatical tokens of enclisis and proclisis,
                                    proclisis is slightly favored by HS in this study. The only
                                    instance of clitic clustering in a complex predicate occurs with
                                    enclisis: ¿Puedes
                                        abrírmelos? (‘Can you open
                                    them for me?’) (6910:25B-5).” In terms of verb
                                    types, ir + a and poder
                                    constructions made up almost all enclisis and proclisis tokens.
                                        Davies (1995)
                                    reports relatively balanced oral production of proclisis and
                                    enclisis in adult monolinguals (an average 56% spoken production
                                    of proclisis), but also finds preferences for proclisis with
                                    specific modal and auxiliary verbs. In contrast, the HS in the
                                    present study utilize the modal verb poder
                                    interchangeably across proclitic and enclitic constructions. I
                                    discuss the frequencies and implications for these results in
                                        subSection 4.2. 
The category of grammatical clitic omissions in
                                    complex predicate structures makes up 20.9% of HS production in
                                    the current study. Recalling ‘null direct object nominalization’
                                        (Masullo, 2004;
                                        Reig Alamillo &
                                        Schwenter, 2007), there are several examples in the
                                    data such as: “Voy a colorear [el
                                        dibujo] (‘I’m going to color [the drawing]’)
                                    (61210:19B-5)”, “*Tú tienes que poner
                                        [el dominó]. /Yo sé jugar
                                        [al dominó] (‘*You have to put [the
                                    domino]./I know how to play [dominoes]’
                                        (112010:5A-6).” The overspecified DP object
                                        (Wexler, 2014),
                                    which is grammatical in most contexts but pragmatically
                                    infelicitous, is the most productive object structure expressed
                                    with complex predicates in the data: “Quiero comer
                                        algo (‘I want to eat something’)
                                        (52210:4A-5).” Overspecified DPs are only
                                    slightly less frequent than ungrammatical omitted clitics.
                                    Fifteen tokens contain an ungrammatical omission, where the
                                    object clitic [or full DP] is not present and the referent is
                                    not salient or recoverable from the immediate discourse
                                    situation. These instances constitute 22.4% of the 67
                                    utterances. Tokens such as “*Puedo hacer (‘*I
                                    can do’) (51510:12B-4)” appear multiple times
                                    in the data. 
4.2Data interpretation and discussion
To recapitulate, this study examines object
                                    pronouns as part of native Spanish-speaking children’s syntactic
                                    competence between the ages of 4–7. In order to account for
                                    post-maturational clitic variability, the Competent Gradience
                                    model (Duffield,
                                    2003) has been implemented to determine whether the child
                                    speakers can access both the macro (UC)- and the micro
                                    (US)-levels of competence. I discuss the findings in greater
                                    detail below:

                                            Hypothesis 1, categorical knowledge of
                                                cliticization:
                                        

                                            The Competent Gradience Model predicts that a
                                                speaker with underlying competence (UC) has
                                                implicit, categorical knowledge of the structure. In
                                                Spanish, object clitic expression thus approximates
                                                categorical knowledge demonstrated in steady-state
                                                native speaker grammars.
                                        



The criteria for measuring Hypothesis (1) was set as the
                                    grammatical occurrence of Spanish accusative clitics in simple
                                    predicates, including affirmative and negative command forms.
                                    The data show that 61.1% of simple predicates with clitics are
                                    grammatical utterances. Among the 60 SHS participants ages 4–7,
                                    there is a degree of variability in Spanish proficiency within
                                    each age group, particularly among 7-year olds. Therefore,
                                    children with higher Spanish proficiency produced fewer
                                    ungrammatical structures, regardless of age. Based on the
                                    participants’ production data, object clitics in simple
                                    predicate structures were always in correct distribution. There
                                    were zero instances of violations in the relative order of
                                    simple clitics or clitic clusters. Furthermore, word order
                                    violations did not occur with clitics in obligatory proclisis
                                    with indicative finite verbs and negative imperative forms, nor
                                    in obligatory enclisis with affirmative imperative verbs. The
                                    data largely support Hypothesis (1), in that speakers in the current study
                                    demonstrate categorical knowledge of Spanish object clitic
                                    constructions in the majority of instances. The pattern emerging
                                    resembles native speaker development in very young monolingual
                                    Spanish-speaking children (Domínguez, 2003). 

                                            Hypothesis 2, non-categorical and non-acceptable
                                                knowledge of cliticization:
                                        

                                            The Competent Gradience Model predicts that a
                                                speaker with non-categorical knowledge of Spanish
                                                clitics (i.e., not characteristic of UC grammar)
                                                such that distributions do not converge on UC will
                                                be considered to diverge from the native-speaker
                                                target and have a lower degree of
                                                competence. The baseline for Hypothesis
                                                (2) is
                                            identifying ungrammatical structures such as unlicensed
                                            clitic omission, default (invariant) clitic
                                                lo, and use of overt expletive
                                            object clitic pronouns as subjects, in order to reveal
                                            divergence from the theoretical target native speaker’s
                                            underlying knowledge of Spanish clitics. 



Contrary to the CAT prediction that children with
                                    Spanish grammars will not produce ungrammatical clitic omission
                                        (Wexler, 2003),
                                    outcomes of the current study signal a relatively high frequency
                                    of ungrammatical clitic omission in Spanish, at 36.8% in
                                    obligatory transitive contexts. The omissions are not
                                    constrained by syntactic or discourse rules, and similar
                                    structures are not attested in steady-state native speaker
                                    grammars. Findings also demonstrate that while the participants
                                    do produce overt expletive clitics and default
                                        lo at 2.1% and 4.2%, respectively, these
                                    ungrammatical occurrences are infrequent and are not
                                    representative. A high rate of these structures in the study
                                    participants’ grammars would serve to indicate a non-target
                                    mastery, as has been demonstrated for L2 learners (Lozano, 2002). Since a
                                    handful of Latin American Spanish vernaculars exhibit variable
                                    occurrences of default lo (Mayer, 2017) and overt
                                    expletive subjects (Toribio,
                                        2000), it is plausible that the HS children in the
                                    present study have been exposed to such constructions
                                    naturalistically, and thus possess this knowledge at the level
                                    of SC. 
Two important points also emerge from the
                                    Hypothesis (2)
                                    findings. One point relates to empirical evidence: the current
                                    study corroborates findings from previous studies that the
                                    pattern of variable clitic omission is also widespread in the
                                    grammars of developing L1 learners of other Romance languages,
                                    with up to 50% clitic omission documented in previous studies.
                                    Certain populations of HS children have been shown to have a
                                    particularly extended optionality stage for clitics. The delay
                                    is attributed to lower frequency of input in the heritage
                                    language (Pirvulescu et.
                                        al., 2014). The second point relates to theoretical
                                    constructs. While UC knowledge is aptly demonstrated by the
                                    speakers (see Hypothesis (1) outcomes), Hypothesis (2) results show that ungrammatical
                                    optionality per CAT (Wexler,
                                        2003) is still present to a small degree. Pinker (2013) argues
                                    that categorical knowledge cannot be demonstrated by children
                                    prior to 2.5–3 years of age. If this is the case, then it is
                                    possible that dual competence operates concurrently with CAT and
                                    also undergoes maturation parallel to CAT, rather than coming
                                    ‘online’ as a fully operational ‘post-maturational’ state. 
Hypothesis 3, non-categorical, acceptable:

                                            The Competent Gradience Model predicts that a
                                                speaker with surface knowledge (SC) of Spanish
                                                clitics that is variable and context dependent will
                                                be categorized as exhibiting native-like gradient
                                                competence. To determine whether the
                                            participants of this study demonstrate knowledge of
                                            variability, it was necessary to measure the grammatical
                                            output of clitic structures such as the proclisis versus
                                            enclisis, and to a lesser degree, clitic doubling. The
                                            results indicate that clitic doubling is present at a
                                            frequency of approximately 3%.



Grammatical clitic omission occurred at nearly
                                    21% frequency. There is a close distribution in the spontaneous
                                    production of enclisis (13.4%) and proclisis (17.9%). One
                                    hundred percent of the participants’ enclitic and proclitic
                                    output was found to be grammatical, and the finding is
                                    consistent for all ages and proficiency-levels across the
                                    participant group. Comparing prior studies, Davies (1995) shows
                                    adult monolingual preference for proclisis (average of 56%) over
                                    enclisis (average of 44%) (confidence interval +/−8) in
                                    spontaneous Spanish speech, with specific verbs
                                        (poder) occurring consistently in enclisis,
                                    and grammaticalized verbs (ir + a) appearing
                                    consistently in proclisis. Thomas (2012) reports that adult HS demonstrate high
                                    rates of proclisis during speech production, and Requena (2015)
                                    demonstrates that very young children exhibit high rates of
                                    proclisis with grammaticalized verbs. These studies bear out my
                                    earlier prediction of maximum language differentiation in
                                    specific and intense dual language contexts. The participants of
                                        Thomas (2012)
                                    demonstrated lower rates of clitic variability compared to both
                                    L2 speakers and Spanish monolinguals for the matrix verbs
                                        querer (‘want’) and ir +
                                        a… (‘going to….’). The slightly higher
                                    preference for proclisis over enclisis among the present study’s
                                    participants mirrors the average results in Davies (1995)
                                    pan-Hispanic corpus, as does the tendency for proclisis with
                                    grammaticalized ir + a…. shown
                                    in Requena (2015). In
                                    the current findings, however, SHS clitic placement was somewhat
                                    less constrained by verb type, with equal quantities of
                                    proclisis and enclisis tokens produced in poder
                                        + verb constructions. These results suggest that
                                    while young children have access to SC, the mechanisms for
                                    stabilizing grammatical variability may be based on a
                                    maturational timetable. 

                        5.Conclusions
This chapter focused on the characterization of object
                                pronouns as part of native Spanish-speaking children’s syntactic
                                competence between the ages of 4–7. The study tested Competent
                                Gradience (Duffield,
                                2003) as a model of linguistic competence with two distinct
                                macro- and micro-representational levels. Although Duffield (2003) proposes
                                the Competence Gradience Model specifically as an L2 acquisition
                                theory, the present work is novel in testing Competent Gradience in
                                child language acquisition. The current study shows that dual
                                competence can be used to make more precise developmental
                                predictions as well. 
Specifically, study results demonstrate that this
                                population, ages 4–7, whose heritage language is academically and
                                socially supported, spontaneously produce native-like object clitic
                                structures at a high frequency, and with similar distribution to
                                that of steady state native speakers in the literature. Participants
                                in this study thus demonstrate categorical (UC) knowledge of Spanish
                                clitics. I argue that, since the output of omitted/null clitics is
                                not outside the spectrum for young monolingual speakers across
                                various Romance Languages, the data support Hypothesis (1), but it may also be the
                                case that HS learners, regardless of age, have delayed grammatical
                                development. Hypothesis (2) is not strongly supported in the current study, since the
                                speakers do not demonstrate overall high frequencies of
                                non-categorical structures. That said, the data provide evidence
                                that the participants spontaneously produce very low rates of
                                specific non-categorical structures that are not present in either
                                standard monolingual or ‘classroom’ Spanish, such as default
                                    lo. However, it was determined that the
                                phenomena in question are present at similar frequencies in
                                monolingual vernacular speech in Spanish-speaking countries (Mayer, 2017), and thus are
                                not necessarily indicative of lower Spanish competence. 
Data based on Hypothesis (3) show that the study participants
                                grammatically produce nuanced structures such as clitic omission,
                                clitic doubling, enclisis and proclisis, similar to native speakers
                                at the steady state. In terms of the proclisis-enclisis distinction,
                                the present study shows a very slight preference for proclisis over
                                enclisis within identical syntactic and semantic contexts. It is
                                possible that these effects are maturational, and that both Clitic
                                Acquisition Theory (CAT) and dual competence compatibly operate in
                                tandem – albeit on individual timetables. There may also be
                                extra-grammatical influences in play given that the children
                                interacting in this specific immersion program represent diverse
                                Spanish varieties. It may be the case that the pan-Hispanic language
                                contact context allows children to more easily test different
                                constructions that would not otherwise be accessible to them, even
                                as native Spanish speakers. 
To conclude, the overarching benefit of implementing
                                both CAT and Competent Gradience models in child language
                                acquisition is that it now becomes possible to begin to tease apart
                                optionality (grammatical and ungrammatical) from variability
                                (non-categorical) in young children’s language competence (and
                                performance). MacDonald & Vazquez-Lozares (this volume) provide
                                compelling evidence using structures with impersonal
                                    se to argue that not all Romance clitics
                                ‘climb’. In the present study, zero instances of impersonal
                                    se (or passive se) were
                                produced in spontaneous speech. Seabrooks (2017) examines the CHILDES datasets of four
                                monolingual Spanish-speaking children. He concludes that impersonal
                                    se is a late-acquired, very low frequency
                                clitic, emerging in the toddler’s L1 speech production between 22–46
                                months. To the extent that impersonal se is
                                syntactically distinct from other Spanish clitics in that it cannot
                                grammatically undergo movement from the lower to the higher clause
                                (per MacDonald & Vazquez-Lozares), coupled with the fact that on
                                the surface impersonal se can be ambiguous with
                                passive se, interesting empirical questions arise
                                for future investigations of the young native Spanish-speaking
                                population. Specifically, how children come to acquire impersonal
                                    se, and whether or not this knowledge
                                represents SC within the Competent Gradience Model (Duffield, 2003) are issues
                                that would shed light on current accounts of clitic acquisition.
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                        Notes

                                
                                1.For detailed discussions on the process and
                                    mechanisms of multi-level competence, see Satterfield & Saleemi’s (2009)
                                    Distributed UG Model. ①


                            

                                
                                2.Impersonal se can be included among this inventory
                                    per MacDonald & Vazquez-Lozares (this volume)①


                            

                                
                                3.Bilingual children ages 2–5, however, appear to
                                    perform significantly better on grammaticality judgment tasks
                                    than do their monolingual counterparts (see Bialystok, McBride-Chang,
                                        & Luk, 2005).①


                            

                                
                                4.English-language assessments were carried out by
                                    native English speakers, but were not a part of the Saturday
                                    Spanish school curriculum. The English-language test instruments
                                    of Illinois Snapshots of Early Literacy (ISEL; Barr, Blachowicz, Buble,
                                        Chaney, Ivy, & Suárez-Silva, 2004a; Barr, Blachowicz, Buble,
                                        Chaney, Ivy, & Uchtman, 2004b) and Fountas &
                                    Pinnell reading evaluation system (2011) were implemented to maintain
                                    consistency with the Spanish-language ISEL and Fountas &
                                    Pinnell literacy and language tests used in the program.①


                            

                                
                                5.Token (52210:16C-5) was the sole production of
                                    proclisis with negation in the collected data, although there
                                    are several tokens of enclisis with negation. ①
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