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The second language acquisition (SLA) of Spanish pronominal object clitics (POCs) has been a
topic of research with regards to clitic placement (Houston, 1997; Lee, 1987; LoCoco, 1987;
VanPatten, 1984; and VanPatten & Houston 1998), acquiring specific dialectal norms (Geeslin,
Garcia-Amaya, Hasler-Barker, Henriksen, & Killam, 2010), and functional usage with datives
(Zyzik, 2006). A thorough investigation of how second language (L2) learners acquire Spanish
POCs in university-level Spanish classes in the United States including accusative POCs has not
yet been carried out. This dissertation extends our knowledge of how these learners acquire
Spanish POCs and how instruction impacts the acquisition process.

Zyzik (2006) suggested that L2 learners create a dative POC prototype based on Animacy
instead of Case as native speakers do. The first study of this dissertation extends Zyzik’s work by
investigating L2 learners’ processing and use of Spanish pronominal object clitics, including the
accusative POCs. A total of 121 L2 learners completed sentence-completion and cloze tasks to
investigate how Animacy and Case influenced the way they distinguished Spanish POCs. Results
from mixed ANOVAs show that lower proficiency L2 learners base POC distinctions on
Animacy. However, more advanced learners show indications of shifting toward a Case-based
system.

A second study was conducted in order to test whether instruction was effective in

preempting an Animacy-based system (Rutherford, 1989). A second group of 115 L2 learners

iv



from different proficiency levels were divided into two groups (instructed and control). These
participants completed similar tasks to the first study at three different times (pre-test, post-test,
delayed post-test). Between the pre-test and post-test, learners in the instructed group received
instruction on Spanish POCs. Results from mixed ANOVAs indicate that instruction was not
more effective than exposure to Spanish POCs through the tasks performed. The finding that
both participant groups showed evidence of the preemption of an Animacy-based system is taken
as evidence that the tasks themselves effectively led learners to change their POC systems. An
explanation of this phenomenon is that the tasks provided a type of computer-mediated
processing instruction, forcing learners to process the POCs and notice additional possible

contexts, effectuating the change.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFAQCE . ...ttt ettt et e b b e bt e s ab e e be e s bb e e beesineabeeanneas XVI
1.0 INTRODUCTION . ...ttt ettt nae e 1
2.0 INSTRUCTED SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION ...cccoiiiiiiiiieiieeiie s 5
2.1 BRIEF HISTORY OF INSTRUCTED SLA ... 5

2.2 EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTION ON SLA ... 8
2.2.1 Explicitand Implicit INSTrUCION.........ccooviiiiiii e 13

2.3 THE PACE MODEL OF INSTRUCTION .....oooiiiiiiiiieeee e 15

24 SUMMARY ettt b et sae e be e be et 21

3.0 SPANISH POCS ...t be e 23
3.1 LINGUISTIC STRUCTURE OF SPANISH POCS ..., 23

3.2 L2 ACQUISITION OF SPANISH POCS.......cccooiii e 31
321 ANIMACY ..ottt bbbttt bbb ene s 34

3.3 SUMMARY ettt b et sae e be e be et 38

4.0 EXPLANITORY FRAMEWORKS IN SLA RESEARCH........ccccooiiiiiiienieciee 39
4.1 THE DECLARATIVE/PROCEDURAL MODEL.....cccooveiiiieiieie e 40
4.1.1 Evidence for the DP model ... 42

4.1.2 The DP Model and Second Language ACQUISITION ..........ccccovevereneneninnnn. 45

4.2 THE SHALLOW STRUCTURE HYPOTHESIS ..., 47

Vi



421 EVIidence for the SSH ... 50

4.3 THE COMPETITION MODEL .....ccviiiiiiieeeeee s 51
4.4 SUMMARY ettt st nee s 55
5.0 STUDY 1: INTERLANGUAGE GRAMMAR OF INSTRUCTED L2
LEARNERS ...ttt ettt h e bt e bt et e e b nneas 57
5.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS ... ..o 57
5.2 METHODOLOGY ..ottt st 59
5.2.1  PaATICIPANTS ....oviiiiiiiiiieiieieit ettt b ene s 59
5.2.2  MALEIIAIS......ceiiiiieiiieee s 60
5.2.3  PIOCEAUIE ...ttt b 64

5.3 RESULTS ettt ettt nre e 66
5.3.1 Sentence-Completion Task ..o 66
5.3.1.1 ACCUFACY vttt 66

(8)  LBAINEE GIOUP ..c..iiiiiiieiieieieste sttt ettt 66

(D) NALIVE GIOUP ..ottt 71

5.3.1.2 REACTION TIME.. .ottt 74

()  LBAINEE GIOUP ..c.eiiiiiiieiieeeiete ettt 74

(D) NALIVE GIOUP ..ottt 78

5.3.2  ClOZE TASK.....oiiiiiiiiee s 80
5.3.2.1 Mean Percent USeS Of 1.........coiiiiiiiiiiiie e 82

(8)  LEAINEE GIOUP ..c.viiiiiiieiieeiieste ettt 82

(D) NALIVE GFOUP ..ttt 87

5.3.2.2 Mean Percent Uses of 10/1a ..........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiie 90

vii



G2 I == g g T g €] o U] o PSP 90

(D) NALIVE GIOUP ..ottt sttt snee e 95

5.4 DISCUSSTON ...t ettt b et see e 98
54.1 Research QUESTION L ......ccccooviiiiiiiiiieiieie et 99
5.4.1.1 Sentence-Completion TaskK ..o 99

5.4.1.2 ClOZE TASK....ciiiiiiiiiitirii et 100

5.4.2 Research QUESTION 2 ........ccceiiiiiiieiisie e snee e 101
5.4.2.1 Sentence-Completion TasK........ccocviiiiinininieieese e 102

5.4.2.2  ClOZE TASK....ciiiiiiitiiieeieeeeee et 104

5.4.3 Research QUESTION 3........coooiiiiiiieii e 105
5.4.3.1 Sentence-Completion TasK........cccccviiirinieiinieieese e 105

5.4.3.2  ClOZE TASK....ciiiiiiitiiiiiieeiee ettt 105

5.4.4  Task DIffErEINCES .....ccooiiiiiiiieie e 106

6.0 STUDY 2: EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTION ....cooiiiiiiiieeee e 110
6.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS ... ..ot 110
6.2 METHODOLOGY ..ottt et s 113
6.2.1  PaAFTICIPANTS ....oviiiiiiiiiieiieie ettt bbb 113
6.2.2  MALEIIAIS......ceiiiiiiiee s 114
B.2.2.1  TESHING ...ecueiiieiiieite ittt bbb 114

6.2.2.2 Instructional INtervention ...........cccooeieiininineeee e 116

6.2.3  PIOCEAUIE ..ottt bbbt 120
6.2.4  Classroom INTEraction .........ccooiiiiiiiiieee e 127

6.3 RESULTS ettt s e et e reeatee s 132

viii



6.3.1 Interpretation Strategy TasK.........ccoviiiiiiiini 132

6.3.2  Sentence-Completion Task ... 134

6.3.3  ClOZE TASK ...ttt 150

6.3.4  EXEENSION ACHIVITIES ....c.ooiiiiiiii e 162

6.4 DISCUSSION ...ttt sttt nee s 165

7.0 CONGCLUSIONS ...ttt et be e san e 173
7.1 ANIMACY OR CASE? ...ttt 174
7.1.1 Theoretical IMPIICAtIONS ..........cooiiiiiiiiiie e 175

7.2 DIFFERENCES AMONG PROFICIENCY LEVELS ........cccooiiiiiiiieiens 177
7.2.1  Theoretical IMPIICAtIONS ..........ccoiiiiiiiiee e 179

7.3 INSTRUGCTION ...ttt 181
7.3.1 Theoretical IMPIICAtIONS ..........ccoiiiiiiiiice e 182

1.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH........cccoiiiiec e, 186

7.5 SUMMARY AND FINAL CONCLUSIONS.......ccooiiieiieeieeneeeee e 189
APPEND X A bbb naneas 191
APPENDIX B ..t 199
APPENDIX C ettt ettt h e bbb nae e b ne e be e nnee s 201
APPENDDIX D .ottt 208
APPENDDIX E ..ot 210
APPENDDX F ettt 211
APPENDIX Gttt bttt bbbt Re et ne e te e nnee e 233
APPENDDX H ..ottt 238
BIBLIOGRAPHY ..ottt b e bt eeste e nbe e e beesreeentee s 251



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Spanish POC Paratigm .........ooiiiiiiiiieieie sttt 29
Table 2. Mean, minimum, and maximum scores of proficiency test by group ........c.cccccoevvvrene. 66
Table 3. Means and standard errors of response accuracy by Animacy, Case, and Level ........... 67
Table 4. ANOVA on Accuracy scores for Animacy X Case X Level ......ccccoovvvieneniieicninenn 69

Table 5. Simple Interactions and Main effects on Accuracy scores for Animacy x Case per Level

....................................................................................................................................................... 71
Table 6. Means and standard errors of logged RTs by Animacy, Case, and Level..................... 75
Table 7. ANOVA on logged RTs for Animacy X Case X LeVel ........ccoceviveveiieneene e 76

Table 8. Simple Interactions and Main Effects on Logged RTs for Animacy x Case per Level . 78

Table 9. Means and standard errors of percent uses of le by Animacy, Type of referent, and

=Y TSP O ST URPRORO 83
Table 10. ANOVA on mean percent usage of le for Animacy x Type of referent x Level.......... 84
Table 11. Means and Standard Errors of Percent Use of le for Animacy per Level ................... 86

Table 12. Simple Main Effects and Comparisons on Mean Percent Use of le for Animacy per



Table 14. ANOVA on mean percent usage of lo/la for Animacy x Type of referent x Level...... 92
Table 15. Means and Standard Errors of Percent Use of lo/la for Animacy per Level ................ 94

Table 16. Simple Main Effects and Comparisons on Mean Percent Use of lo/la for Animacy per

Table 17. Means and standard errors for interpretation strategy task by test .........cccccceevrvennns 133
Table 18. Instructed Group means and standard errors of response accuracy by Animacy, Case,
ICAVZE] IR U o I I T2 = 136
Table 19. Control Group means and standard errors of response accuracy by Animacy, Case,
AT IR U o I I T2 =S 137

Table 20. ANOVA on Accuracy scores for Animacy x Case x Time x Level x Learner Group 139

Table 21. Simple Interactions performed 0N ACCUIaCY SCOTES ........ccererierererieeeeriesiesiesiesenieas 141
Table 22. Means and standard errors of response accuracy by Animacy, Case, and Test ......... 143
Table 23. Simple main effects for the Pre-1eSt.........ccovvviieiieeece e 144
Table 24. Simple main effects for the POSE-TESt..........cceiveirieeee e 145
Table 25. Simple main effects for the Delayed poSt-TeSt.........ccoviireiiiiiiiiiieee s 145

Table 26. Instructed group means and standard errors of accuracy by Animacy, Case, Level, and

Xi



Table 30. Simple Interactions and Main effects on response accuracy for Animacy x Case per

L] ST RTPPP ORI 157
Table 31. Descriptive statiStiCS FOr POC USE ......cccviviiiriiiiieiiesiesie st 163
Table 32. Distribution of POCs used by Animacy and Case...........cccoovririririeeieienenieseseeieas 164

xii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Simple tree illustrating where Case IS aSSIGNEd ..........ccoereiiririninieieee e 30
Figure 2. Mean Accuracy scores by Level, Animacy type, and Case ........ccccevererereneienennnnn. 68
Figure 3. Mean Accuracy scores of Native speakers by Animacy type and Case.............cceeuee. 73
Figure 4. Mean RTs by Level, Animacy type, and Case .........cccooerererereninieieiene e 75
Figure 5. Mean RTs of Native speakers by Animacy type and Case ..........ccccvvereierenenenennnnn 79

Figure 6. Mean percent uses of le by Level and Animacy type averaged across Type of referent

....................................................................................................................................................... 83
Figure 7. Mean percent uses of le with indirect and direct object referents...........ccccoceevvvrnnene 88
Figure 8. Mean percent uses of le by ANIMACY TYPE......cccviiiiiiiiiiei e 89

Figure 9. Mean percent uses of lo/la by Level and Animacy type averaged across Type of

(=] (=] 1<) 0 ST TSSOSO P U P PRSPPSO 91
Figure 10. Mean percent uses of lo/la with indirect object and direct object referents................ 96
Figure 11. Mean percent uses of lo/la by ANIMACY tYPE .......cccoviiiiiiieiiiiiee e 97
Figure 12. Example PowerPoint slide used in the Co-construction phase ...........ccccccoceivrennnne. 118
Figure 13. Sentence-ComMPIEtion TaSK..........cciuiiiiiiiiiii i 121
FIQUIE 14, ClOZE TASK ......eieieiieiee et 123
Figure 15. Multiple choice item of interpretation strategy task...........c.ccoovvvriviiiiiicniicie, 124

Xiii



Figure 16. Follow-up question of interpretation strategy task............c.ccoovrvriiiieienneniiesee 125
Figure 17. EXPerimental dESIGN .........ooiiiiiiiiieieiee s 127

Figure 18. Mean pre-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the Instructed group

Figure 19. Mean pre-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the Control group 147

Figure 20. Mean post-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the Instructed group

Figure 22. Mean delayed post-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the
INSTIUCTEA GIOUP ..ttt bbb bbbt b et e bbb bbb ene e 148

Figure 23. Mean delayed post-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the Control

Figure 25. Mean pre-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the Control group 158

Figure 26. Mean post-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the Instructed group

Figure 28. Mean delayed post-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the

TS Lo (=0 o o1 o PSSP 160

Xiv



Figure 29. Mean delayed post-test accuracy scores by Animacy, Case, and Level for the Control

XV



PREFACE

| was accompanied and supported along the path that culminated in this dissertation by many
whose assistance | must acknowledge. First, | am grateful for such a great advisor and mentor as
Alan Juffs, who has always been available to listen, teach, and encourage. |1 am also thankful for
my dissertation committee members, David Mortensen, Marta Ortega-Llebaria, and Richard
Donato for their helpful comments and insights. | also want to thank the Spanish student
participants as well as their instructors at the University of Pittsburgh as well as their instructors
for their patience and cooperation. | must also acknowledge my professors and colleagues at the
University of Pittsburgh that have influenced the way | think about L2 Spanish language
acquisition; especially Yasuhiro Shirai, Carrie Bonilla, Nausica Marcos Miguel, and Maria Laura
Lenardon for the many intellectual conversations we enjoyed. | must also thank the professors
that encouraged me to pursue a Ph.D., namely Maria Luisa Spicer-Escalante, J.P. Spicer-
Escalante, Karin DeJonge-Kannan, John Lackstrom, and Brad Hall.

| am also extremely grateful for the support of my family throughout this process. | owe
thanks to my parents Kevin and Diana for their continual support and encouragement from
childhood to the present. Above all, I am extremely grateful to my dear wife Alexis and my
children Gabriel, Savanna, and Noah for their sacrifice, patience, love, support, understanding,

and encouragement as | worked long days to complete my Ph.D.

XVi



1.0 INTRODUCTION

Valdés, Gonzélez, Lopez Garcia, and Marquez (2003) point out that “In spite of the perceptions
of many members of the public, the primary business of academic departments of foreign
languages in American universities is not the teaching of language, but rather the teaching of
literature” (p. 8). This traditional focus on literature that Spanish departments have embraced,
along with pressure to help undergraduate students to earn a degree in four years has contributed
to a very fast-paced curriculum with regards to Spanish language courses (i.e., courses
specifically created to help learners acquire the Spanish language). Another challenge that
learners face, is that most of the Spanish instructors at the university level, if the University of
Pittsburgh is any indication, have had a few years or less of teaching experience and have only
taken one teaching methodologies course because they are graduate students, the majority of
whom are focused on cultural or literary studies.

Other factors that contribute to the environment of university-level Spanish language
instruction in the United States are the demographics of the learners themselves. Many

universities have foreign language requirements for graduation while others have requirements



for particular majors. The Dietrich School of Arts and Sciences at the University of Pittsburgh,
for example, requires students to take two terms of a second language (UMC Web Team, 2011).
This requirement can be fulfilled by enrolling and passing language courses, testing out of the
required courses, or by testing into the second course in the sequence and taking that course.
Often, this means that many students are only taking foreign language courses to fulfill this
requirement. Others take courses for their personal gain or wish to major in Spanish. Many
language learners that decide to become majors, however, already have experience with Spanish
in high school and test into upper-level courses or one of the last courses in the language
sequence. This mix of learner motivations and experience with Spanish present other challenges
for language instructors. Because these challenges exist and will not likely change quickly,
understanding the process of acquiring Spanish as a second language (L2) and how instruction
impacts second language acquisition (SLA) is imperative in order to provide the best possible
situation for students who enroll in university-level Spanish language courses.

In particular, the investigation of linguistic structures that prove difficult for L2 learners
is important so that instructors can effectively spend time in class on those structures that require
more time and effort to acquire. One of the more difficult aspects of the Spanish language for L1
English speakers is the use of Spanish pronominal object clitics (POCs). Evidence of this
assertion is seen in Zyzik’s (2006) study on how learners overgeneralize dative POCs to

accusative contexts with animate referents. Studies on the acquisition of POC placement



(Houston, 1997; Lee, 1987; LoCoco, 1987; VanPatten, 1984; VanPatten & Houston, 1998) also
indicate the difficulty that learners have in acquiring Spanish POCs.

Textbooks used for university-level classroom-based instruction also provide secondary
evidence that POC acquisition is difficult for L2 learners. Authors and editors of mainstream
Spanish textbooks in the United States have included POCs in various chapters of their texts so
that students normally receive some type of instruction aimed at helping them understand and
use Spanish POCs at least once per semester. Not all grammatical structures receive this much
attention on the pages of Spanish textbooks. Textbooks such as Mosaicos (Castells, Guzman,
Lapuerta, & Liskin-Gasparro, 2010), Enfoques (Blanco & Colbert, 2012), and Repase y escriba
(Dominicis & Reynolds, 2011) all exemplify repeated instruction of Spanish POCs at different
levels of proficiency. Pedagogues have also supported this amount of focus on POC instruction
by following the outline of these textbooks and continuing to use these textbooks in their
classrooms.

The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the acquisition of Spanish POCs by
speakers of English as a first language (L1) as well has the impact of instruction on the
acquisition of Spanish POCs. Little research has been carried out on the L2 acquisition of
Spanish POCs. The existing research has mainly focused on clitic placement. Two recent studies
also looked at L2 acquisition of POCs with respect to functional categories and variation in study
abroad contexts (Zyzik, 2006; Geeslin, Garcia-Amaya, Hasler-Barker, Henriksen, & Killam,

2010). This dissertation contributes to our knowledge of L2 acquisition of Spanish POC
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distinction by investigating the interlanguage system of university-level instructed L2 learners
regarding Spanish 3" person POCs.

Two studies have been carried out for this dissertation. The first study investigated the
existing interlanguage system of university-level instructed L2 learners with respect to Spanish
3" person POCs. This first study extended Zyzik’s (2006) work on dative POCs, including
accusative POCs, and tested some of the assumptions made in her study. The second study,
based on the results of the first study, investigated whether in-class instruction effectively aided
learners in acquiring a native-like POC system.

The rest of this dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 reviews the literature on
Instructed SLA at the university level in the United States. Chapter 3 outlines Spanish POC
structures and justifies the choice of the structure under investigation. Chapter 4 discusses prior
SLA research relevant to this dissertation. Chapters 5 and 6 present the studies conducted as part
of the dissertation. Chapter 7 concludes the dissertation by presenting the main findings,
discussing the theoretical and pedagogical implications of those findings and suggesting future

research endeavors.



2.0 INSTRUCTED SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

Norris and Ortega (2000) point out that whether instruction actually affects changes in the L2
grammar is a point of debate. Because the second study included in this dissertation addresses
questions of whether instruction can change the state of the interlanguage grammar with respect
to Spanish POCs, a review of the literature regarding instructed SLA is necessary. Section 2.1
provides a brief overview of the history of instructed SLA. Section 2.2 discusses the possible
effects of instruction on SLA. Section 2.3 explains and motivates the teaching methodology

chosen for the second study of this dissertation and Section 2.4 summarizes Chapter 2.

2.1 BRIEF HISTORY OF INSTRUCTED SLA

The evolution of instructed SLA in Spanish language courses has generally followed the
evolution of instructed SLA at large over the past five decades. For much of this time, although
many investigations had used instructed learners as subjects to further knowledge about L2

development and to formulate theory, SLA research did not specifically address questions
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directly relevant to foreign or second language pedagogy (Lightbown, 2000; Ortega, 2005). The
evolution of teaching methodologies was based more on observations of the outcomes of each
method and how pedagogues thought these outcomes could be improved. According to
Omaggio-Hadley (2000), before the 1970s, the Grammar-Translation method was used in second
and foreign language classrooms. Learners read and translated classic texts. The outcome of this
type of language instruction could be an excellent reading knowledge of the language, but a
drastic insufficiency in the ability to communicate in the target language. After this point in
time, many alternatives began to sprout up. The Audio-Lingual method of instruction provided a
stark contrast to Grammar-Translation. Drills and repetitions formed the foundations of this
method. The use of drills and repetitions led to language use that was very mechanical because
learners were able to produce memorized phrases in limited contexts, but unable to use language
creatively.

One of the early attempts at moving away from drills and repetitions was Paulston’s
(1970) classification of drills into three categories: meaningful, mechanical, and communicative.
Communicative drills were included to help learners communicate new information about the
real world. This way, learners were not only producing memorized phrases, but also had the
opportunity to be more creative with their language use. Another reaction to the Audio-Lingual
method and a step towards helping students obtain the ability to use the language in creative
ways was the Cognitive-Code method. The tenets of this method are that instruction must have a

meaningful context and that a conscious knowledge of grammar was important. The goal was to
6



form L2 competence first and L2 language “performance will follow once the foundation is laid”
(Omaggio Hadley, 2000, p. 115). Learners were also given opportunities to use the target
language in meaningful situations so that they could use the language for genuine
communication of ideas. Communicative drills and the Cognitive-Code method, with their
emphasis on true communication, paved the way for the Communicative Language Teaching.

By the late 1980s Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) had taken over the
landscape of foreign or second language pedagogy. This method aimed to introduce language in
meaningful contexts and to provide learners the opportunity to interact and use the target
language. The practice of CLT followed the introduction of the notion of communicative
competence by Hymes (1971) and the subsequent modeling and research on this notion (e.g.,
Bachman & Palmer, 1981; Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980; Paulston, 1974). Two other
hypotheses influenced language teaching and the CLT approach. Krashen’s (1982, 1984) Input
Hypothesis was based on evidence from a number of morpheme order studies in the 1970’s
(Dulay & Burt, 1973, 1974; Baily, Madden, & Krashen, 1974; Larsen-Freeman, 1976; Krashen,
Butler, Birnbaum, & Robertson, 1978). Based on the similarities in the order of morpheme
acquisition in L1 and L2, Krashen posited that since L2 acquisition parallels L1 acquisition, the
best approach to language instruction would be a ‘naturalistic’ one. This view meant that .2
learners only needed meaningful and comprehensible input that was slightly above their current
level and should not receive any explicit feedback. Long’s (1983b) Interaction Hypothesis

posited that comprehensible input is created is through conversational modifications as learners
7



interact with each other. This interaction helps learners notice structural deficiencies in their
interlanguage as they try to communicate and ‘negotiate meaning’.

While CLT produced the best outcome in terms of language use and creativity, there
were still problems in producing accurate forms. As Spada (2007) discusses, these problems
stem from misconceptions about CLT related to the fact that the Input Hypothesis and Interaction
Hypothesis both suggested that meaning-based instruction without the use of corrective feedback
or attention to linguistic form.! Recently, strategies to help students to focus on linguistic forms
while interacting and otherwise using the target language (i.e., the communicative approach) has

become more popular.

2.2 EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTION ON SLA

Instruction, at least in this dissertation, is to be thought of as the process by which an instructor
introduces material to be learned and implements various practices intended to guide learners
towards the mastery of the material. In L2 learning, the intentions of instruction is that learners
will not only know about a second language, but will also acquire the ability to effectively use it

by reading, writing, listening, and speaking in the second language. Although much of the SLA

L A later version of the Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1996) does accept the notion that form is important in
language instruction.
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research has included data from instructed L2 learners, questions regarding the effect of
instruction on SLA still remain. There are two main arguments with respect to the effect of
instruction on SLA. One, argued by Krashen (1981, 1982, 1984, 1992, 1993), is that instruction
that provides explicit, metalinguistic rules does not directly affect SLA. Rather, Krashen claims
that learning and acquisition are two separate processes and that knowledge gained from
instruction, or ‘learned’ knowledge, can only help L2 learners by helping them monitor their
output. Acquired knowledge can only by gained through comprehensible input which can
presumably be provided by instruction. Therefore, according to Krashen, outside of a means for
comprehensible input, instruction is useful only to supply the monitor and give learners tools to
help them acquire language outside of the classroom (Krashen, 1982).

The other argument is that instruction does directly affect SLA. Lightbown and
Pienemann (1993), in a response to Krashen’s (1992) comments regarding instruction, state that
“form-focused instruction can bring about changes in interlanguage and, furthermore, that there
may be situations in which learners not only benefit from but require focused instruction to
further their language acquisition” (p. 718). Many other researchers have come to the same
conclusions (e.g., Bonilla, 2012; Long, 1983a; Morgan-Short, Finger, Grey, & Ullman, 2012;
Norris & Ortega, 2000; Pienemann, Johnston, & Brindley, 1988; Porto, 2001; Spada &
Lightbown, 1999; Spada & Tomita, 2010).

These two arguments are essentially centered around the epistemology of language and

how the implications that theoretical models have on SLA. If, as Schwartz (1986, 1987, 1988,
9



1999) claims, language is a module on its own right that is informationally encapsulated,
instruction will not directly effect acquisition of an L2. This theory does not deny that
information about a language cannot be learned; however, it does maintain that this information
cannot be integrated into the language module and remains as “encyclopedic knowledge” in the
Central System (Schwartz, 1999, p. 650). This proposal is in line with Krashen’s distinction
between acquisition and learning because learning is essentially gaining encyclopedic knowledge
whereas acquisition is gaining knowledge in the language module. If instruction does directly
affect SLA, either a non-modular account of language (e.g., emergentist/functionalist models), or
a non-encapsulated modular account of language (e.g., interface models). Ellis (1993, 1994)
proposed a Weak Interface Model that assumes at least partial modularity between explicit
knowledge and implicit knowledge with an interface between the two types of knowledge. This
model allows explicit knowledge that is provided by instruction to become a part of the learner’s
implicit knowledge of language, which can arguably be compared to a learners’ competence in
the Chomskian sense. In this dissertation, it is assumed that the representation of language is
similar to Ellis’s proposal—instruction is able to affect SLA because an interface between
explicit knowledge and implicit knowledge exists. This, however, is not to say that instruction
always affects acquisition. While instruction may lead to the acquisition of explicit knowledge
about language usage and grammar rules, this knowledge does not always transfer immediately

to the type of knowledge needed for language interpretation and use. The process of

10



consolidating these types of knowledge may take a longer period of time. This process is further
modeled and explained in section 4.1.

A number of studies provide evidence that instruction does affect SLA as Ellis (1993,
1994) maintains. Long (1983a) reviewed fifteen studies in order to see if instruction was
generally beneficial for L2 learners. He divided the studies according to the specific questions
they asked with regards to amounts of L2 exposure and instruction. He found that instruction was
generally beneficial for children and adults, and for intermediate and advanced students. Spada
and Lightbown (1999) found similar results in a study that investigated different levels of
question formation in French-speaking learners of English. Participants were instructed on
question formation and were found to have progressed from one stage of question formation
proposed by Pienemann, Johnston, and Brindley (1988) to the next. Bonilla (2012) also found a
positive effect of instruction in her study that also tested Pienemann’s Teachability Hypothesis
(TH) in L2 Spanish speakers. Her participants also progressed from one stage to the next in their
ability to process the target language. Porto (2001) also reviewed the research on instructed SLA
and concluded the instruction is beneficial for L2 learners and that it accelerates the acquisition
process. Because Long’s study found a positive effect for instruction on SLA, research since has
focused on what types of instruction are most effective (Norris & Ortega, 2000).

A seminal meta-analysis by Norris and Ortega (2000) synthesized findings from forty-
nine experimental and quasi-experimental studies published between 1980 and 1998. These

studies were selected and the data reported was analyzed in order to find the effectiveness of L2
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instruction in general and what different types of instruction were most effective. The
instructional treatments were divided into explicit and implicit categories and whether they could
be considered Focus on Form (FonF), where learners’ attention is drawn to formal properties of
the L2 within a communicative context; Focus on Forms (FonFS), where learners are taught
formal properties of the L2 in a sequence starting with the least complex form to the most
complex form outside of any communicative context; or focus on meaning (FonM), where
learners are not drawn to formal properties of the language.

Findings reported in Norris and Ortega (2000) suggest that instruction that provides some
type of grammatical rules is effective compared to a focus on meaning or simple exposure to the
L2 and that explicit language instruction was more beneficial than implicit instruction. The large
average effect size of these studies for instruction in general (d = 0.96) indicates that instruction
in general is significantly more effective than a focus on meaning or simple exposure to the L2.

Comparing the types of form-focused instruction, the effect hierarchy in (1) was found (p. 465).

(1) FonF explicit > FonFS explicit > FonF implicit > FonFS implicit

This hierarchy indicates that explicit instruction is more effective that implicit instruction and
that providing meaningful, communicative contexts within which the formal properties of

language can be focused is more effective than teaching the forms out of context.
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Another meta-analysis focusing on the effect that different types of instruction have on
SLA also suggest the explicit instruction is beneficial. Spada and Tomita (2010) investigated
how explicit and implicit instruction effects SLA and how these effects varied depending on the
complexity of the language feature targeted by the instruction. The results of this study indicated
that there was no difference between effect sizes of simple and complex language features and

that explicit instruction was more beneficial than implicit instruction for both types of features.

2.2.1 Explicit and Implicit Instruction

As may be evident by the recent meta-analyses, one important trend in current instructed
SLA research is the investigation of differences between explicit and implicit instruction. As the
meta-analyses suggest, explicit instruction is possibly superior to implicit instruction. However,
while there is growing evidence that this may be the case, evidence to the contrary has also been
provided. This section reviews the current debate between explicit and implicit instruction in
SLA. N. Ellis (2002) claims that true second language acquisition can only happen through a
great amount of exposure and practice that cannot be replaced by declarative rules; however, he
does not reject the usefulness of explicit instruction, citing a body of research that shows that
explicit instruction does speed up acquisition and can help the durability of second language
acquisition. Culman, Henry, and VanPatten (2009) as well as Henry, Culman, and VanPatten
(2009) provide evidence for the usefulness of explicit instruction. They showed that learners of
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German who were provided explicit information were able to process OVS word order and
German Case marking faster than learners that were not provided explicit information.

As mentioned in section 2.2, Spada and Tomita (2010) provide a meta-analysis that uses
data from 41 other studies that looked at explicit and implicit instruction. Spada and Tomita use
the data to assess whether effects of explicit and implicit instruction vary with simple and
complex features and whether explicit and implicit instruction lead to similar types of language
ability for complex and simple forms. The results of this meta-analysis indicate that, although
both types of instruction lead to gains, explicit instruction is consistently more effective (larger
effect sizes) than implicit instruction for both simple and complex features. Spada and Tomita
(2010) also suggest that findings indicate that explicit instruction also contributes to ‘controlled
knowledge and spontaneous use’ of linguistic forms.

More recently, Morgan-Short, Finger, Grey, and Ullman (2012) examined possible
differences in processing between implicit and explicit instruction after around six months of no
exposure to an artificial language called Brocanto2. Subjects in the explicit instruction condition
were taught rules about how Broconto2 worked so that they could describe the moves of an
invented board game. The subjects in the implicit group watched game moves and listened to
sentences that described what was happening in the game. Grammaticality judgments showed no
difference between the two instruction types. ERP measures showed native-like processing after
the period of no exposure for both groups. The explicit group, however, only showed native-like

processing after the gap while the implicit group showed native-like processing directly after
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instruction. This suggests that explicit knowledge can be used directly after training and implicit
knowledge is used after a consolidation process. This consolidation process is purportedly the
consolidation of declarative to procedural memory.

This study by Morgan-Short, Finger, Grey, and Ullman (2012) indicates that perhaps the
utility of explicit and implicit language instruction is the formulation of explicit and implicit
knowledge—both of which are important for second language use. While adults do formulate
implicit knowledge of a second language over time and through exposure to the target language,
they rely on explicit information to function in the second language until they are able to acquire
the implicit knowledge. To reach a high level of proficiency quickly, adults need some type of
conscious raising or explicit guidance in some areas of language to guide them towards native-

like use of the target language (Ellis N., 2008).

2.3 THE PACE MODEL OF INSTRUCTION

Because the combination of implicit and explicit instruction may be beneficial to SLA, a
teaching methodology that allows for the combination of both types of instruction may prove
superior to other types of teaching methodology. The PACE model of instruction (Adair-Hauck
& Donato, 2002a, 2002b; Donato & Adair-Hauck, 1992, 1994) presents an alternative to a choice

of either explicit or implicit instruction. In essence, both types of instruction are used to guide
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learners in acquiring the target grammar. Instruction at first can be considered implicit. As the
instructor and the learners advance through the lesson, the instruction becomes more and more
explicit. This section explains the PACE model of instruction and motivates the use of this model
in the second study of this dissertation.

PACE is an acronym in which each letter stands for a separate stage in the instructional
process. The first stage of instruction is the Presentation stage. During this stage, the instructor
presents a text (e.g., stories, video, or other media), which contains instances of the intended
grammar target. At the presentation stage, the learner is not meant to be a passive participant.
Normally, the instructor involves learners in the presentation of the text. This can be done,
depending on the nature of the text, by having students read or act out the text together. Learners
may also do listening or viewing activities to engage them in the presentation stage if the form of
media used does not allow for a more direct involvement. The Presentation stage exposes
learners to target forms and provides natural meaningful contexts for the use of target
grammatical forms in an implicit manner. This stage also allows the instructor to manipulate the
frequency of the grammar target by selecting a context where the grammar target is more
frequently used. This increases the likelihood that learners acquire less frequent forms. While the
instructor may choose a text with a particular grammar target in mind, the purpose of the
Presentation stage is to focus on meaning.

The second stage of the PACE model is the Attention stage. The purpose of this stage is

to draw learner attention to the formal and functional properties of the grammar target. At this
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stage, portions of the text that contain prime examples of the formal and functional properties of
the grammar target are reviewed. The instructor may point out differences in function or
meaning between uses of a particular form and have students discuss why they think the forms
are different and how different forms map to different functions. Highlighting important formal
distinctions may also help learners attend to the grammar target. The Attention stage allows the
instructor to direct students from an overall understanding of the meaning of the text to grammar
target. This step is necessary because, as VanPatten (1990, 1996, 2004, 2007) points out, L2
learners do not always process all formal aspects of the language in the input, but attending to the
target linguistic structure is important for uptake (Schmidt, 1994, 2001). Although most of this
stage is conducted without using meta-linguistic terms, pointing out the meta-linguistic terms for
the grammar target may be helpful, especially when students are exposed to these terms in
textbooks and other instructional materials.

The third stage of the PACE model is called the Co-construction stage. After learners are
directed to pay attention to the formal and functional properties of the grammar target, the
instructor and learners work together to explain the patterns found among linguistic forms,
meanings, and functions. At this stage, the instructor guides students to make hypothesis about
how different forms have different meanings and serve different functions. This stage is
generally a conversation among the learners and the instructor and usually entails the instructor
asking questions about the grammar target focused on in the Attention stage. As Adair-Hauck

and Donato (2010) point out:
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Questions are powerful tools in the hands of teachers who can adjust their questioning “in

flight” to meet the emergent understandings of learners.... These assisting questions...

help learners discover regular grammatical patterns, sound systems, word order, unique

cultural meanings of words, and grammatical functions. (pp. 225-226)

Learners may make correct hypotheses about the grammar target at first; however, normally
there are incorrect hypotheses that arise during the Co-construction stage. As learners incorrectly
hypothesize about the language, instructors should point out evidence that falsifies such
hypotheses in order to help the learner re-think their incorrect assumptions about the language
and eventually formulate correct form-meaning-function mappings. This process is beneficial to
learners because it causes them to use cognitive resources to process the target grammar. It
forces learners to process the input (VanPatten, 1990, 1996; VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993). This
process is also a means by which learners are introduced to negative evidence, argued to be
important for adult L2 learners (White, 1987, 1991).

The fourth and final stage of the PACE model is the Extension stage. During the
extension stage, the instructor provides activities to learners that will help them extend their
newly-gained knowledge of the grammar target to new and meaningful contexts. Activities
should not be tightly structured worksheets, but should be more open-ended, such as
“information-gap activities, role-play situations, dramatizations, games, authentic writing
projects, paired interviews, class surveys, out-of-class projects, or simulations of real-life

situations” (Adair-Hauck & Donato, 2010, p. 229). The purpose of the Extension phase is to
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allow students time to practice and to interact in the target language so that they gain the ability
to use the target language as opposed to only learning about the target language. This type of
opportunity for output has also been argued to be very beneficial in SLA (Muranoi, 2007; Swain,
1985; 2005) and it allows instructors to assess learners and check for learner comprehension and
mastery of the grammar target. Extension activities also provide another opportunity to integrate
culture into language instruction.

The question of interest to the second study of this dissertation is not whether a specific
type of instruction is more beneficial than another type; rather, it is whether instruction in general
can accelerate the acquisition process of Spanish POCs with respect to their semantic and
syntactic properties. Although L2 acquisition of Spanish POCs has been the topic of a number of
studies, the literature on the effect of instruction on Spanish POCs is limited. The only studies of
which | am aware are those conducted by VanPatten and his colleagues on the effect of
Processing Instruction (see VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993; VanPatten & Oikkenon, 1996;
VanPatten & Sanz, 1995). These studies show that Processing instruction can be effective in
helping learners overcome processing the first noun in a sentence or utterance as the subject. In
other words, this instruction helps learners to understand Spanish clitic placement but does not
address correct morphological realization.

One last consideration of instructed SLA relevant to this dissertation is at what point
instruction is the most beneficial to the learner. Pienemann’s (1998, 2005) Processability Theory

claims that grammar acquisition follows a specific sequence based on learners’ ability to process
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grammatical structures. In other words, learners acquire procedures for processing language. The
order of acquisition is based on “a universal hierarchy of processing resources” (Pienemann,
2005, p. 3) that follows from Levelt’s (1983, 1993, 1999) Speech Processing model. The
important point here is that in this model, processing is thought of as a linear procedure that
proceeds incrementally. First, the lemma is activated, followed by the category procedure, phrase
procedure, S-procedure (word order rules), and subordinate clause procedure. Applied to L2
learners, PT maintains that learners are not able to process a grammatical structure that requires a
processing procedure above that which they possess on this processing hierarchy. If learners are
not yet able to process lexical categories of words, they will not be able to correctly interpret and
use subordinate clauses.

Based on PT, Pienemann (1984, 1989) proposed the Teachability Hypothesis (TH) which
sought to test whether instruction can overcome the natural order of acquisition proposed by PT.
Pienemann (1984) found that L1 Italian children learning German were not able to advance to a
higher processing stage unless they were at the immediate lower stage. Other researchers have
found similar results (e.g., Farley & McCollam, 2004; Mansouri & Duffy, 2005; Spada &
Lightbown, 1999); however, Bonilla (2012) found that instructed L2 Spanish learners were able
to benefit from instruction at higher stages. These general results in support of the TH do not
negate the usefulness of instruction; they only point out that instructed SLA may be constrained
by the hierarchy of natural processing in some cases. Pienemann suggests that instruction is

useful when learners are ready for the grammar target in questions and states that “teaching can
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only promote acquisition by presenting what is learnable at a given point in time” (Pienemann,

1989, p. 63).

24  SUMMARY

Research in the field of SLA has not always informed pedagogical practices in university-level
Spanish classes. More recently, however, instructed SLA has gained ground as more researchers
agree that SLA is “open to the influence of instruction” (Housen & Pierrard, 2005, p. 2). In the
past twenty years, many researchers have investigated the effect of instruction on SLA.
Pienemann’s (1984, 1989, 1998, 2005) PT and TH have motivated empirical studies that
have provided evidence for natural processing constraints on the order of acquisition of
procedures required for various grammatical structures. While these constraints may affect SLA,
they do not weaken the usefulness of instruction. In fact there are many studies that point to the
usefulness of a focus on linguistic form in instruction, evidenced by the results of Long’s (1983a)
review and the meta-analyses by Norris and Ortega (2000) and Spada and Tomita (2010). The
results provided by these studies seem to suggest that explicit instruction is more beneficial than
implicit instruction; however, evidence by Morgan-Short, Finger, Grey, and Ullman (2012)
indicates that implicit instruction may also be important for L2 learners. In order to transcend the

debate between the exclusive use of explicit or implicit instruction pointed out in section 2.2.1
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and combine the benefits of both methods, the PACE model of instruction was selected for the
instructional intervention directed at accelerating Spanish POC acquisition. The PACE model
lends itself to presenting ample instances of less-frequent uses of Spanish POCs as well as
incorporating explicit language instruction together in order to catalyze a native-like POC system
in the L2 learner if possible.

Although instructed SLA research has begun to answer questions regarding how and the
degree to which instruction affects SLA, the effect of instruction on the acquisition of an abstract
representation of language continues to be debated and requires further empirical evidence. The
contribution that this dissertation makes with respect to the effect of instruction on the
acquisition of a native-like Spanish POC system adds empirical evidence to the debate. In
addition to the general instructional contribution this dissertation makes, because the second
study includes participants from different levels of L2 Spanish, it also tests the TH. A
functioning native-like system of Spanish POCs requires a high level of processing and if
instruction leads lower proficiency learners as well as higher proficiency learners towards a

native-like system, the TH is attenuated.
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3.0 SPANISH POCS

This chapter presents the linguistic structure of Spanish POCs and discusses the factors that
influence the SLA of Spanish POCs. Section 3.1 discusses linguistic structure and theory
regarding Spanish POCs. Section 3.2 discusses the difficulties that L2 learners have acquiring
Spanish POCs, the research that has been conducted on L2 Spanish POCs, and the influence of

Animacy on SLA. Section 3.3 summarizes Chapter 3.

3.1 LINGUISTIC STRUCTURE OF SPANISH POCS

Spanish POCs replace referents which would otherwise exist in the discourse as full noun
phrases. Although there are other grammatical markers involved with object noun phrases, POC
doubling, and double POC structures, these are not relevant to this dissertation and are therefore
excluded from this discussion. As Penny (2006) discusses, 3" person accusative POCs exist in
modern Spanish as vestiges of the accusative marked pronouns ILLUM and ILLAM in Latin.

These Latin pronouns, through diachronic phonological changes became lo and la respectively in
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modern Spanish. The meaning of the accusative pronouns have not change from their original
Latin accusative meaning and refer to the direct object of the verb as shown in (2-3). The 31
person dative POC exists in modern Spanish as a vestige of the dative marked pronoun ILLI in
Latin. This pronoun also underwent diachronic phonological changes and became le in modern
Spanish. Although the dative pronoun prototypically refers to indirect objects as shown in (4), it

also conveys a few other meanings as discussed below.

(2) (@) Juan paso la pelota.
Juan pass-pa.3rd.sg. the  ball(Fem.).
“Juan passed the ball.”

(b) Juan la paso.
Juan POC(3".sg.Fem.Acc.) pass-pa.3rd.sg.
“Juan passed it.”

(3) (a) Juan vio el gato.
Juan see-pa.3rd.sg. the  cat(Masc.).
“Juan saw the cat.”

(b) Juan lo vio.
Juan POC(3".sg.Masc.Acc.) see-pa.3rd.sg.
“Juan saw it.”

(4) (a) Juan pasé la pelota a Marcos.
Juan pass-pa.3rd.sg. the  ball(Fem.) to Marcos.
“Juan passed the ball to Marcos.”

(c) Juan le paso la  pelota.
Juan POC(3".sg.Dat.) pass-pa.3rd.sg. the ball.
“Juan passed him the ball.”
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Spanish POCs pre-pose the finite verbs (main and auxiliary) and negative imperatives to which
they are attached and follow positive imperatives, infinitives, and gerunds (Zagona, 2002). The
pre-verbal position of finite main verbs is shown in (2)-(4) and the other positions are shown in
(5)-(9). Although these examples mostly show accusative POCs, dative POCs are also realized in

the same positions.

(5) Juan la esta pasando.
Juan POC(3".sg.Fem.Acc.) is  pass-prt.
“Juan is passing it.”

(6) No la pase.
Neg. POC(3"™.sg.Fem.Acc.) pass-3".sg.l.
“Don’t pass it!”

(7) Pésela ahora.
pass-3".sg.1.+ POC(3™.sg.Fem.Acc.) now.
“Pass it now!”

(8) Quiero pasarla.
want.1%.sg. pass-3".sg.inf.+POC(3".sg.Fem.Acc.)
“I want to pass it.”

(9) Juan estd pasandola.
Juanis  pass-prt.+POC(3".sg.Fem.Acc.)
“Juan is passing it.”

The function of Spanish POCs is also relevant to this dissertation. POCs that realize

accusative Case marking have not received as much attention as dative POCs because their
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functions are fairly straightforward. Accusative POCs function as the direct object of transitive
verbs and have been analyzed in research investigating clitic doubling (Lipski, 1994; Torrego,
1995). Dative POCs have also been the subject of investigation in clitic doubling constructions.
Weissenrieder (1995) analyzes dative object clitic doubling as a type of object-verb agreement
that is used to maintain topicality throughout discourse. Aside from functions of dative POCs in
clitic doubling, unlike accusative POCs, dative POCs have been analyzed to serve many other
functions. Maldonado (2002) and Zyzik (2006) adopt a cognitive grammar approach to
classifying the different functions of dative POCs in Spanish. They view dative constructions as
being central or peripheral to a dative prototype that involves the transfer of a theme along a path
from an agent to a participant experiencer. In other words, the prototypical dative argument is the
indirect object.

Zyzik (2006) lists eight functional categories for dative POCs, including three categories
that are attested in learner language and are limited to certain Spanish dialects (categories 5f-h).
The functional categories that dative POCs fill in Zyzik’s list are replicated in (10) with

examples for each category.

(10) (a) Recipient
Le di una computadora para su cumpleafios.
‘I gave him/her a computer for his/her birthday.’
(b) Source
Le quitaron el libro.
‘They took the book from him/her.’
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(c) Experiencer
Le gusta correr.
‘He/she likes running.’

(d) Beneficiary
Le Ileg6 un paquete.
‘He/she got a package.’
(e) Possessor
Le duele la cabeza.
‘His/her head hurts.’

(f) Patient (m.)
*Su novia le beso.
“His girlfriend kissed him’
(9) Patient (f.)
*Su novio le beso.
‘Her boyfriend kissed her.”
(h) Other
*La muchacha le esta viéndose en el espejo.

‘The girl le is looking at herself in the mirror.”

In addition to these functional categories, it is important to mention that the dative POC le also
realizes a locative meaning as in (11). The reason that Spanish dative POCs serve so many
functions is that Proto-Indo-European and Latin pronominal forms that realized different Cases

(e.g., locative and ablative) underwent stages of syncretism with the dative form (Sihler, 1995).

? The Patient category (10f-g) is split to differentiate Gender in Zyzik’s list because leista dialects only use le for
masculine patients and not feminine patients while learners may or may not distinguish Gender.

® This example is taken from Zyzik (2006, p. 125) and is included in her analysis to account for learner language that
does not fit her other categories.
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Because only one form conveys various meanings and could technically be said to mark various

cases in modern Spanish, the term ‘dative’ is used exclusively with le.

(11) Juanle puso azUcar.
Juan POC(3".sg.Dat.) put.pa.3".sg. sugar.
“Juan put sugar in it.”

The system of Spanish POCs varies across different Spanish dialects. Most dialects
employ a case-based paradigm, as presented in this section while other dialects employ a
referential paradigm that differentiates forms based on Animacy and Gender of the referents,
using le for animate masculine objects and lo/la for inanimate objects regardless of the case they
realize (Heap, 2000). According to the Real Academia Esparfiola (2005), the dialects of the north-
central region of Castile and Cantabria exhibit a referential system (known as leismo in Spanish).
Other regions exhibit a referential system reportedly due to contact with either indigenous
Amerindian languages or Euskera. These dialects include dialects in Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia,
Northern Argentina, Paraguay, Basque Country, and Northern Navarra.

According to the Real Academia Espafiola (2005), the standard pronominal paradigm in
Spanish shows diverging forms only for number (singular and plural) for first and second person.
For third person, forms also diverge depending on Gender and Case (accusative and dative) in
addition to number. Because first and second person POCs vary only in number, they do not pose

the same magnitude of difficulty for L2 learners as do third person POCs. Number distinction in
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third person POCs does not pose the same amount of difficulty for L2 learners either. For these
reasons, the focus of this dissertation is only on third person singular POCs. Although the focus
of this dissertation is on third person singular POCs, the instructional intervention will include
first and second person POCs as well. Although dialectal variations in third person POCs exist
(see Heap, 2000), Table 1 displays what is considered to be the standard paradigm in Spanish

and what L2 learners are taught in Spanish language classes in the United States.*

Table 1. Spanish POC paradigm

Person Singular Plural
First me nos
Second te 0s
Case Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine
Third Accusative lo la los las
Dative le les

Because the Case-based paradigm is taught in university-level Spanish language classes
in the United States, a description of the Case theory adopted in this dissertation is necessary.
Woolford (2006) distinguishes structural from nonstructural Case based on where different types
of Case are licensed. She argues, along with what is generally accepted in generative Case

theory, that accusative case is licensed in the sentence structure by the head of the verb phrase.

* When both direct object and indirect object clitics are present, the indirect object realizes as se instead of le. This
realization of the dative clitic is outside of the scope of this paper because it expones the same semantic and
syntactic functions as le and is only realized in the presence of the direct object clitic.
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This type of Case licensing is known as structural licensing because Case is licensed by the verb
that c-commands its argument. In Figure 1, la pelota is assigned accusative case by the head of
the verb phrase before any movement occurs. By extension the POC that replaces la pelota

would by marked by case in the same syntactic position.

vP
/,’/\\\
DP V'
| /\\
Juan v vP
/\
DP V'
| //\\
le v VP
//’\
vV DP
| PN
pasa la pelota

Figure 1. Simple tree illustrating where Case is assigned

Dative case, however, is non-structural and is licensed outside of the VP proper. This
nonstructural licensing takes place at a level prior to structural licensing in the vP structure
(Chomsky, 2000). As illustrated in Figure 1, le is generated in the specifier of the vP, where 0-

marking and nonstructural case assignment take place. The external argument Juan is assigned
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nominative case in the specifier of the top vP. The important concept here is that, although
accusative and dative cases are licensed in different levels of syntactic structure, both types of

Case marking happen at an abstract syntactic level.

3.2 L2 ACQUISITION OF SPANISH POCS

Spanish POC research in second language acquisition has touched on a variety of phenomena
regarding how learners process and use POCs (Lee, 2003). Clitic placement has been one
phenomenon common to processing and usage investigations. Learners first process pre-verbal
clitics based on the First Noun Principle and later acquire other acceptable word orders involving
POCs (see Houston, 1997; Lee, 1987; LoCoco, 1987; VanPatten, 1984; and VanPatten &
Houston 1998). There has been less research involving learner usage from production data.
VanPatten (1990) compared a naturalistic learner to a classroom-based learner and suggested
(among other hypotheses) that learners use a one-form to one-function strategy and that
classroom learners first acquire third-person dative POCs as part of verbs that prototypically
have three arguments and are common in classroom discourse. An example of this type of verb is
dar ‘to give’ as in Juan le da el dinero ‘Juan gives him/her the money’. In this example dar has

three arguments: a subject, a direct object and an indirect object.
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The use of dative clitics indicating the function of experiencer (e.g., le gusta ‘he/she
likes”) has also been the subject of investigation (e.g., Montrul, 1998). More recently, Montrul
(2010) investigated differences between heritage speakers and adult L2 learners on their use and
knowledge of Spanish POCs with respect to clitic placement and word order. Results from this
study showed that heritage speakers were closer to monolingual Spanish speakers on all
measures than proficiency-matched L2 learners. Geeslin, Garcia-Amaya, Hasler-Barker,
Henriksen, and Killam (2010) investigated the acquisition of Spanish POCs of L2 learners in a
study abroad context where a lefsta® dialect is spoken. They found that the learners eventually
approximated native-speaker usage of le with respect to the predictor variables measured
(Gender, Animacy, Telicity).

The function of Spanish POCs is also important when considering L2 acquisition.
Although L2 learners are probably exposed to all of the types of dative POCs shown in (10), as
Zyzik’s data show, they use dative POCs that realize the functional of categories of Recipient,
Experiencer, and Patient much more than the other categories. Furthermore, the Experiencer
category is somewhat problematic for investigating L2 acquisition of dative POCs since learners
tend to learn clitic-verb combinations such as le gusta as chunks (Zyzik, 2006). Because of this

evidence regarding L2 learner usage of dative POCs, only POCs fulfilling the function of

® Lefsta dialects substitute an accusative pronoun with the dative pronoun; usually when the referent is masculine.
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Recipient and Patient as well as the locative meaning as shown in (11) are included in this
dissertation.

Zyzik (2006) elicited oral production data from L2 Spanish learners with different levels
of proficiency by means of a picture book narration, a structured interview, and two video
narrations to analyze how learners use dative POCs with the different functions. The data from
these elicitation tasks indicate that while usage increases with proficiency, beginners hardly use
dative POCs (M= .42) and advanced learners use a considerably higher number (M= 10.21).
Zyzik also reports learners start by overgeneralizing dative POCs to accusative contexts (e.g., *le
vi ayer ‘I saw to him/her yesterday’) in the intermediate levels. This overgeneralization increases
with proficiency and is stronger when the referent of the POC is animate. Zyzik explains this
phenomenon by claiming that learners do not use Case as a basis for formulating a prototype for
dative POCs, rather they are using Animacy as the determining factor for which POC form to
use. Zyzik claims that two factors combine to explain L2 learner dative POC use—the frequency
of animate referents in dative contexts and the conceptual saliency of Animacy.

That learners whose L1 is English overgeneralize dative POCs to accusative contexts
constitutes evidence that pronominal Case distinction is difficult for these learners even though
they may have been explicitly taught these distinctions. This difficulty may stem from the lack of
distinctions between dative and accusative Cases in English object pronouns. Learners’ use of
Animacy as a cue for dative POC usage in Spanish may stem from Animacy distinctions in

English pronouns (him/her vs. it). However, influence from L1 Animacy distinctions is not as
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straightforward as the influence from the lack of dative and accusative Case distinctions. English
distinguishes Gender with animate referents and L2 learners are distinguishing Gender with
inanimate referents (Zyzik, 2006). If L1 Animacy distinctions directly influence L2 POC
distribution, one might expect lo and la to be used with animate referents and le to be used with
inanimate referents, which is neither what Zyzik’s data indicate nor is it a documented

phenomenon in any Spanish dialect.

3.2.1 Animacy

Because L1 Animacy distinctions do not seem to directly influence L2 POC distribution, learners
must be using a strategy other than relying on L1 pronominal form. Zyzik (2006, p. 131)
mentions two factors that contribute to L2 learner dative POC distribution—frequency of
animate referents in dative contexts and conceptual saliency of Animacy. She states that
“although inanimate referents are not excluded from dative Case marking, the overwhelming
majority of dative participants in Spanish are animate and human”. This statement embodies the
natural daily events in which humans participate. Inanimate objects are more frequently direct
objects that subjects transfer to indirect objects and are not usually indirect objects themselves to

which a direct object is transferred in everyday life and therefore do not usually enter into
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communication about everyday life. Evidence from L1 Spanish corpora also suggests these same
frequency patterns (Silva-Corvalan, 1981; Vazquez Rozas, 1995).

Animacy is also a salient concept that exists outside of linguistic forms. Slobin (1996)
discussed the idea that concepts (e.g., spatial and temporal relationships between entities,
inherent characteristics of entities or groups of entities such as Animacy and plurality, etc.) exist
outside of the realm of language and that grammatical forms are used to communicate these
concepts. Many researchers have shown that Animacy affects linguistic forms in many different
aspects of language (e.g., Demuth, Machobane, Moloi, & Odato, 2005; Mak, Vonk, &
Schriefers, 2002; Ormazabal & Romero, 2007; Silverstein, 1986; Weckerly & Kutas, 1999; and
Woolford, 1999). Silverstein (1986) demonstrates how Chinook and Dyirbal have Case systems
that are affected by a lexical hierarchy. In some contexts Case marking distinctions are
dependent on the Animacy hierarchy in (12) where pronouns with human referents receive one
Case-marking and pronouns with animate or inanimate referents receive a different Case-

marking regardless of its syntactic position.

(12)  Human > Animate > Inanimate

Woolford (1999) examines object agreement in the African languages Ruwund, KiRimi,
Maasai, and Swahili. To account for differences in agreement along the Animacy hierarchy

(along with other agreement differences in topicality and specificity) she posits that exclusion
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principles prohibit objects with certain features from remaining in the verb phrase. Objects with
these features are excluded from the verb phrase and must move into the specifier of the
agreement phrase for agreement to be realized. An example of this type of agreement is in
Ruwund, where agreement morphology is only realized with objects that have one of the
following sets of features: animate and specific, animate and benefactive/malefactive, animate
and goal, or focused and specific. Animacy plays a role in determining whether the object moves
out of the verb phrase and agreement morphology is realized or not in Ruwund. Along the same
lines as Woolford (1999), Ormazabal and Romero (2007) discuss the effect of Animacy on
object agreement. They claim that the Person-Case Constraint posited by Bonet (1991); which
states that when dative agreement or a dative pronoun is present, accusative pronouns or
agreement can only occur if they are third person; should be generalized to state that if an object
pronoun or agreement encodes Animacy, no other object-verb agreement can be realized. They
argue that this modification accounts for the differences in object agreement such as those
examined by Woolford. The point that Ormazabal and Romero make regarding the role of
Animacy in object agreement exemplifies how Animacy can affect linguistic form.

Animacy has also been shown to affect processing of relative clauses. Weckerly and
Kutas (1999) used event-related potentials to measure how adult English speakers processed
object relative clauses. They manipulated the Animacy of the subjects of the relative clauses to
see whether inanimate subjects would produce lower negativities (indicating a semantic

incongruity). Results showed that inanimate subjects produced significantly lower negativities
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than animate subjects, indicating that Animacy affects the processing of object relative clauses.
Mak, Vonk, and Schiefers (2002) found similar Animacy effects in their study investigating
relative clause processing in Dutch speakers. Using self-paced reading and eye-tracking
experiments, they showed that Animacy of the object predicted reading times.

Another study that demonstrates Animacy effects on language is Demuth, Machobane,
Moloi, and Odato (2005).They investigated how children acquire postverbal word order in
Sesotho double object applicative constructions, which is determined by Animacy. Objects that
that refer to an entity higher on the Animacy hierarchy will be positioned directly after the verb.
When objects are both animate, either object is allowed directly after the verb; when both objects
are inanimate, the benefactive argument directly follows the verb. Demuth, Machobane, Moloi,
and Odato found that children were using Animacy quite early to determine word order with
high frequency items and that by age four they were able to robustly generalize Animacy
hierarchy effects to lower frequency items. Later, children are able to start ordering inanimate
objects with the benefactive argument first. They posit an acquisition path that children follow in
double object applicative word order starting with Animacy, moving to the Animacy hierarchy,
and finally picking up on Case of the objects.

The examples above provide evidence that Animacy is clearly a cue that strongly
influences how children acquire language. Since this is the case, the notion that learners may be
using Animacy as a cue for POC distinction seems logical from the viewpoint of universal

influences on language acquisition. The influence of Animacy in the case of POC distinction
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would predict that L2 learners would wrongly create the hypothesis that POC distinction is based
on Animacy and not on Case because indirect objects are more frequently human (or at least
animate) and direct objects are more frequently inanimate in natural daily speech (i.e., the input).
This would happen even though a POC distinction based on Case is what is taught and is

undoubtedly existent in the input L2 learners receive.

3.3 SUMMARY

While some dialects have referential paradigms with respect to POC distinction, the majority of
modern Spanish speakers have an etymological paradigm—the paradigm taught to university-
level L2 learners of Spanish in the United States. Spanish POCs can appear in a variety of
locations in the surface structure of sentences and a number of studies have investigated the L2
acquisition of POC placement. Less research has investigated L2 learner distinctions of
morphological forms of POCs. Zyzik (2006) found that learners overgeneralize the dative POC
to accusative contexts when the referent was animate. This finding may be due to the high
frequency with which dative POCs refer to animate objects and accusative POCs refer to
inanimate objects in the input. Learners may also be influenced by the saliency of Animacy in
language at large as evidenced by a number of studies showing that Animacy has been

grammaticized in some languages and influences L1 acquisition in others.

38



4.0 EXPLANITORY FRAMEWORKS IN SLA RESEARCH

That Animacy appears to influence L2 Spanish POC distinctions begs the question of why this
may be. The literature regarding L2 learner sentence processing has provided evidence the L2
learners may rely too much on lexical-semantic and pragmatic information for parsing, rather
than the more abstract morpho-syntactic information of the target language or even the L1. This
dependency on semantics and heuristics has been addressed by various researchers in SLA,
including Ullman (2001b, 2005), Clahsen and Felser (2006a, 2006b, 2006c), VanPatten and
Cadierno (1993), and VanPatten (2004). Ullman has posited that, unlike native speaker
processing which operates as a dual mechanism consisting of a lexical store and a procedural
memory system that combines lexical items according to rules, L2 learners rely much more
heavily on declarative memory. This assertion follows the predictions made by the
Declarative/Procedural (DP) model of language processing (Ullman, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c).
Clahsen and Felser (2006a, 2006b, 2006c) have also addressed L2 learners’ dependence
on semantic information and posited the Shallow Structure Hypothesis (SSH) to explain the lack

of reliance on syntactic information for L2 learners. In a review of sentence processing studies,
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they suggest that differences between child and adult L1 speakers are due to cognitive
developmental issues (e.g., lower capacity working memory in children) while differences
between adult L1 and L2 speakers are due to differences in processing strategies. Clahsen and
Felser clarify that L1 processing involves two parsing routes; one, a full parsing route, provides a
full morpho-syntactic representation from the grammar while the other, a shallow parsing route,
is based on lexical-semantic and pragmatic information. The difference for L2 learners is that
they depend much more heavily, if not exclusively, on the shallow parsing route since “the
representations adult L2 learners compute during processing contain less syntactic detail than those
of child and adult native speakers” (Clahsen & Felser, 20064, p. 2).

This chapter discusses the DP model (Ullman, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c) and the SSH
(Clahsen & Felser, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c) and how these models may explain why L2 learners of
Spanish defer to Animacy instead of Case in POC distinctions in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. In Section
4.3, the Competition Model is presented as a theoretical framework useful for explaining how L2

learners treat Animacy and Case cues in the input. Section 4.4 summarizes Chapter 4.

41  THE DECLARATIVE/PROCEDURAL MODEL

The DP model may explain why L2 learners base POC distinctions on Animacy instead of Case

because it posits two separate storage and processing systems, one of which is less accessible in
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L2 learners. Because Case-based POC distinctions are based on syntactic relations, these
relations are computed in what Ullman calls the procedural system. Because Animacy distinction
may not rely on the same type of computation, this type of referential relationship exists in what
Ullman calls the declarative system. This section further explains the DP model and how informs
L2 Spanish POC distinctions.

The DP model is based on a body of research claiming that language storage and
processing is explained by a dual-mechanism where morphology is stored and processed in two
different components (Marcus, et al., 1992; Pinker, 1991, 1999; Pinker & Prince, 1988, 1991;
Prasada & Pinker, 1993; Ullman, 1993, 1999). One module posited by the DP model is an
associative memory system that stores morpho-phonological forms and the semantic information
that maps onto each form. This module stores monomorphemic words and affixes as well as
words that have irregular morphology (e.g., sing-sang) and essentially contains the mental
lexicon. The other module is a system of rules and constraints that computes regular
morphological transformations (e.g., walk-walked) based on the rules and constraints existent in
the system. This module essentially can be thought of as the grammar since it carries out
morpho-syntactic computations using symbols stored in the lexicon.

Ullman (2001a) argues that these modules are not exclusively dedicated to language. He
claims that the first module mentioned also encompasses the learning and representation of
knowledge in general while the second module mentioned involves the “learning and expression

of motor and cognitive skills and habits” (p. 45). Because of the non-exclusivity of these
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modules regarding language, Ullman refers to the associative memory system as the declarative
memory system and the rules and constraints module as the procedural system. There is also
some evidence that these two systems are connected to neurological components. The declarative
system is associated with the temporal-lobe structures in the brain whereas the procedural system
is associated with the frontal/basal-ganglia structures in the brain (Ullman, et al., 1997; Ullman,
2001a, 2001c). These two systems work in parallel to each other and in a sense compete with
each other for processing morpho-syntax.® When computing morphologically complex forms,
each system is activated. Because the declarative system stores words with irregular morphology,
when the system successfully retrieves an irregular form, it blocks the application of a rule from

the procedural system.

4.1.1 Evidence for the DP model

Evidence for DP model has been provided by a number of psycholinguistic and neurolinguistic
studies. The psycholinguistic studies that have supported the DP model are based on frequency
effects and neighborhood effects. The studies investigating frequency effects for regular and
irregular verbs are based on the assumption that memorized forms that are highly frequent are

memorized better than low-frequency forms. Thus, the DP predicts that irregular verbs should

® Ullman may not agree with the term ‘compete’ because it is generally used in the context of single-mechanism
models of language.
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show frequency effects because they are stored in the declarative memory system while regular
forms should not show frequency effects because the computation of a rule, once memorized,
applies equally regardless of the frequency of the base. There have been a number of studies that
affirm the predictions made with regards to frequency effects (e.g., Bowden, Gelfand, Sanz, &
Ullman, 2010; Prasada, Pinker, & Snyder, 1990; Ullman, 1993, 1999; Van der Lely & Ullman,
2001).

In addition to the frequency effects evidence, studies investigating neighborhood effects
have also supported the DP model. These studies assume that stem-past mappings with similar
phonological forms (e.g., sing-sang, ring-rang) are strengthened when one stem-past mapping is
heard. The DP model predicts that irregular stem-past mappings should show neighborhood
effects because they are stored in an associative memory while regular stem-past mappings with
phonologically similar forms (e.g., slip-slipped, skip-skipped) should not show neighborhood
effects because they are products of rule computation regardless of their phonological form.
Evidence supporting these predictions has been presented in research by Prasada and Pinker
(1993) as well as Ullman (1993, 1999).

Along with the psycholinguistic studies mentioned, many neurolinguistic studies have
also provided evidence for the DP model. Ullman (2001a, 2001c) provides an overview of the
neurolinguistic studies that show supportive evidence for the DP model. Studies investigating
language use by aphasics have shown that patients that have suffered damage to left posterior

regions of the brain have difficulty with morphologically regular forms while patients that have
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suffered damage to left anterior regions of the brain have difficulty with morphologically
irregular forms. Studies involving patients with Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, and Huntington’s
disease have also revealed similar disassociations with respect to regular and irregular forms.
These neurological diseases each target a different part of the brain and lead to different types of
language impairment. Similarly, different developmental disorders indicate different language
impairments with respect to regular and irregular forms. People with Specific Language
Impairment with syntactic processing deficits fail to produce forms regular forms in novel
contexts and show frequency effects with irregular and regular forms. The opposite patterns are
true in people with William’s syndrome.

Besides the evidence from cerebral impairments, other neurolinguistic studies using a
variety of methods to view cerebral functions provide support for the DP model. These
methodologies include using Electroencephalography to measure electrical waves related to
linguistics events, Positron Emission Tomography and Functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging
scans to measure electronic activations and blood flow to specific cerebral regions during
language tasks, and Magnetoencephalography to measure magnetic fields produced by cerebral
electronic currents during language tasks. A variety of studies using these methodologies have
provided evidence that supports the DP model—different regions of the brain are activated when
completing tasks requiring the use of irregular verbal forms and lexical information than when

completing tasks requiring the use of regular verbal forms.
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4.1.2 The DP Model and Second Language Acquisition

While the DP model describes general linguistic processes for all languages that one might
speak, Ullman (2001b, 2005) has discussed the application of this model to L2 processing. For
L1 acquisition, the declarative and the procedural systems are both very active in the acquisition
process. As the age of exposure to a language increases, procedural memory declines and the
role of the procedural system becomes less and less prominent. Declarative memory functions,
on the other hand, improve with age until early adulthood, at which point it begins to decline as
well. This change in the relative roles of the declarative and procedural systems may explain the
inability for children that are not exposed to languages until after puberty to acquire the grammar
of their L1.

Due to these maturational changes in general cognitive processing with respect to
language, the DP model predicts that adult L2 learners must rely heavily on the declarative
system in the language acquisition process. Based on this prediction, the DP model also predicts
that grammar that is computed in the L1 will not be computed in the L2. These grammatical
relations are memorized and stored in the declarative system much like idioms. Ullman (2001b)
does not claim that these forms are totally unanalyzed, but that computed forms in the L1 are
treated the same as the lexical representations found in the associative memory of the declarative
system. He describes a number of studies similar to those mentioned in section 2.2.1 (involving

different aphasias, PET and fMRI scans, as well as event-related potentials, ERPs) that provide
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evidence supporting the predictions made by the DP model for L2 speakers. In general, late L2
learners rely more heavily on the declarative system that the procedural system.

Relating the DP model for L2 acquisition of Spanish POCs, learners may be unable to
make POC distinctions based on Case because they are not able to perform the grammatical
computations required for Case assignment. Because learners are able to use the declarative
system, where lexical-semantic features are stored, POC distinctions become based on Animacy.
L2 learners use Animacy instead of Case for POC distinctions because Animacy arguably does
not require the same procedural computations as Case and because of the frequency biases in the
input.

While the evidence discussed in this section shows that learners rely more heavily on the
declarative system, it does not negate the use of the procedural system in the L2. In fact, Ullman
(2005) states that “...practice should lead to procedural learning and improved performance.
Thus with sufficient experience with L2, the language is expected to become L1-like in its
grammatical dependence on the procedural system, with the potential for a high degree of
proficiency” (p. 152). Although grammatical impairment for L2 learners in general compared to
native speakers is predicted, the DP model does not deny that very advanced L2 learners can
eventually process the L2 grammar in a native-like way. Therefore, it may not be impossible for

L2 learners to eventually distinguish Spanish POCs based on Case.
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42  THE SHALLOW STRUCTURE HYPOTHESIS

Another model that makes similar claims as the DP model with respect to L2 learners’ abilities to
process a non-native grammar (i.e., deficiency in computing syntactic relations), and is therefore
relevant to Spanish POC distinction, is the Shallow Structure Hypothesis. Clahsen and Felser
(2006a) assert that humans process language via two routes that work in parallel. One route, a
full parsing route, is directed by the grammar. The other route, a shallow parsing route, is guided
by lexical-semantic and pragmatic information. The shallow parsing route allows the quick
determination of the likely meaning of language while the full parsing route allows the
confirmation of the interpretation. Assuming that these basic processing mechanisms are
universal, L2 learners are able to use both processing routes. Clahsen and Felser claim that both
parsing routes are available to the L2 learner and that the difficulty in using the full parsing route
is due to an incomplete grammatical representation of the target language.

Inherent in Clahsen and Felser’s (2006a, 2006b, 2006c) claim is that differences in
processing between native speakers and L2 learners are found because of the lack of an abstract
representation of language upon which L2 learners could rely in sentence processing. An
example of the differences in processing between L1 and L2 speakers is provided in (13) and

(14a-c).
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(13)  [op The worker [cp [who;] the manager claimed [cp [e;] that the customer had seen
[e1] 11] ...did not come to work today.

(14)  (a) [The worker] who [acenT the manager] claimed [THEME that...

(b) [The worker] who [the manager] claimed [that...
[THEME the customer] had seen...

(c) [ExPerIENCER The worker] who [the manager] claimed [that...
[the customer] had seen] did not come to work today.

The analysis in (13) shows that the L1 speakers process a representation of who (the worker)
when they reach a complimentizer (that in this example) which indicates a new subordinate
clause. This reactivation of who (the filler) at the beginning of the subordinate clause (the gap)
suggests that L1 speakers are using an abstract representation of the syntax they have acquired to
interpret the sentence. The analysis in (14) shows that L2 learners rely on semantic information
for sentences processing. The L2 learner processes possible semantic representation as soon as
possible, indicated by the different thematic roles assigned at different stages of processing. The
important difference between these two processing strategies demonstrated in these examples is
that the L1 speaker is able to process the sentence relying on an abstract syntactic representation
while the L2 learner relies solely on semantic information since they do not process the gap as do
L1 speakers.

The examples in (13) and (14) showing different processing strategies between L1

and L2 speakers in relation to filler-gap phenomena is similar to the processing in Spanish POCs.
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In order to process Spanish POCs based on Case, a syntactic representation is necessary as
shown in Chapter 3 in the same way filler-gap processing relies on syntactic a representation.
Native speakers of Spanish rely on an abstract syntactic representation of Case to distinguish
POC forms. The SSH, however, predicts that L2 learners would have difficulty processing
formal distinctions based on Case since they do not possess the necessary abstract representation,
rather learners would continue to base distinctions on other, non-morpho-syntactic information
such as Animacy.

Although the SSH and DP model do appear to be very similar (compare the declarative
system to the shallow parsing route and the procedural system to full parsing route), Clahsen and
Felser (2006a) point out a few differences. They emphasize that the SSH is a psycholinguistic
model and makes no claims as to the neuro-biological correlates to sentence processing. Another
point that Clahsen and Felser make is that shallow processing is not necessarily restricted to a
declarative system and procedural knowledge may as well be used. Also, one critique of the DP
model provided by Clahsen and Felser (2006b) is that, while the DP claims that procedural
memory is ‘less available’ to L2 learners and they therefore are ‘more dependent’ on declarative
memory, what is meant by these terms is not clear. They ask the question: What is actually
available to L2 learners in terms of the ability to use these two systems? They attempt to avoid
the problem by claiming that the difference between L1 and L2 learners is a processing

difference rather than dealing with the actual neurocognitive structures available.
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4.2.1 Evidence for the SSH

Clahsen and Felser (2006b) rely on results from a number of studies as evidence of these
processing differences (e.g., Juffs & Harrington, 1995; Marinis, Roberts, Felser, & Clahsen,
2005; Williams, Mdbius, & Kim, 2001). These studies therefore also support the SSH according
to Clahsen and Felser. Williams, Mdobius, and Kim (2001) showed that L2 learners rely on
lexical-semantic information rather than syntactic information. They found differences in
plausibility effects between L1 and L2 speakers for the processing of wh-questions. Their results
can be interpreted to indicate that L2 learners use processing strategies in sentence interpretation
that rely on lexical-semantic and pragmatic information rather than syntactic information.

The SSH is also supported in studies by Marinis, Roberts, Felser, and Clahsen (2005) and
Felser and Clahsen (2009). The first of these studies employed self-paced reading tasks to see if
L1 Chinese, Japanese, German, and Greek learners of English used intermediate syntactic gaps,
as in (13), in processing long-distance wh-dependencies. Results from this study indicated that
none of the L1 groups did so. Results from Felser and Clahsen which used ERPs, eye-tracking,
and cross-modal priming also suggest that the L2 learners from different L1s under-used
syntactic information in German plural inflection unlike the native speaking group.

Various studies have also provided morphological processing evidence, in addition to the
syntactic processing evidence, supporting the SSH. Clahsen, Felser, Neubauer, Sato, and Silva

(2010) provided an overview of morphological processing. In this study they asserted that L2
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learners are less sensitive to abstract morphological structure and rely on lexical storage for
sentence parsing evidence by speeded grammaticality judgment, lexical decision, and priming

tasks.

43 THE COMPETITION MODEL

Although the DP model and the SSH provide an explanation of why learners may be
distinguishing POCs based on Animacy, they do not have specific hypotheses about how learners
attend to input and formulate their interlanguage grammar. One model that is particularly useful
for discussing how learners process input when the input may be misleading, such as is the case
with Spanish POCs, is the Competition Model (Bates & MacWhinney, 1981, 1982). The
Competition Model, in its current iteration, is a subpart of the Unified Model of first and second
language acquisition (MacWhinney, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2012) which asserts that the same basic
mechanisms are involved in L1 and L2 acquisition. MacWhinney does not deny that differences
between L1 and L2 acquisition exist; however, those that does mention are differences in the
beginning state of acquisition and not in the mechanisms involved. The Competition Model is
conceived as the processor that learners use to interpret language. As the learner receives input,

this competitive processor compares the input with the current interlanguage grammar and
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allows the learners to make grammaticality decisions.” Because the Competition Model is useful
for the type of form-meaning relationships under investigation, only this subpart of the Unified
Model will be considered and described.

The Competition Model assumes that speakers’ acoustic-articulatory channels are limited
by constraints on memory constraints and on the ability to perceive everything that could
possibly be perceived at one time. This assumption means that different functional cues compete
with each other for control over grammatical surface forms. Certain functional cues that have
higher cue strength for a given language will claim acoustic-articulatory resources over other,
weaker cues. The function-to-form mapping between functional cues and surface forms are not
one-to-one and surface categories are governed jointly by functions that naturally occur together
(e.g., agentivity and topicality naturally coalesce to create the category of ‘subject’). By
extension, cues may also compete with each other creating a preferred surface form for the
realization of certain functions in each language. As Bates and MacWhinney (1981) state, “in
comprehension, the process works in reverse” (p. 197). That is to say, surface forms serve as
cues to functional coalitions. Bates and MacWhinney provided evidence for the competition
model by testing how native speakers of English and Italian interpreted sentences differently

when four formal cues; word order, Animacy, contrastive stress, and topicalization; were

" Although MacWhinney might object to the use of the term grammar in explaining the competitive processor, | use
the term to be consistent. As part of the Unified Model, MacWhinney posits self-organizing maps that store form-
meaning mappings as well as relationships between similar forms and meanings for what would traditionally be
called a grammar.
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manipulated to see which cues were more important for each language. They found that English
speakers relied most heavily on word order for sentence interpretation while Italian speakers
relied more heavily on Animacy. Contrastive stress and topicalization cues were not as strong in
either language.

Harrington (1987) examined the sentence-interpretation of L1 Japanese speakers learning
English and found that they transferred L1 processing strategies. Japanese speakers relied on
Animacy cues while English speakers relied on word order cues; however, there was a subgroup
of L1 English speakers that relied more heavily on Animacy cues for sentence interpretation.
This last finding is relevant to the current study, indicating the possibility that Animacy is a
universally weighty cue that commonly competes for control of surface form regardless of
overall language preferences and that L1 English speakers are able to access Animacy features
when interpreting language even when it may not be an important cue for L1 interpretation.

Gass (1989, p. 194) shares the idea that “Animacy cues may have a universal prepotency
in second language learning”. She investigated L2 learners’ resolution strategies when functional
cues compete within a competition model framework. L2 learners of English with a variety of
L1s used semantics (Animacy) to interpret sentences at lower levels of proficiency and switched
to syntax (the stronger cue in English) at higher proficiencies. In another experiment she tested
L1 English speakers learning L2 Italian and L1 Italian speakers learning L2 English. While the
L2 English learners showed L linfluence, using semantics for interpreting sentences, the L2

Italian learners did not show an L1 English influence, using semantics for interpreting sentences
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and not word order as their L1 prefers. The results of these studies suggest that when Animacy is
a valid competing cue, it tends to be stronger than other cues until learners realize that another
cue may be stronger in the target language (e.g., word order in English). These results also fall in
line with the proposition in Demuth, Machobane, Moloi, and Odato (2005) that learners move
from using semantic to syntactic cues for interpreting sentences.

With regards to the L2 acquisition of Spanish POCs by L1 English speakers within the
competition model framework, Animacy and Case are competing cues for formal POC
distinctions. Animacy comes into play because, as Zyzik (2006) points out, dative POCs more
frequently refer to animate referents. This bias in the input increases the cue availability (i.e., the
cue that is most frequently in the input) which is what L2 learners rely on at first “because
beginning learners are only familiar with cues that are moderately frequent in the language
input” (MacWhinney, 2012, p. 7). Case competes because it is the Spanish language preference
for formally distinguishing third person POCs and is therefore a more reliable cue (i.e., the cue
that most reliably predicts POC distinctions). As MacWhinney asserts, “in adult native speakers,
cue strength depends entirely on cue reliability” (p. 7). Given that Animacy and Case compete
for Spanish POC distinctions, learners might use Animacy (the more available cue in the input)

first, moving towards Case (the more reliable cue in the input) with an increase in proficiency.
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44  SUMMARY

This dissertation focuses on the L2 acquisition of Spanish POCs. Ullman’s (2001a, 2001b,
2001c) DP model suggests that L1 speakers rely more heavily on a procedural system to process
language than a declarative system. In contrast, L2 learners must rely heavily on the declarative
system because age affects the ability to use the procedural system for language acquisition and
because of the relatively short amount of exposure to the target language. Because of these
fundamental neurological differences, L2 learners are not able to process morphological
complexities the same way as L1 speakers. The SSH (Clahsen & Felser, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c)
similarly claims that L2 speakers do not process morphology in a native-like way. This claim is
based on the assumption that L2 speakers do not possess an abstract representation of language
in order to use deep processing strategies and therefore must rely on lexical-semantic
information for processing, which Clahsen and Felser call shallow processing.

With regards to the L2 acquisition of Spanish POCs, these models predict that L2
learners will at first not be able to base POC distinctions on Case since the may lack the detailed
syntactic representation needed to process Case in the target language. This leads learners to base
POC distinctions on lexical-semantic properties found in the input. Animacy is a candidate for
POC distinctions due to the cue availability of Animacy in the input (i.e., frequency of dative
POCs with human referents and accusative POCs with inanimate referents). Another detail that

allows Animacy and Case to compete as cues for POC distinction is that they lie at the syntax-
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semantics interface since they realize Case marking and refer to real-world entities that have
semantic properties.

The Competition Model (Bates & MacWhinney, 1981, 1982) is a useful framework for
understanding how L2 learners make Spanish POC distinctions and formulate their grammar
based on the input they receive. Since, as Zyzik (2006) attests, Animacy influences POC
distinctions and Case drives POC distinction in L1 Spanish speakers, these two cues compete for
learners’ processing resources and influence the formation of the interlanguage grammar. The
first study in this dissertation, described in Chapter 5, was designed to address the ability of L2
learners to acquire a Case-based POC system and to investigate the cue strength of Animacy on
the interlanguage POC system.

Aside from examining the possible influences on L2 grammar formation regarding
Spanish POCs, the investigation of the usefulness of instructional methods intended to aid
acquisition is also needed. One reason for investigating the usefulness of instruction to help L2
learners acquire Spanish POCs is that, as mentioned in the introduction, Spanish POCs are
difficult for learners to acquire. The PACE model of instruction used in study 2 may be useful
for students in the acquisition process of Spanish POCs. Study 2 addresses this question and also
attempts to discover when instruction may make the most difference in this process. Does
instruction, as the TH suggests, only aid learners when they are ready to process the linguistic

structures in question, or is it helpful at any stage?

56



5.0 STUDY 1: INTERLANGUAGE GRAMMAR OF INSTRUCTED L2 LEARNERS

One goal of the study in this chapter is to investigate the interlanguage system regarding POCs of
learners split into four levels of proficiency (intermediate low through advanced high) with
respect to the influences of Animacy and Case. A second goal is to observe how L2 Spanish
interlanguage develops as proficiency increases. The research questions are presented in Section
5.1, followed by a description of the methodology used in Section 5.2, the results of the study in

Section 5.3, and a discussion of the results in Section 5.4.

5.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Study 1 aims to examine the effect of Animacy on the acquisition of Spanish POCs and observe
how L2 Spanish interlanguage regarding the POC system develops. In order to test this

proposition, production data and perception data were elicited from five groups.
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The specific research questions posed in this study are:

1. Do English-speaking learners of Spanish process POCs based on an Animacy
hierarchy (human > animate > inanimate) or based on Case?

2. Are there differences among proficiency levels regarding Animacy and Case on
the realization of POCs?

3. If English-speaking learners process POCs based on Animacy, do they use le for
humans and animate entities or do they only use le with humans?

Evidence of Animacy as a competing cue for POC distinction for learners is evident if they
process POCs based on an Animacy hierarchy. However, if there no effect of Animacy is found,
Animacy is not a competing cue for distinction and learners do use Case to make POC distinctions.
It is possible that the relationship between Animacy and Case with POC realization changes with
proficiency level. If Animacy is a prevalent cue at the lower proficiency levels, leading to a Case
preference among higher proficiency learners, this constitutes evidence that learners do begin

noticing the more reliably cue that Case provides.
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5.2 METHODOLOGY

5.2.1 Participants

Participants in this study were split into four different learner groups depending on their score on
the web-based Spanish version of the Brigham Young University Computer Adaptive Placement
Exam (Larson, 1996). This test is used by the University of Pittsburgh (as well as many other
Universities in the United States) to place students in courses adequate for their proficiency
level. The majority of the participants in the lowest three proficiency levels were recruited from
Spanish classes at the University of Pittsburgh. Participants were recruited from a third-semester
Spanish class (Level 1), a fourth-semester Spanish class (Level 2), and advanced courses for
Spanish majors and minors (Level 3). Learners were asked to participate in a study that sought to
investigate Spanish pronouns and that they would be completing a few tasks described in section
5.2.2. A small amount of extra credit was offered to the learners as an incentive for their
participation. Most of participants in the highest learner proficiency level were either graduate
students in Spanish or had spent at least two years living in Spanish speaking countries after
having studied Spanish in a classroom setting (Level 4).2 Data from a group of native Spanish

speaking participants (Native) was also elicited. Each group in this study consisted of thirty

® Based on the proficiency test, three participants that were taken from the grad-student/living abroad pool were
placed in the Level 3 group whereas seven participants taken from the advanced courses were placed in the Level 4
group.
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participants except for the Level 2 group (thirty-one participants) and the Native group (17
participants) making the total number of participants one hundred thirty-eight. The age of

participants ranged from 18 years to 47 years old with a mean of 22.58 years old.

5.2.2 Materials

All participants completed the general proficiency test mentioned above as well as a language
history questionnaire adapted from Tokowicz (2004) used to divide participants into proficiency
levels. Participants also completed a sentence-completion task similar to Tanenhaus and Carlson
(1990), Matsuo and Duffield (2001), and Duffield and Matsuo (2009) which was used to
investigate verb phrase anaphora and verb ellipsis. The sentence-completion task consisted of
one hundred eighty sentence pairs (one context sentence and one completion sentence) which
manipulated the Animacy (human/animate/inanimate), Case (accusative/dative), and Gender
(masculine/feminine) of the referents to which POCs referred. The Case of the referent, which
describes the referent function in the sentence (direct object vs. indirect object), was manipulated
in the context sentence. Although Gender is not the focus of this study, it was included because
accusative objects differentiate Gender. This design produced twelve different conditions where
the referents differed according to the competing cues. A list of example sentences with differing

referents in each condition is provided in (15).
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(15) (a) Human/Dative/Masculine
Rosa compro un paquete para Juan. Rosa le trajo el paquete.
‘Rosa bought a package for Juan. Rosa brought him the package.’

(b) Human/Dative/Feminine
Juan trajo flores para Rosa. Juan le dio las flores.
‘Juan brought flowers for Rosa. Juan gave her the flowers.’

(c) Animate/Dative/Masculine
Juan compr6 comida para el perro. Juan le dio la comida.
‘Juan bought food for the dog. Juan gave it the food.’

(d) Animate/Dative/Feminine
Juan traia la comida para la vaca. Juan le dio la comida.
‘Juan brought food for the cow. Juan gave it the food.’

(e) Inanimate/Dative/Masculine
Juan tenia una nueva llanta para el carro. Juan le puso la llanta.
‘Juan had a new tire for the car. Juan put the tire on it.’

(f) Inanimate/Dative/Feminine
Rosa compr6 un nuevo foco para la lampara. Rosa le reemplazo el foco.
‘Rosa bought a new light bulb for the lamp. Rosa replaced the light bulb for it.’

(g) Human/Accusative/Masculine
Rosa buscaba a Juan en el parque. Rosa lo encontrd en el parque.
‘Rosa was looking for Juan in the park. Rosa found him in the park.’

(h) Human/Accusative/Feminine
Rosa peleaba con Maria. Rosa la pated en la pierna.
‘Rosa was fighting with Maria. Rosa kicked her in the leg.’

(i) Animate/Accusative/Masculine

Juan buscaba el perro. Juan lo vio en la calle.
‘Juan was looking for the dog. Juan saw it in the street.’
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(1) Animate/Accusative/Feminine
Juan tenia que ordefiar la vaca. Juan la ordefi¢ afuera.
‘Juan had to milk the cow. Juan milked it outside.’
(k) Inanimate/Accusative/Masculine
Juan necesitaba leer un libro. Juan lo leyo en el cuarto.
‘Juan needed to read a book. Juan read it in the bedroom.’
(I) Inanimate/ Accusative /Feminine

Rosa tenia la llave en su mano. Rosa la puso en la mesa.
‘Rosa had the key in her hand. Rosa put it on the table.’

Five grammatical sentence pairs in each condition (sixty pairs) and ten ungrammatical
sentence pairs in each condition that replaced the correct pronoun with another pronoun in the
completion sentence (one hundred and twenty pairs) were presented to each participant (one
hundred eighty pairs in total). The reason for doubling the number of ungrammatical sentences is
that if use of the pronoun le were grammatical, there would be two ungrammatical options based
on Case and Gender—Ilo and la. An attempt was made to balance the completion sentences
between conditions so that each sentence had the same number of words and thus not affect
Reaction times (RTs); however, because of differences between accusative and dative structures,
there were some differences. All dative completion sentences (grammatical and ungrammatical)
consisted of five words: subject-POC-verb-article-direct object. Example dative completion
sentences are shown in (15 a-f). Most of the accusative completion sentences (grammatical and
ungrammatical) consisted of six words: subject-POC-verb-preposition-article-object of

prepositional phrase. Example accusative completion sentences of this type are shown in (15 g-i,
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k-1). Other accusative completion sentences consisted of 4 words: subject-POC-verb-adverb as
shown in (15j). The reason for the differences is that dative structures require an explicit direct
object so that the intended referent for the dative POC would not be confused with the direct
object in the context sentence. In order to balance sentence length for accusative completion
sentences, prepositional phrases (usually with the preposition en ‘in/on’) or adverbs were added.
As can be seen below, these slight differences in sentence length did not affect the overall results
(no main effect for Case in the RT data).

Another seventy-two sentence pairs were included as distractors in which the completion
sentences did not sensibly complete the situation presented in the first sentence regardless of the
pronoun used. An example of a distractor sentence is provided in (16). The total number of
sentence pairs presented to each participant in the sentence-completion task was two-hundred

fifty-two. All sentences used can be seen in Appendix A.

(16) Juan trajo flores para Rosa. Juan come empanadas.
‘Juan brought flowers for Rosa. Juan eats empanadas.’

Participants also completed a cloze task which consisted of seventy-two
experimental sentences that manipulated the Animacy (human/animate/inanimate), Case
(accusative/dative), and Gender (masculine/feminine) of the referents to which POCs referred
Referents were given in parenthesis after each sentence. An example sentence is provided in

(17). The cloze task used can be seen in Appendix B.
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(17) El_ compra la comida. (gato)
‘He buys _ the food.” (cat)

5.2.3 Procedure

Before completing the tasks, L2 learner participants were given a vocabulary list to look at to
make sure that they knew all vocabulary items that they would encounter in the tasks. If there
was a doubt, they were able to ask the investigator the meaning of the word and were given a
definition in English. Participants completed the sentence-completion task on an HP mini
netbook using e-prime (Psychology Software Tools, 2001). Before being presented any
experiment sentence pairs, they were given five practice sentence pairs to familiarize them with
the task. A sentence that presented a situation as well as the context and referents that
participants would use to interpret the second sentence would appear. Upon pressing a button,
participants were then presented the completion sentence. The task was to decide whether the
completion sentence was a sensible completion of the situation provided in the first sentence as
quickly as possible by pressing either a green “Si” button for a positive response or a red “No”
button for a negative response. All experiment sentences were randomized so as to avoid any
affect from the possible reoccurrence of equivalent conditions. Reaction times were obtained for
the completion sentences. The onset of each completion sentence started a timer that ended when
participants hit either the “Si” or “No” button.
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If learners base their interpretations of POCs on an Animacy hierarchy, accuracy scores
are predicted to be higher with POC referents higher on the hierarchy in dative contexts than
accusative contexts. Also, accuracy scores are predicted to be higher for POCs with referents
lower on the Animacy hierarchy in accusative contexts than dative contexts. RTs should also
pattern the same way, being faster for POCs referents higher on the Animacy hierarchy in dative
contexts than accusative contexts and for POCs with referents lower on the Animacy hierarchy in
accusative contexts than dative contexts. These predictions are based on the assumption that is
made with processing data—that grammatical items are processed faster and more accurately
than ungrammatical items.

For the cloze test, participants were instructed to fill in the blanks with the object pronoun
(le, lo, la) that referred to the entity in parenthesis. They were also instruc