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ABSTRACT
INMACULADA GOMEZ SOLER: Acquiring Spanish at the Interfacés Integrative
Approach to the L2 Acquisition of Psych-Verbs
(Under the direction of Dr. Misha Becker)

This dissertation provides a comprehensive analysis of the L2 wicouisf
Spanish psych-verbs (e.gustar ‘to like’) across four different proficiency levels. In
particular, psych-verbs constitute a testing ground for the prexkcof the Interface
Hypothesis (Sorace and Filiaci, 2006; Tsimpli, Sorace, Heycok i&ckil2004; Sorace,
Serratrice, Filiaci & Baldo, 2009nter alia), one of the most influential theories in
current generative second language acquisition. Its main clatfmisproperties that
hinge on external interfaces (i.e. those that require the interaottween a linguistic
module and a cognitive module) are more problematic for leatmansthose that do not
hinge on that interface (i.e. internal interfaces/narrow syntaxprder to assess the
empirical adequacy of the IH, this project encompasses fiwperenents that test
different syntactic properties of psych predicates as wetihesomena that belong to
both internal and external interfaces. The results of this shalilyaite that clitic and verb
agreement is the most problematic aspect of psych-verb dicouis accordance with
the previous literarture in the field (e.g. Montrul, 1998, 2001). As foriskee of
interfaces, this project is only partially consistent with theppsals of the IH. Whereas
external interfaces present a certain level of difficultysimme groups of L2 learners, the
low-proficiency participants are sensitive to pragmaticdiacin spite of their lack of

mastery of the morphosyntax of these constructions. Thus, extemealaces are



problematic for L2ers but not more so than internal interfacdditidnally it is not a
necessary condition that syntax will precede the understandinggrhptic phenomena.
Instead, pragmatics can come for free in L2 acquisition whéddarner still struggles
with the target syntactic templates. Because of these intamgess with the IH, | turned

to a more articulated model, the Integrative Model of BilinguatjlAsition (Pires &
Rothman, 2011), that accounts for the differences between native and wen-nat
speakers by resorting to the interplay of a series of faiterdormal complexity, L1-L2
parameter mapping, processing resources and primary lingdiégtg. | argue that this
more sophisticated model not only is able to more successfully adoouhe patterns
found in this dissertation but it is also a more integrated expbantatr the intricacies of

the acquisition process.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Psychological predicates (etg please, to worry, to frightg@rhave consistently
attracted special attention from researchers in a number efatifffields: theoretical
linguistics (e.g. Belletti & Rizzi, 1989; Grimshaw, 1990; PesgtslO95; Franco &
Huidobro, 2003, 2007; Dowty, 1991; Landau, 2010), first language acquisition (e.g.
Lord, 1979; Figueira, 1984, Torrens at al, 2006; Gomez Soler, 2011), second language
acquisition (e.g. Montrul, 1998; White et al. 1998, 1999; Toribio & Nye, 2006; attaPr
Pérez & Pascual y Cabo, 2011), language pedagogy (e.g. Lopez z]ir2@d®; Rubio,
2000, 2001), and language deficits (e.g. Manovilidou, 2008; Thompson & Lee, 2009;
Beretta & Campbell, 2001).

It is primarily the exceptional properties associated pgkich-verbs’ argument
structure that have made them such an endless source of scrimnyirst challenge
posed by these predicates is to understand at a theoreticahdsvel single theta grid
[Experiencer, Theme] has the ability to surface as threereiff syntactic configurations.
This led Belletti & Rizzi (1988) to propose a tripartite divisfon Italian psych-verbs in
their seminal work, which has been replicated, confirmed but alsdecbetl by
numerous researchers, as | will discuss extensively in chaptéeZecond challenge is

to ascertain the learnability conditions of these predicates dadmiee why they pose



significant difficulties for L1 and L2 learners and speakeh® suffer from language
disorders-

This dissertation engages the second question and, specifictlguséo explore
the issue of the second language acquisition of Spanish psych-predeg gustar ‘to
like’, encantar‘to love’, preocupar‘to worry’) by L1 English speakers. In particular,
through a series of five experiments, | will provide a detailed@tt on how acquisition
of these predicates takes place and how it develops across fouofi2epcy levels:
near-native, advanced, intermediate and low.

This project emerged from a preliminary survey, which consisted efvaluation
of about 150 written compositions from students taking their lastsdemaf Spanish at
an institution of higher education. The courses in which students weoled were
topics courses equivalent to, at least"@@émester course. The purpose of the survey was
to determine some of the areas of Spanish grammar that studeatstiVecontending
with at the highest levels of proficiency attainable thtoagllege instruction and study
abroad stays. Psychological verbs proved to be one of the areasresmtant to
instruction judging by the amount of mistakes found in the composititer® | group
some of the errors found into five different categories:

e Wrong agreement on theclitic
(1) *A las personas estadounidenses le fascina el futbol
To the people US-born le-dat. cl.-3sg. fascinate-3sg. the football

Correct version: A las personas estadounidenses les fascina el futbol
Americans love football

e Wrong agreement on theverb
(2) *Me gusta sus pinturas

! The studies on the L1 acquisition of psych-verbs and the acquisition of psych-verbs in populations with
language disorders mainly point to problems with the unorthodox mapping of thematic roles to syntactic
positions that this class of predicates exhibits.



Me-dat. cl.-1sg. like-3sg. his paintings
Correct version: Me gustan sus pinturas
| like his paintings

(3) *Sabiamos que a papa y mama no les gustarian el restaurante
Knew-1pl. that dad and mom no les-dat. cl.-3pl. the restaurant
Correct version: Sabiamos que a papa y mama no les gustaria el
restaurante
We knew dad and mom would not like the restaurant

e Wrong agreement on theclitic and theverb
(4) *Las peliculas de horror les asusta a mi
The movies of horror les-dat cl.-3pl. scare-3sg. to me
Correct version: Las peliculas de horror me asustan a mi
Horror movies scare me

e Wrong use of the pronoun se
(5) *Los estudiantes se importan sobre los temas que afectan a su vida.
The studentsecare-3pl. about the issues that affect-3pl. to their life
Correct version: A los estudiantes les importan los temas que afectan a
su vida
Students care about the issues that affect their lives

(6) *Los padres se caen bien con Calvin
The parentseget along-3pl. with Calvin
Correct version: A los padres les cae bien Calvin
The parents get along Calvin

e Wrongword order/Lack of clitic
(7) *A Sarah sorprendio el profesor

To Sarah surprised-3sg. the professor

Correct version: El profesor sorprendio a Sarah

Correct version: A Sarah le sorprendio el profesor

The professor surprised Sarah

It is certainly unsettling for a Spanish instructor to find tyfge of mistakes at

such a high level of proficiency. On the other hand, for a relsegrthis just opened the

door to an exciting path of unanswered research questions. These grebEmto stem

not only from difficulties with morphology and argument structurd)lbut also with



the relationship between the semantics of aspect (i.e eventigtatrge) and how these
aspectual differences are morphosyntactically encoded (5-7).

Thus, taking these students’ errors as a starting point, | nidbekig series of
experiments that would allow me to test a varied set of propgdig. morphological,
syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic), which, in turn, would help me undbeer
underlying reasons for the difficulty intrinsic to the acquisitiorthase predicates. This
scenario provided the perfect opportunity to ultimately enlightentignesrelevant for
the field of generative second language acquisition such assattc®G, the structure
and development of non-native grammars, the causes of learnenltiffend the issue
of fossilization.

In order to answer some of these questions | turned to two differedéls of
bilingual acquisition: the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace andckiR806; Tsimpli, Sorace,
Heycok & Filiaci, 2004; Sorace, Serratrice, Filiaci & Baldo 2088tace 201inter alia)
and the Integrative Model of Bilingual AcquisitforfPires & Rothman, 2011). The
Interface Hypothesis (henceforth IH) is a theory on ultimatairenent based on a
particular understanding of the architecture of the language yaowthich three main
areas are differentiated: narrow syntax, internal interfandsexternal interfaces. First of
all, structures that depend on narrow syntax are considered purbfy syntactic.
Secondly, structures dependent on internal interfaces are claonss those in which
two (or more) linguistic modules interact with each other (eygtax-morphology).
Finally, external interfaces are those in which linguistic madueerface with other

cognitive modules (e.g. syntax-pragmatics). The main argumené dH is that external

> This name has been coined by the author of this dissertation for the sake of clarity.
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interfaces raise more difficulty for learners than intermaerfaces/narrow syntax.
Consequently, residual optionality, when present at the level ofattiattainment, will
be restricted to external interfaces.

Psychological predicates offer an excellent testing ground Her Ihterface
Hypothesis since their numerous intricate properties can be teskgoendently with
regard to the type of interface to which they belong. The axpeis in this dissertation
have been specifically designed to evaluate the soundness of tt@cktdypothesis as
a theoretical account of language acquisition (particularly selemgiage acquisitiorf).
Thus, experiments 1 and 2 test a narrow syntactic property, exp&siB® and 3B test
an internal interface phenomenon, and experiment 4 tests an external injiesfaeaty.

Nevertheless, because the empirical results of this studycamrapatible with the
Interface Hypothesis, | resort to Pires & Rothman’s (2011) Intiegr&lodel to account
for the patterns present in the current project. This model iglgdmensional model,
which ascribes differences between native and non-native speakiies itaderplay of
several factors that influence the language acquisition proaessiely, formal
complexity of the construction in question, the setting of the L1 antdlZhgarameters

with respect to this specific construction, the processing resutbiingual speakers,

> | would like to underscore that the IH in its most recent instantiation argues that underlying

representation even of syntax-discourse properties can be totally target-like, but the enactment of such
knowledge in real-time is constrained by processing considerations.

* The IH has been proposed to account for different types of bilingual acquisition (L2 acquisition, L1
bilingual acquisition and L1 attrition). However, since this dissertation is an empirical study of second
language acquisition, | will merely evaluate the IH in terms of its claims about second language
acquisition.

> Reaction time was collected in this study as a measure of processing resources. Unfortunately, the data
had to be discarded because of methodological issues having to do with the way it was measured. For
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and the characteristics of the primary linguistic data. Tinglel, by encompassing a
number of different factors that are crucial to evaluate thjaisition process, is able to
accurately portray the patterns of behavior shown by the non-repeakers in this
dissertation.

Specifically, the differences between the L1 and the L2 wei$pect to several of
the constructions tested turned out to be an essential element intamdiegs the
development of properties related to psych-verbs. Because thelay& puch an
important role in participants’ understanding of particular somgst in the L2, and
because the non-native grammars showed evidence of being condyaid&] we can
conclude that these data support Schwartz & Sprouse’s (1996) Fudif@w&ull Access
Hypothesis. This hypothesis states that the L1 is the stanoimg of the L2 acquisition
process. However, L2ers are considered to be able to reset parandtachieve native-
like linguistic representations.

The comparison of these two models (the Interface Hypothesis ahdebeative
Model of Bilingual Acquisition) will allow me to answer some tbk most prevalent
guestions in current generative second language acquisitionctesparticularly, what
the vulnerable areas in second language acquisition are and whyth@©yast decade in
particular, generative L2 researchers have shifted their fooosthe binary question of
(in)accessibility to UG as the main driving force in the fiehdainly, because most
authors (although definitely not all) believe that UG is somehailable either partially
(Partial Accessibility theories such as the Interpretgbilitypothesis, Tsimpli &

Dimitrakopulou, 2007) or entirely (Full Aceesibility Theories, Sanw and Sprouse,

that reason, the current project will not evaluate either the Interface Hypothesis or the Integrative Model
of Bilingual Acquisition in terms of processing.



1996). As a result, the research focus, even for those who beliewaetleas to UG is in
fact unrestricted, is on elucidating the reason for non-native diverdene native
behaviors in areas of the language outside of the realm of W@ceved under this
specific theoretical framework and with these questions motanhy research, the
current project will help us enlighten some of these generleguabout L2 acquisition
with empirical data from the acquisition process of L2 Spanish psych-verbs.

Next, | will present a brief outline of the organization of tHissertation. The
current study encompasses 7 chapters in which 5 different expe&simid be analyzed.
As | pointed out previously, in order to test the reliabilityref tH, the experiments were
designed following the theoretical constructs of this hypothesist iBhawo of the
experiments tested narrow syntactic properties of psych vanwmther two examined
internal interface structures, and finally, the last experinfecused on an external
interface phenomenon. This allows me to compare the alleged diffmiuthe external
interface property as compared with the properties tested igytitax and the syntax-
semantics experiments respectively.

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature relevarth®rcurrent project. The
first part of the chapter presents a review of the main tredniegenerative second
language acquisition research with respect to issues of accéKs, representation of
non-native grammars and possibility of target-like ultimataimttent. Then, | will
provide an extensive summary of the two models compared in the pstgdnt the
Interface Hypothesis and the Integrative Model of Bilingual Asitjon. The second part
will focus on a survey of the theoretical models that have pegposed to account for

the idiosyncratic properties of psychological predicates. | prdsent several models on



the general literature of psych-verbs but also some accountsava been specifically
proposed to address the idiosyncrasies of Spanish psych-verbs. These talcl@hto
consideration their individual properties that distinguish them fromhpggds in other
languages and also the dialectal variability to which thesdigates are subject in
different areas of the Spanish-speaking world. These diverse mvaddde summarized
in a section called ‘A crosslinguistic model of psych-verbs’ whamnphasizes the
common arguments of the different researchers. Next, a revidve agtudies on second
language acquisition of psych-verbs will be presented as agtadint for the present
project. Finally, | will introduce the current study and elucidadev it fits with the
previous research and what unanswered questions in the field it answers.

Chapter 3 starts by describing the methodology that was follawddsign the 5
experiments of the current project. Then, it will focus on the gesaniand analysis of
experiments 1 and 2, which test properties that belong to the narrow syntax. Erpérime
tests issues related to the use of the clitic in psych-vambtitictions; particularly, the
case of the clitic, the obligatory nature of this element, andasition with respect to its
host (i.e. the verb). Experiment 2 also explores the acquisitiomtdctic properties but
focuses on a different issue: agreement. In particular, this isgrdr examines L2
learners’ ability to react to clitic and verb agreement viotat Agreement has been the
most extensively studied property of L2 acquisition studies of Spasigih-predicates
(e.g. Toribio & Nye, 2006, dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo, 2011) beitaifeesome
unresolved questions, which will be addressed in this chapter.

Chapter 4 sets out to test constructions that belong to an intetediace;

specifically, the syntax-semantics interface. Like the previahapter, it also



encompasses two different experiments but this time theysalesgsers’ understanding
of constructions that hinge on the interaction between syntax andchtgesndhe main
guestion in these two experiments targets non-native speakelisy &bicategorize
different classes of Spanish psych-verbs according to the distswectual and
morphosyntactic properties that set them apart. This task ndemed even more
complicated by the fact that these classes tend to overlap. Ttapmiueg issue between
different classes of psych-verbs and how learners are ablatégocize these verbs
according to their syntactic and semantic properties has eely bxamined by Rubio
(2000, 2001), who focused on a very specific aspect of this divide. Inhiduger, | will
test two different phenomena unexplored by the previous literatargarticular,
experiment 3A focuses on the relation between the distinct aspeetuat of Spanish
psych-verbs and their possible word order configurations. On the oty d¥eriment
3B examines the distribution of antipassee&n two different classes of psych-verbs.
Chapter 5 presents the last experiment of the series. Experfmenaluates
second language learners’ ability to understand the connectiomsdpetliscourse and
syntactic structure with respect to psych-verb constructiongifispdly, experiment 4
assesses knowledge of how discourse topichood affects the worcconfigurations of
psychological predicates. Consequently, the interface targetisiexperiment is the
syntax-discourse interfaGeThis experiment is key in testing the IH since it ishimit

external interfaces where residual optionality lies at tigadst stages of L2 attainment

® Rothman and Slabakova (2011, p.571) warn us about the confusion generated in the field by using the
terms syntax-pragmatics and syntax-discourse interface interchangeably. Discourse is a subset of
pragmatics. Thus, whereas syntax-pragmatic interface properties includes areas such as conversational,
implication, deixis or presupposition among others, syntax-discourse has a much restricted scope:
constructions in which syntax hinges on information provided in the previous discourse.



according to this theory. Currently, Toribio & Nye (2006) are the anlyrors who have
studied this property of Spanish psych-verbs. However, | will tryntprove their
methodology with an experimental design that captures more sglgutscourse-related
judgments.

Chapter 6 presents a general discussion of the study. A comparisecanid
language participants’ behavior across the 5 experiments atwmavso appraise the
empirical adequacy of the IH. Because the results of theseiraepés are inconsistent
with its main tenets, this chapter presents an alternative tloabraodel, the Integrative
Model of Bilingual Acquisition (Pires & Rothman, 2011), which is able to account for the
empirical findings of this series of experiments taking intooant the intricate
relationship of different factors that intertwine during the actjarsiprocess: formal
complexity, parameter resetting, processing, and primaguibtic data. Furthermore,
this chapter will explore questions intrinsic to the generative approachotodskenguage
acquisition research, which will allow the reader to understand thermmafound in this
study from a theoretical standpoint. First of all, | will claimat the L2ers participating in
this study have access to UG since their grammars @reddstrained. Consequently,
my data supports Schwartz & Sprouse’s (1996) Full Transfer/Fulégscélypothesis.
Secondly, | will resort to Herschensohn’'s (2000) Constructionism asodel that
explains the development of the participants’ non-native gramméussistudy; namely,
second language learners start with the L1 parametargsgtthen they move to a stage
of indeterminacy and, eventually, they transition to a final stageemhe structures
tested might be acquired at the native-like level. Finallwill focus on the issue of

ultimate attainment and argue against fossilization of prgserélated to psych-verbs.
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This is evidenced in near-native speakers’ response patternsidbally resemble the
native patterns of behaviors.
Chapter 7 presents some concluding remarks about the empirical $irafitige
present study and the theoretical model used to address the patterns in the data.
Finally, Appendix A includes the test items and the fillers ftr o the
experiments. Appendix B includes some additional calculations donepariments 1

and 2, which were not included in the main body of this dissertation.
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CHAPTER 2
PYSCH VERB STRUCTURE AND ACQUISITION:
A LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Theoriesof Second Language Acquisition
2.1.1 The Logical Problem of Language Acquisition

The language acquisition task would be both daunting and unexplainable if
children did not count on a biological mechanism to guide their &gegghoices. This
innate mechanism has been termed Universal Grammar (UG) &Ripri065, 1981;
Pinker, 1984, 1994). Children acquire all of the abstract subtleties afidgegn a
minimal amount of time and without access to negative evidence. Thiskeyis that
these subtle aspects of language are underdetermined by th& hiputas been referred
to as the logical problem of language acquisition or the povertiyeastimulus
argument: How does the child achieve an adult language production aptebension
system if the input available to them is insufficient? AdvocafddG have proposed this
innate language program as the answer to the logical probleangfdge acquisition. If
we believe that children’s grammars are constrained by U@ theerapid acquisition of
language is explained by the fact that UG restricts thd’sHanguage choices to only
those possible in natural languages.

Second language learners potentially face a similar probleS@Eavartz, 1998).
They need to acquire abstract properties of the target langaikigg as a starting point

an impoverished input in which these properties are not instantiatetheQther hand,

some researchers (e.g. Bley-Vroman, 1990, 2009; Clahsen and Hong, 1865;1987,



2011) have claimed that there is actually no such a thing ascallpgoblem in second
language acquisition. They believe that if L2 learners’ unconsdinog/ledge of the
target L2 language comes only from the L1 (i.e. there is rextdaccess to UG in
adulthood), then they are not faced with the same challenge as L1 learners.

Thus, in order to test if interlanguage grammars are consiraune direct
accessibility to UG in adulthood, there is a necessary segqouiirements that have to
hold of the situation being tested (see e.g. Schwartz and Sprouse,Rtidfflan and
lverson, 2008):

0] The construction investigated needs to be underdetermined by the L2 input.
That is, this construction cannot be acquired by means of instruction,
observation based on frequency and statistical analysis or hewy ggneral
language mechanisms.

(i) This construction needs to work differently in the L1 and the L2. Thgt wa
we can rule out the possibility that the learners are tramgjeire knowledge
from the L1.

With respect to the constructions that concern us in this diisertpsych-verbs,
| can say that certain aspects are underdetermined by the input (i.e. tpragmaditions).
Conversely, other aspects such as the morphology of these verlotually &lear from
the input and also taught in the L2 classroom. Thus, we cannot disc@astility that
morphological properties have been learned through instruction. In additidishEzmgd
Spanish psych-verbs have some overlapping properties (e.g. eventivstatige

interpretation) but also differ in other respects (e.g. chtstesn and word order). So, it is
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not clear that learners can actually resort to the L1 to mperfasks related to Spanish
psychological predicates.

This logical problem of second language acquisition takes us teettessue, which
has been considered the main question that has dominated the field w@Etigene?
acquisition research since its establishment in the early 1980&: ldarners have access
to UG?

2.1.2 Access to UG and Non-Native Linguistic Representations

There are two main approaches to this question that have implic&iotise
nature of interlanguage grammars and the possibility or impbigsddi achieving native
competence. The first half of this debate subscribes to a espaésenal deficit approach.
Within this trend, several accounts have been proposed, for exahgplEotParameter
Setting Hypothesis (Clahsen & Muysken, 1986; Meisel, 1997), the Fundamenta
Difference Hypothesis (Bley-Vroman, 1990), the Failed Features Hypsffttsivkins &
Chan, 1997) and the Interpretability Hypothesis (Hawkins, 2005; Tsimpli &
Dimitrakopulou, 2007). Similar claims come from theories belongingthier cognitive
approaches to language acquisition that do not necessarilyvaitiiethe construct of a
language-specific mechanism such as UG (e.g. DeKeyser, 2000, R&G@tis, 2004;
Ulliman, 2001). All of these accounts have a common theoretical groundatimethat
L1 and the L2 acquisition processes are fated ttubdamentallydifferent from each
other. L2 learners do not have access to the universal linguisticamsms (UG) of
which children make use; thus, they need to rely on domain-general rprsbleing
skills. This is because these learners are restrictedabyrational constraints; in other

words, they have surpassed the critical period. According to thisgmpdi2 learners
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cannot attain native competence to the extent that the L2 umdgylyiffers from the
L1. In other words, adult L2ers keep the parameter setting oflthaipon which local
modifications are made, which can give the impression of new g@isaton. Under
such approaches, the L2 acquisition process is characterized bypleteness and
impaired linguistic representations. There are important diftee between these
approaches that have come from changes in the development ofisythieaty as well
as their particular claims as to exactly what is subea tritical period. For instance,
whereas the Failed Functional Features Hypothesis claimedawatunctional features
(i.e. those not instantiated in the L1) are subject to a crgerabd and thus, unacquirable
after puberty, the Interpretability Hypothesis argues thiatspecifically uninterpretable
features (only) that are subject to this critical period. Hemeas we just saw, all of
these accounts form part of the representational deficit agpraad share similar
theoretical foundations.

In contrast, full accessibility theories support learners’ ghititaccess UG post-
critical period. Within this position, we also have several diffeaenbunts. For instance,
the advocates of the Full Access position believe that L2 leataaraccess UG without
having to turn to the L1 (e.g. Epstein, Flynn & Martohardjono, 1996). Oathez hand,
defendants of the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (elyv&tz & Sprouse, 1996)
contend that L2 learners have direct access to UG after tlseficdt applied at the initial
stages of acquisition as a filter. This first stage can bewetl by subsequent parameter
resetting to the extent that parsing failures are possioés ghe transferred L1 grammar.
Another theory in the same line is the Missing Surface ltifledHypothesis (Prévost &

White, 2000), which states that failure of L2ers to provide functiorfigiction should be
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ascribed to deficits in their ability to retrieve certairidal items from the lexicon in
real-time language processing and not a deficit in représentdn sum, these two
approaches, representational deficit approach and full access,iditheir view of the
role of age in second language acquisition (crucial vs. non-crutialydture of non-
native representations (impaired vs. non-impaired), parametengsdtib-parameter
resetting vs. parameter resetting) and finally, the podgibiliattaining a target grammar
(not possible vs. possible).
2.1.2.1 Underlying vs. Surface Competence

Another question related to the issue of access is whethermarice (i.e. the
use of linguistic knowledge) actually reflects competenee @inderlying knowledge of
the linguistic system) of the language. In other words, reserevorking on acquisition
take performance data to draw conclusions about learners’ undekyiogyledge.
However, Duffield (2003, 2005) has postulated that the relation betvosepetence and
performance is not as straightforward as it is currenthiewed to be. Actually, he
provides a finer-grained definition of competence, which encompasseslyimgle

competence (UC) and surface competence (SC).

UC is categorical and consists of formal (phonataband syntactic) principles, autonomous from
the lexicon. It is plausible to think of UC as it@aSC, by contrast, is intimately determined by
the interaction of contextual and specific lexipebdperties with the formal principles delivered by
UC; as a consequence, SC generates gradient eff&Ctds largely language-specific learned
knowledge (Duffield, 2003, p. 101).

The fact that two types of competence are stipulated makesl#tiom between
native and non-native grammars more complicated since performatecdram native
speakers and L2ers can reflect either of these types of temape This issue will be

discussed in detail in chapter 5.
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2.1.3 From Principles & Parameters to Minimalism

As we saw in the previous section, acquisition theories are cdpstgtting
updated to keep up with changes in syntactic theory. The transiiontie Principles &
Parameters framework to the Minimalist Program has beeicydarty important in this
respect. One of the key differences between the Principlesr&teters framework and
Minimalism is that whereas the former considered that cross$iig variation was
mainly syntactic, the latter centers this variation in morphokogy the lexicon. Syntax
and the features that make up lexical items are part of Gétkntory; thus, the main
task of the language learner is to acquire the morphology and thenext a language.
Parameters, at the heart of the Principles & ParametanseWwork, have also been
redefined in terms of movement triggered by feature strerRRginametric variation
depends on the fact th@) languages select different features, (b) a featureommay
not project a functional projection and (c) languages allow diffecentbinations of
features for a specific functional category (Liceras, Zobl and GoodlucR).200

Along with features, interfaces have gained a prominent rolaeifviinimalist
Program (Marantz, 1995). Thus, acquisition researchers have focuseattdrgion on
interfaces and the challenges that they pose for bilingualdesa One of the theories that
is inspired by the construct of interfaces and that has promated fruitful research in
language acquisition is the Interface Hypothesis. In the eekbs, | present a summary
of the IH, a theory that proposes a compelling solutionstonenon-native deviance

from native behavior, specifically at the highest level of L2 attainment.
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2.1.4 The Interface Hypothesis

The term Interface Hypothesis was coined by Sorace & F{&©6). However,
research interest in the challenges posed by interfaces icquisaion had started over a
decade earlier. This hypothesis attempts to find a unifyiagorefor residual optionality
at the near-native level of second language acquisition (BeBennati & Sorace 2007,
Sorace & Filiaci, 2006), emerging optionality in L1 attritiorsiffipli, Sorace, Heycok &
Filiaci, 2004) and protracted indeterminacy in bilingual firahguage acquisition
(Serratrice, Paoli & Sorace, 2004; Sorace, Serratrice, FiflaBialdo, 2009). Sorace
defines residual optionality in the following way: ‘In the typit2 endstate grammar
characterized by optionality, optional variants are not in fremti@n: a steady state is
reached, in which the target option is strongly but not catedigrigeeferred, and the
non-target option surfaces in some circumstances’ (Sorace, 1999, pH6@®&ver, the
Interface Hypothesis has developed its predictions over the yeac) dms resulted in
two different versions of the proposal. The first version of thefaite Hypothesis (e.qg.
Sorace, 2005, 2006) claims that interface properties are the tdcuariability as
compared to the narrow syntax (i.e. syntax proper, not as it interfaces wghatogy or
semantics), which is hypothesized to be less problematic. The semsnuh (e.g. Sorace
& Filiaci, 2006; Sorace & Serratrice 2009; Tsimpli & Sorace 2006; Sorace 201&srmak
further division between external and internal interfaces. Pregagtated to internal
interfaces, that is, those that require formal propertiehefgtammar to interact with
each other (e.g. syntax-semantics, morphology-phonology) are @daatarrow syntax
with regard to the fact that whatever difficulties were tharéhese areas should have

been abandoned by the level of near-nativerlassontrast, the locus of optionality is
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now placed on external interfaces, those that require the languageemeéaluhteract
with cognitive modules such as the syntax-pragmatics interfacéheorsemantics-
pragmatics interface.

The Interface Hypothesis is a powerful proposal that has generatedtitude of
studies both supporting and rejecting its main tenets. Consequehty, d#lso generated
much debate and discussion, which is far from settled. Howeverebetoralyze this
debate, it is important to establish some theoretical constnicitssic to the tenets of
this hypothesis. We will start by defining the concept of interfand the implications for
the architecture of the mental faculties that are subsumed under thacktdyfpothesis.
2.1.4.1 On Interfaces and Why We Should Study Them

Although the term interface has become popular in the past twaletecthe
concept of interface dates back to the Principles and Paranfeterework. Here,
Chomsky (1981, 1986) proposes a model in which syntactic computationgchbee
evaluated at the interfaces with phonetics and phonology (PF) enashtses (LF). In the
Minimalist Program (Chomsky, 1995, 2000, 2001) these interfaces afeeedas the
articulatory-perceptual interface and the conceptual-intentional iogerfa

However, the most prevalent concept of interfaces in the cukZznesearch
seems to be connected to Ramchand & Reiss’s (2007, p.2) proposaldifates are:
(a) “informational connections and communication among putative medt#is the
grammar” and (b) “the connection between the language facuttyother aspects of

cognition (e.g. vision, reasoning).”
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The concept of interface is consistent with Fodor’s (1983, 1984) modwarnodie
the mind’ In particular, we can see how the notions of information encapsulatibn a
domain-specificity are consistent with this idea of interfaeeause, although a specific
mental domain (linguistic or cognitive) cannot affect the inner wgkiof another
domain, it can provide inputs to it or it can use the outputs produced bytkiEs
domain. So, the next logical question would be: how are interfacessesped in this
modular model of the language faculty? | will review two specific modelseolainguage
faculty that have been particularly relevant in the field efosid language acquisition
and what the role of interfaces is within these models.

The most widespread model of the language architecture irtdoesiion realm
is the one put forward by Reinhart (2006). This model stems frokeddoff's (2002)
parallel architecture. Reinhart’'s (2006) model, although based d&entadf's (2002)
breaks away from it by returning to a more traditional view yoftax as the main
computational system. However, it still keeps the core idea effagces. In particular,
syntax interfaces with concepts (the lexicon), context (discquesgmatics), inference

(semantics) and sensory motor-systems (phonetics-phonology).

7 Smith (2011) notes that this concept is not inconsistent with other models of the mental architecture
such as O’Grady’s (1996) non-modular view of language.
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Figure 1. Reinhart’s (2006) model of the language architecture

Reinhart's model makes specific predictions for acquisitionateain line with
the proposals of the Interface Hypothesis. Specifically, she ctnrbfficulty of
acquisition with processing limitations in concordance with Sorace catidagues’
claims (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006; Sorace & Serratrice, 2009; ®or2011linter alia). Her
specific proposal is that when learners have to entertain cargpedrivations, their
processing slows down as a result of a cognitive overload.

Most researchers working on acquisition at the interface&e nspecific
assumptions and simplifications with respect to the previous modelsequamly, | will
present White’s (2009) model, which clearly represents the thedretssumptions
followed by acquisitionists working in this area. This model presanttear division
between internal and external interfaces. In this model, discondsg@ragmatics are
included in the conceptual structure or information structure and thusdemtsto be
outside of the computational system. As other researchers haueed! before

(Lambrecht, 1994; Neeleman & van de Koot, 2008), this model puts forwaidethéhat
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the relationship between language and discourse takes place paratsecognitive

module not within the computational system.
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Figure 2. White’s (2009) depiction of interfaces

However, there is indeed ample disagreement with regard torthal relation
between syntax and discourse. Although we have seen that someheseaupport a
discourse-free syntax model like the ones presented before, hessasach as Belletti
(2004) and Rizzi (1997propose a syntax that encodes discourse functions through
specific functional categories and features that represenudssc phenomena (e.g.
FocP). So, the assumptions about acquisition at the interfacgsiageto be intimately
connected with researchers’ particular views on how interfacesepresented in the
language architecture.

Finally, we should go back to the question: why study intesfade the first
place, the study of the acquisition of interfaces is relevanbmigtfor acquisitionists but
also, more generally, for theoretical linguists becauseatvallus to a unravel some of
the big queries in the field (see e.g. Montrul, 2011; White, 2011; RatBn®&labakova,
2011; Rothman & Guijarro-Fuentes, 2012). Specifically, it allows umase claims

about the architecture of the language faculty, which wil lnsl reach a more complete
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and sophisticated understanding of how language works. This could be dwae m
successfully within the framework of the IH since it allous to compare specific
phenomena across different bilingual populations (L1 bilingual acquisitL2
acquisition, L1 attrition). On the other hand, the IH opened a ndwgbaesearch in the
acquisition field that, moving away from questions of access to UG alorsetafied the
underlying reasons for language variability at different lee¢éllnguage development.
In particular, stressed processing resources or, more cdpciatk of efficiency in
resource allocation have been claimed to underlie acquisition dédaybilingual
speakers. Hence, this area opens a path for fruitful researblotfoacquisitionists and
theoretical linguists.

Next, | will provide a review of the literature on the most wydstudied
interfaces in L2 acquisition (others include, for instance, ghenology-morphology
interface or the semantics-pragmatics interface). | stdlt by describing the findings
with respect to internal interfaces and then present the researcleorakitterfaces.
2.1.4.2 Internal Interfaces
2.1.4.2.1 Syntax-semantics interface

Several authors have claimed that properties related to thtexssemantics
interface are acquired without great difficulty. Among them, kyoéspotter and
colleagues demonstrated this with several articles that ddcos: syntax-semantics
interface properties of French-English interlanguage gramnféor instance,
Dekydtspotter, Sprouse & Anderson (1997) looked at result and processatsoand
multiple de-phrases. Later, Dekydtspotter, Sprouse & Swanson (2001) studied the

interpretive properties related to the scope of continuous and discontioaisen
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(‘how many’). The conclusion of these studies is that syntmasé@cs interface
properties are successfully acquired by L2 learners. Asdertfe syntactic mechanism
is in place, the interpretive nuances will develop with ease.

Another advocate of the relative ease with which syntax-semanperties are
acquired is Slabakova (2008). Her claim differs from the main gfishe Interface
Hypothesis since Slabakova places the locus of difficulty in mooglezl acquisition
(the Bottleneck Hypothesis). Thus, she considers that major acquidiiadlenges are
related to an internal interface (i.e. syntax-morphology). $&iens that morphology
requires a higher degree of automaticity than syntax and sesdnoti(Slabakova, 2008,
p.107). So, syntax and semantics impose a lower processing load onl¢laene?. Thus,
as a general rule, the syntax-semantics interface deebesunproblematic, which is not
surprising, given that both LF and the computational system are wdiy@ekydtspotter
et al., 1997).
2.1.4.2.2 Syntax-Morphology

In spite of being an internal interface and, thus, accordingetdHbshould bea
priori not problematic, the syntax-morphology interface, is deemed to bsotiee of
many lasting problems for second language learners. Inflectiormaphology is
frequently omitted in L2 learners’ speech or replaced byfautteform. This has been
shown nicely in, among other research, Lardiere’s (1998) study onrterpdology or
White’s (2003) investigation on articles. Prévost & White (2000) alscodstrated the
difficulty of acquisition of this interface with a study on the wugenon-finite forms,

which usually replace finite forms. Finally, White, Valenzuela, Ikeska-MacGregor,
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& Leung’s (2004) research on gender agreement found that masculieenagtaisually
replaces feminine agreement.

The proponents of the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis (Hazn&da
Schwartz, 1997; Prévost & White, 2000) postulate that lack of morphologediers
does not necessarily demonstrate lack of the abstract feandefinctional categories
associated with those markers. They believe the problem comesafromability to
access lexical items, which forces speakers to resort tagheof defaults. Lardiere
(2008, 2009) has approached this issue claiming that the problemsheitbyntax-
morphology interface stem from the difficulty intrinsic to digasbling the features of
your L1 and re-assembling them in a way that observes theandggrinciples of the L2
(Feature Re-Assembly Hypothesis). On the other hand, the Reptesaht®eficit
Hypothesis (Hawkins & Liszka, 2008ter alia) claims that these morphological errors
are connected to a representation problem.
2.1.4.3 External interfaces
2.1.4.3.1 Syntax-pragmatics (syntax-discourse)

The syntax-pragmatics interface has been extensively studied acquisition.
Much of the initial research in this area was devoted to the sfuglybject distribution in
null subject L2 languages as well as related anaphora resol@®oace (2003) and
Belletti, Benatti & Sorace (2007) found that L2 learners are nee@asitive as natives to
the discourse properties that regulate the use of null vs. overttsulnjespite of their
understanding of their syntactic properties. This results in an owvenazation of overt
subjects to contexts where null subjects are required. Tsimpbr&c8 (2006) obtained

similar results with respect to overt subjects with Rudsiamers of English. In contrast,
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other authors such as Montrul & Rodriguez-Louro (2006) and Rothman (2009) have
actually found evidence for the opposite phenomenon: overgeneralizatiomullof
pronouns.

Another phenomenon related to this interface is word order alemsathat are
regulated by discourse factors. Specifically, several autiaiged the acquisition of the
word order possibilities of unergative and unaccusative construcéibnsugh in neutral
contexts SV and VS is the normal order for unergative and unac®usatrbs
respectively; in contexts in which the subject is focused, V&dsekpected order for
both types of predicates. Lozano (2006) and Hertel (2003) for Spanishedintti B
Leonini (2004) for Italian found that although learners acquired thexsgida of this
distinction, they performed poorly on the conditions regulated by pragmaticstacto

Hopp (2004) also looked at the dichotomy between syntactic and discursive
properties with respect to scrambling in L2 German. As in the estudreviously
mentioned, he found a reliable knowledge of the syntax of scrambling paired wittha mu
less consistent understanding of the pragmatic regulations ruling this phenomenon.

Valenzuela (2006) studied the acquisition of clitic left dislocaf©bLD) in L2
Spanish. Ivanov (2009) and Ivanov and Slabakova (2011) analyzed the same
phenomenon with respect to Bulgarian clitics as did Donaldson (2011@féirdnch.
However, while Valenzuela claimed that the discursive propeti€t LD could not be
acquired by L2 learners and were doomed to fossilize, lvanov (200&)pV &
Slabakova (2011) and Donaldson’s (2011)’s results show that this idlyactaa an
insurmountable problem. In fact, even as it relates to SpanisHabakeva, Rothman

and Kempchinsky (2011) and Slabakova, Kempschinsky and Rothmamegés have
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recently shown, contrary to what Valenzuela claimed to have showh Etiglish
learners of L2 Spanish at high levels of proficiency can perfadistinguishably from
native controls on CLLD and other related structures. A sirdikagreement arises from
the conflicting results of Rothman (2009) and Belletti et al. (2007) dedfing with the
acquisition of overt and null pronouns in L2 Spanish and L2 Italian respgctiviile
the former advocates for the target-like acquisition of thesetates, the latter claim
that near-native speakers never reach native proficiency vafipect to these
constructions. Although Rothman (2009) and Belleti et al. (2007) both ex@&mine
discourse constraints on overt vs. null subject pronominal use in L2 Barddtalian,
the former examined contrastive focus and the latter topiceshiftonments. Indeed, it
is possible that this fact alone explains the disparity in thepective findings, however,
as it relates to the IH this difference is of no consequence.|hpredicts residual
optionality for all properties involving the integration of syntax argtalirse, and so,
Rothman’s (2009) evidence constitutes counter evidence to the predicttbedidfeven
if not completely comparable to Belleti et al. (2007).

In summary, there seems to be a general agreement thainta-gragmatics
interface has certain characteristics that render it declgahg area of acquisition for L2
learners, at least developmentally (see Rothman 2009 for discussiavgver, there is
disagreement as to whether it is an inevitable locus of perméossilization and what

the source of its special status is. We will focus on this last issue in the ctéo.se
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2.1.4.4 Why are certain interfaces particularly prone to optionality, transied
fossilization?

There is not a straightforward answer to the question of wreataoes are prone
to optionality, transfer and fossilization. The intrinsic difficultglated to external
interfaces arises from the coalescence of a series of wateali factors. There are
opposing views as to what these factors might be and how thegcintegether. Hence,
here | present an overview of the possible causes of this interface’s vuityerabi
(1) Underspecification and crosslinguistic influence: The reptagenal account (Hopp,
2007; Lozano, 2006; Tsimpli, 2007; Tsimpli et al., 2004) argues that difesdretween
bilinguals and monolinguals stem from a representational deficitadiiecates of this
position believe that optionality is connected with a parametriccehthat differs
between the L1 and L2. This results in the underspecification tdircanterpretable
features on the part of the bilingual speaker (e.g. [+Topic Shiftleature that in
monolingual grammars like Italian and Greek maps onto an overt promsimmp(i et al.,
2004)). This account predicts unidirectional crosslinguistic efféioeslanguage with the
less restrictive option will affect the other but nate versa
(2) Processing limitations: Sorace & Serratrice (2009) andc8d011) among others
argue against the representational account as an explanationirfiguddiloptionality.
Underspecification can only account for the case of a bilingual speako speaks a
combination of languages in which one language has a complex settmgespiect to
the syntax-pragmatics interface and the other one has a msirectinge setting.

Consequently, it is unable to explain why we find similar pasten different language
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combinations (e.g. overgeneralization of null pronouns in Spanish learhétalian
(Bini, 1993) and Greek learners of Spanish (Marzagaza & Bel, 2006)).

Sorace believes that the vulnerability of the syntax-pragmatterface is
connected with the restricted processing resources of bilinguedkers. Bilingual
speakers have the same finite cognitive capacity as monolingoalsyer, they have to
divide these resources differentially. For example, only bilingua® to inhibit another
grammar while they are accessing the other during language pord(see e.g. Green
1998). So, it's not the combination of the languages being acquired but thdatteof
being bilingual that causes the differences between monolingualsilagials that the
IH is most concerned with explaining.

Numerous psycholinguistic studies have demonstrated empiricallp¢bassing
two levels of representation is more costly than accessing only the sylgaetifor both
monolingual and bilingual speakers. Parsing syntactic operatidmmghdaster and more
automatic than accessing multiple levels (Sturt, 2002; Burkhard, 2BGtngo,
Burkhard, Brun, & Avrutin, 2001). So, material at the interfaces would bee m
vulnerable than properties of the narrow syntax because theymker o process (i.e.
they are processed more slowly and in a less automatic Wwagarticular, the syntax-
pragmatics interface will pose special difficulties becatise more costly to integrate
material that belongs to different types of modules, in thig,caslinguistic module
(syntax) and a cognitive model (pragmatics) (Carminatti, 2002, 20@msé-Ovalle,
Clifton, Frazier & Fernandez-Solera, 2005).

Up to now, we have explored the possibility that L2 learnerssséd processing

resources cause a lack of efficiency at integrating mattréd belongs to different
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interfaces, particularly, external interfaces. Another possibgithat L2ers’ limitations
come from a problem with allocation of processing resources gWikseller & Sorace,
2010). This is linked to the fact that bilinguals, who have to constas#yprocessing
resources to inhibit the language they are not using, havettessiamal resources to
devote to other tasks such as linguistic tasks.

(4) Input: both the quality and the quantity of the input have an effetieoproperties at
the interfaces (Sorace 2005, Paradis & Navarro, 2003). The input 2higatners/L1
attrited speakers are exposed to can be infrequent since thely ussmle in an area
where the L2 is not spoken, which restrict their interactions speakers of this target
language. Also, their interactions take place with other la2nkrs’ and L1 attrited
speakers, which do not provide the best quality of input (see Rothman gadrdsui
Fuentes, 2010). Unsworth et al. (2010) in their studies of simultaneongullism
portrayed the complicated relation between type and quantity of imgritofaexposure
and linguistic factors. Finally, research on priming and alignmesthanisms (Costa,
Pickering & Sorace, 2008) has pointed out the importance of the freqaeddie type
of input in the acquisition of these challenging structures.

In conclusion, according to the IH, properties of external integfare predicted
to be acquired later (and lost earlier in language attritivem) properties of the internal
interfaces or the narrow syntax. This is because coordination triatabetween a
linguistic and a cognitive module imposes a higher processing loapeakers with

already stressed processing resources.
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2.1.5 Against the Interface Hypothesis

As | pointed out previously, the IH has given rise to a very ptodgutine of
research. However, the multiple investigations within the framewbinterfaces have
also led many researchers to fully or partially contrathet main tenets of the IH.
Several of its theoretical concepts have been called into questoringtance, the
concept of interface has been claimed to be in need of redefiniaaicufarly, Tsoulas
& Gil (2011) question the nature of the syntax-pragmatics intergaed how it is
generated since under current approaches to syntax, pragmatscealaateract with
syntax but with the interpreted structure (LF). Another issuehsitbeen the target of
objection is the division between internal and external interfé@ésel, 2011; Pires &
Rothman, 2011): first of all, there is agriori reason why one interface should be easier
or harder to acquire than another. Secondly, empirical data hagy dhawn that not
only external interfaces but also internal interfaces carubed to residual optionality
at the level of ultimate attainment. For instance, Lardiere (1888)Slabakova (2008),
among many others, found that phenomena related to the syntax-morphuéépce
are extremely hard to acquire and, actually, quite prone to kadiin. These issues put
into question the validity and applicability of the internal vs. external ineedadde.

Intimately related to these criticisms is the fact th@ny researchers have
addressed as the problem of circularity (Duffield, 2011; Giurel, 201EzR&roux,
2011; Rothman & Slabakova, 2011): in other words, because of the vaguenless of t
theoretical constructs, which underlie the interface hypothegsigerface, internal vs.
external interfacegt ceterg, external interfaces could simply become a synonym for

learner’s difficulty. Thus, there needs to be a clear evaluaif what the problematic
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areas for language learners are and what causes this tifficam a theoretical
standpoint.

This leads us to another issue of debate around the IH: or in tde wfocardiere
(2011) “who is the Interface Hypothesis about?” Sorace has ckdatgd that the IH is a
theory of ultimate attainment and, as such, its tenets are pplicable to near-native
speakers. Several authors have challenged this claim: MontRdli&sky (2011) have
advocated for the extension of the IH predictions to a heritagakepgopulation.
Furthermore, Lardiere (2011) and White (2011b) contended that the IH chanot
restrained to end-state grammars since their predictioadyclaold for lower levels of
development: in other words, if external interfaces are espeg@aiblematic at near-
native levels, we should logically anticipate lower-proficiespgakers to have even
more problems with this interface. So, we should expect the asyynbattveen internal
and external interfaces to hold at all levels of second languyagéciency.
Understandably, at lower levels, we should find other types of prebletated to
internal interfaces or narrow syntax. However, we should never expect the epyrsit
that is, internal interfaces causing more difficulty than etlemterfaces, regardless of
proficiency level.

Researchers have proposed several alternatives to Sorateeface Hypothesis.
For instance, O’'Grady (2011) praised Sorace’s reliance on pnogesssources as a
source of explanation for non-native speakers’ deviance from nate® However, he
guestions the way in which the issue of processing has be¢adrébathe concept of
external vs. internal interfaces. Rather, he believes that grogeshould be a measure of

learner difficulty with complete disregard for the question cérfiaices. This is because,
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in theory, we could find a narrow syntactic property that is haetduire because it is,
in turn, hard to process. Or, on the other hand, there could be emmatxnterface

property, which is easy to acquire because it is easy to grodais would contradict the
predictions of the Interface Hypothesis, vouching instead for an retpa based

exclusively on processing.

Other researchers have encouraged us to redefine the acqupsitblem in more
traditional terms. For instance, Pérez-Leroux (2011, p. 72) argueswthathould
structure our research program taking into account familiar cansaph as “learnability
conditions for each of those vulnerable areas of the grammar pieftyrocessing they
require, the types of crosslinguistic interaction that may aeccsuch processing, and the
input conditions relevant for these areas, as defined by the biliogn&xt.” Pires &
Rothman (2011), in the same line as Pérez-Leroux (2011), propose aahtzagjuage
acquisition that takes into account the role of several factotiseiracquisition process
and how these factors interact with each other. According to thenproblem with the
Interface Hypothesis is its restricted focus, which disregam®ral factors that are
essential in our understanding of how language is acquired by bilisgeakers. From
now on, we will refer to this as the Integrative Model of BiliagAcquisition. Pires &
Rothman (2011, p. 74) argue that differences between bilinguals (due godpe of this
dissertation, we will only refer to L2ers) and native speakars be more accurately
explained when we take into consideration the following criteria:

a. The complexity of multiple linguistic domains at stake, involving among
others not only the syntax-pragmatics interface, but also ihietegaces

(e.g. syntax-semantics);
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b. The nature of the parameter mapping between different L1s and L2s;
c. The role played by processing factors among bilinguals;

d. Properties of the primary linguistic data (PLD).

The results of this project will be evaluated in light of bolle tnterface
Hypothesis and the Integrative Model of Bilingual Acquisition, which allow us to
appraise the soundness of these theories.

In the next section, we will review the literature on psych-vabstructions,
particularly, the syntactic models put forward to explain the ydiossies of these
predicates.

2.2 Theoretical Models of Psych-Verbs

Psych-verbs, verbs that express psychological states (Befidt Rizzi, 1988, p.
291), have fascinated linguists for decades because they represhiallenge for
linguistic theory. First of all, the goal of linguistic theois/to explain the universal
constraints that underlie all languages. One of these univewsdtraints is the
Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH)dentical thematic relationships
between items are represented by identical structuedlaeships between those items at
the level of D-structure(Baker, 1988, p. 46). Another universal principle is the existence
of a hierarchy of thematic roles that directly relategdsitions in the syntactic structure:
the arguments that are situated higher in the thematic Higrare mapped onto higher
positions in the tree. Jackendoff’'s (1990) Thematic Hierarchiidsfollowing: (Agent

(Experiencer (Goal/Source/Location (Theme)))).

34



However, psych-verbs seem to violate both UTAH and the Themati@addhy
because they present apparently arbitrary mapping between thematic roles and

syntactic positions.

3) | fear snakes
Experiencer Theme

(4) Snakes frighten me
Theme Experiencer

In (3) the Experiencer is the subject whereas the Therhe shject. Conversely,
in (4) the Theme is the subject whereas the Experiencer igbjeet. However, both
sentences encode roughly the same meaning. This appears tdicobtfa&AH. Also, (4)
violates the Thematic Hierarchy because the Theme is prdjdutgher than the
Experiencer. However, several authors have shown that this appaudnittsry linking
from thematic roles to syntactic positions actually arfsesh regular patterns that can
only be found if we perform a more detailed syntactic (Beli&t Rizzi, 1988) or
semantic (Pesetsky, 1995) analysis of the Experiencer-ptedsentences. In general,
verbs like (3) have been labeled Subject Experiencer verbs aghpredicates like the
one in (4) are considered to be Object Experiencer verbs. Subjpetiéhcer verbs
appear in transitive constructions. In contrast, Object Experieegbs occur in
causative or unaccusative structures depending on their intequmetatithe specific
context in which they are embedded.

Secondly, psych-verbs are also interesting for acquisition theagube they
represent a learnability problem for the language learner. Gonthband, the learner has

to understand this non-canonical mapping of thematic roles to sgrpasitions. On the
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other hand, he has to realize that the surface structure of thilesedees not correspond
directly with the deep structure. If we add the fact that tiseceosslinguistic variation as
to what verb belongs to which class (edgsappointis an Object Experiencer verb in
English but a Subject Experiencer verb in Chinéke,is a Subject Experiencer verb in
English but an unaccusative Object Experiencer verb in Spanish) anchéaalifferent
classes of psych-verbs are represented morphologically, the jperdmes even harder
to solve. We will explore this issue in depth in section 2.3. Thisosedhowever, will
provide a survey of the syntactic theories proposed for psych-verbs.
2.2.1 Syntactic Theories of Psych-Verbs
Belletti and Rizzi (1988) divide psych-verbs into three classeheir seminal
work. These three classes have the sésged involving an Experiencer and a Theme.
However, these arguments are mapped onto three different syntanfigurations.
Here, | will present Belletti and Rizzi's (1988) classifioatof psych-verbs and explain
how they differ syntactically:
0] Class | femereg
Gianni teme questo
Gianni fears this
(i) Class Il preoccuparg
Questo preoccupa Gianni
This worries Gianni
(i)  Class Il piacerg
a. A Gianni piace questo
To Gianni pleases this
b. Questo piace a Gianni
This pleases to Gianni

Class | and Class Il seem to be transitive structures bumap@ing ofd-roles to

syntactic positions is reversed in the second class. In Cldss Experiencer is the
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subject and the Theme is the object. On the contrary, the Experfencéions as the
object and the Theme functions as the subject in Class Il. Qlass@s a dative
Experiencer that can function as the subject. A special pyopkttis class is that either
argument can appear in preverbal or postverbal position.

The structure B&R propose for Class | is a simple transitingctsire. On the
other hand, Belletti & Rizzi (1988) argue for an analysis ofdtapsych-verbs classes I
(preoccuparg and 11l (piacerg as unaccusatives. Alexiadou et al. (2004, p. 1-2) present
the concept of unaccusativity in the following way:

The Unaccusative Hypothesis, as first formulatedPgylmutter (1978), and later adopted by
Burzio (1981), was a syntactic hypothesis thatnodal that there are two classes of intransitive
verbs, unaccusative and unergative verbs, eacltiag=h with a different underlying syntactic
configuration. In Relational Grammar this was espegl as a distinction between verbs taking a
final subject originating as an initial direct obj€unaccusatives) and verbs taking a final subject
that was also an initial subject (unergatives).nfrra Government Binding perspective (see
Chomsky 1981 and subsequent work), an unergativie takes a theta-marked deep-structure
subject and no object, whereas an unaccusativetakels a theta-marked deep-structure object:

a. NP [pV]

b.[veV NP]

The D-structure they propose for classes Il and Il is a daaijlet construction
with a nonthematic subject position. We can see the D-structu8y. iBdth the Theme
and the Experiencer are projected as internal arguments. Howeae the Theme or the
Experiencer can move to the subject position [Spec IP] in Sisteu(B&R, 1988, p.

335).

37



(5) S

PN
NP VP
/\
\%A NP
PN |

v NP Experiencer
I |

piacere Theme

To sum up, B&R (1988) are that the underlyinghapping of thematic roles
syntactic positions is guided by the Thematic Hiemg and UTAL since in the thre
classes the Experiencer is projected higher thatteme (at least at-structure. The
apparent arbitrary mapping t we see in psych-verbs on the surfaee be resolved
we understand that the different classes of f-verbs have different unclying
representations: whereada€s | is a transitive construction, classes Il dHidare
unaccusative.

In this dissertation will use a classification of psyckrerbs that stems froi
B&R’s (1988) work. Mymodel will be based on a more refined version & thpartite
taxonomy such as the one used by PiLewin (1991), Fraco and Huidobro (200:
2007) and Landau (2010dn addition, an analysis such as Pesetsky’s (168% below
provides an advantage with respto B&R’s with regard to thematic roles since his m
nuanced classification is key to understanding difeerent classes of psy-verbs,
specifically classe Il and Ill. Consequently, this dissertation, altgh proceeding fror
B&R'’s classification, will make use of more recelgvelopments of their taxonor

Another influential work in this area has bePesetsky (1995)He presents an

analysis that also elgins the apparent arbitrariness of mapping of #it@rroles tc
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syntactic positions represented by psych-verbs. However, wherdlatti B Rizzi's
(1988) analysis explores a more detailed syntactic analysiesé fpredicates, Pesetsky
(1995) presented a more detailed semantic analysis. Pesetsky (l1&9%fies psych-
verbs into Subject-Experiencer (henceforth SE) verbs and Object-Experi
(henceforth OE) verbs and argues that the thematic roles involvdtese different
classes are not identical. A SE verb has an Experiencer asemtsabgl a Target or
Subject Mattét as an object. In contrast, OE verbs have a Causer as a subjest and
Experiencer as an object. Pesetsky claims that the Themetrarchy needs to be
expanded in order to include these new thematic roles:

(10) Causer>Experiencer>Target/Subject Matter...

Finally, Pesetsky (1995) presents a seemingly contradictohyljition on the co-
occurrence of the Causer and the Target/Subject Matter iratme sentence. This is
called the Target/Subject Matter Restriction. However, if Qaasel Target/Subject
Matter are different thematic roles, there is no apparesbneavhy they could not co-
occur in the same sentence.

(11) *The article in the Times annoyed Bill at the government. (*Causer/Target)

(12) The article in the Times made Bill annoyed at the government.

(13)* The television set worried John about the veracity of Bill'gi.al

(*Causer/Subject Matter)

(14) The television set made John worried about the veracity’s of Bill's alibi.

Pesetsky claims that the reason for this restriction coropsthe syntactic status

of causative morphemes and the syntactic consequences that thiefpetita sentence,

® The distinction between Target and Subject Matter is irrelevant for the present work.
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specifically related to the Head Movement Constraint. The Tr&dfriction has been
tested in L2 acquisition by White et al. (1998), which | will review inisac2.3.

Arad’s (1998) clear improvement over previous models of psych-vertist it
takes into account the flexibility of these predicates with mega their aspectual
interpretation in different contexts. The author relates the notiostativity to the
peculiar syntactic properties of psych-verbs. In particulae slaims that psych-
predicates have three possible readings: agentive, eventivéatind, svhich depend on
two main factors:

(i) Whether there is an agent, which deliberately does somethimiglér to bring

about a mental change in the Experiencer.

(i) Whether there exists a change of state in the Experiencer

The agentive reading includes a change of state in the Experidrateis
intentionally caused by an agent.

(15) Nina frightened Laura deliberately/ to make her go away

We have the eventive reading when someone or something isgausiange of
state unintentionally.

(16) Nina frightened Laura unintentionally

(17) The explosion/the noise/the thunderstorm frightened Laura

Finally, the stative reading is achieved when there is neither anragemtchange
of state involved in the event. Rather, there is a perception lixferiencer that causes
the Experiencer to be in a specific mental state (Pylkk&nen, 1997).

(18) This problem concerned Nina

(19) John/John’s haircut annoys Nina
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The different readings allowed by specific predicates changa verb-by-verb
basis. For instance, whereas some verbs can have the threegéadjriigghten), some
might have two and some might only have one interpretationwergy, concerr).

The essential point put forward by Arad (1998) is that these tbaglngs do not
only differ semantically but also syntactically. The stateading is the typical “psych”
reading. That is, when a psych-predicate has a stative eti&tipn, it exhibits all of the
idiosyncratic properties of psych-verbs. For example, in thevstatiading we find no
external argument, a non-canonical object and psych effé@rsthe other hand, with the
agentive interpretation all of the psych-properties disappeathengierb behaves as a
regular transitive verb. In this case, we have an extergah@nt, a canonical object and
an absolute absence of psych effects.

The aspectual flexibility of these predicates has also beemain assumption
underlying Parodi-Lewin’s (1991) analysis of Spanish psych-verless@etion 2.2.2.1).
Understanding how L2 learners acquire these aspectual distingsioas important
question that | will try to answer with my research. Chaptetldfocus on this specific
issue.

Finally, Landau (2010) is to this date the most recent account puéarfb for
psych predicates crosslinguistically. His main proposal is Exgeriencers are mental
locations and undergo locative inversion. For Landau, the Experieneeasewdealing
with in this dissertation, that is, the Experiencer subjects mdniSh psych-verb

predicates are considered to be quirky subjects. He describeskg suibject as “an

? Psych-effects were originally described in Belletti & Rizzi’s (1988) seminal work. Psych effects are those
characteristics that distinguish psych-verbs from verbs that have an external argument (deep subject) and
a canonical mapping of arguments: backward binding, impossibility of binding an anaphoric clitic, taking
an arbitrary pro subject or being embedded in a causative construction.
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argument that displays more canonical subject properties (exmepigfeement), but

bears inherent case” (Landau 2010, p. 81). He proposes the Quirky Subject Parameter and
argues that languages are parameterized according to thiseparamor instance,
languages like Icelandic, Faroese, and Greek allow datigasaiive or genitive quirky
subjects. In the middle of the quirkiness scale are language#tdilan, Spanish, and

Dutch, which only allow dative Experiencers. Finally, langsaljee English, French,

and Hebrew completely disallow quirky subjects. Thus, we need to temrghe
Experiencer subjects of Spanish psych-verbs as dative quirky sufljects.

2.2.2 Syntactic Theories of Spanish Psych-Verbs

2.2.2.1 Parodi-Lewin (1991)

This author provides a classification of Spanish psych-verbs that repB&iRes
(1988) taxonomy for Italian psych-predicates. However, she incorpataeconcept of
causation, proposed by Pesetsky (1990), into her analysis.

The three classes she proposes are:

) Transitive verbs likediar ‘to hate’ oramar‘to love’ (B&R'’s Class 1)

(i) Causative verbs likeolestarto bother’ (similar to B&R Class II)

(i) Unaccusative verbs likgustar‘to like’ (B&R Class IlI)

Where she departs from B&R is in her depiction of Class #s€ll has a hybrid
behavior. The predicates belonging to this class can have an eventwestative
interpretation depending on the context in which they are embedded. r-tinehenain
differences between classes Il and Il and between the mmendfethe Class Il

themselves lie in the aspectual notions encoded by these predi¢asssliiGs composed

% Here I am referring to classes ll(b) and Il (see Table 1 in section 2.4.1 for an complete explanation of
Spanish psych-verbs’ classes).
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of stative predicates, which select a [-eventive] argument. drigisment is [-affected]
and bears dative case. She defines affectedness following AndefE9n% p. 43-45)
definition: “a direct object NP is affected if it is changethved, created or exposed by
the action of the verb head.” Affectedness is impossible wids<CIIl psych-verbs
because these predicates are temporally simple and, thus stiner@lace for change in
their temporal structure. These are individual-level predicdtestzer, 1989). On the
other hand, eventive verbs select a [+eventive] argument and assigtural accusative
case. This object is [+affected] and this is possible because the tempmtairstof these
predicates is complex. These are stage-level predicates.

The difference between timolestar(Class IlI) and thgustar(Class Ill) classes is
that in themolestarclass the verb, having the option of being [+eventive], projects an
extra event argument position, which is lacking in glstar class. This extra argument
position is projected in Class Il independently of the readingh{eweor stative). In this
class, the Experiencer may optionally raise to the extra anguposition if the verb is [-
eventive] (20a-b). This is possible because in the stative re#ungxtra position is
empty.

(20) a. A Juan le molesta el ruido
Noise bothers John

b. El ruido le molesta a Juan
Noise bothers John

Conversely, if the predicate is [+eventive] the Experiencer camamsd to this
position because it is already filled by the [+eventive] apumwhich is a null element
that licenses the presence of temporal and spatial adjuncts. e, éventive reading

only one order of arguments is allowed (Theme/Causer-Verb-Experi¢dtarlp).
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(21) a *A Juan molesto el ruido
To Juan (Acc) bothered the noise

b. El ruido molest6 a Juan
The noise bothered Juan

With the verbs of thgustarclass, that is Class Ill, the order of arguments can be
reversed since they lack that extra argument position. These kavas the same
unaccusative structure as the one proposed by B&R faidlcereclass. (For a complete
analysis and comparison of these classes please refer to Table loim 2¢kcfi).

Parodi-Lewin points to a very interesting distinction that takesepin some
dialects of Spanish. The eventive predicate case marks the woftjeciccusative Case
whereas the stative predicate case marks it with dative @agecan be seen in the clitic
system:

(22) a. El ruidda (Acc) molesta
The noise once or iteratively bothers her

b. El ruidole (Dat) molesta
The noise bothers her always

This distinction by means of clitic case does not take plateeieistadialects™
(see Franco and Huidobro, 2003, 2007 below). Additionally, in the Spanish aftihege
Chile and Peru, the distinction is also blurred since their speakersccusative case
across the board (Fernandez-Ordoiiez, 1999, p. 1325). In conclusion, Paradi-Lewi
(1991), although faithful to B&R’s (1988) model, includes the important eqtscof
causation and affectedness and how these influence both the synthe aechantics of

psych-predicates. This distinction does not only distinguish cldssesl 111 from each

" Dialects spoken mainly in Spain but also in some areas of Peru, Bolivia, Paraguay and northeastern
Argentina (RAE, 2005, pp. 395-396).
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other but also makesdivision within Class Il. The interesting hybrid behavior of Cle
Il and its overlapping characteristics with Clasishas only been studied in the |
acquisition literature by Rubio (2002001) from a pedagogical perspective. Rese
studies have tenddd focus on either Class Il or Class Il but not on theiredapping
features. So, this is one of the aspects of [-verbs that | intend to examine in r
research.

2.2.2.2 Montrul (1996)

Montrul (1996)provides an analysis for ttgustarclass (Class lll)Her analysis
is especially relevant because she puts forwarera specific proposal about the clit
about its nature and its precise position in theastic structure. he presere of a dative
clitic, which is obligatoryin Spanis, distinguishes Spanish psych-veftman their Italian
counterparts, and tis from B&R’s (1988) accou. She presents thstructure forgustar

in (23), whichis applicable tohe whole class of unaccusativiass Il psycl-verbs.

AgrSP

//\
(23) [Exp/Theme] AgrS'

AgrS TP
\ /\
clitc T AgrOP

| SN
Vi Theme AgrO'

N
AgrO VP
//\\
V! NP
|
V NP Experiencer

ti  Theme
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In (23) we can see how the clitic, which is non-argumental,se-ganerated in
AgrS as an inflectional morpheme and it is the overt spell-ouative agreement
features. The dative Experiencer clitic is an inherent cliiberent clitics are the
morphological manifestation of changes in theta role assignmeetaca even aspectual
properties of predicates. Specifically, the dative Experienltgc in Spanish Class Il
psych-verbs is the morphological manifestation of a changase: this type of verb can
assign either nominative case to the Experiencer and partiseet@dahe Theme, or, in a
different configuration, dative case is assigned to the Experiemzl nominative case is
assigned to the Theme:

(24) a. Maria gusta de Juan

Maria like-3ps. of Juan
Maria likes Juan

b. A Maria le gusta Juan
To Maria le like-3ps. Juan
Maria likes Juan

This proposal is not unanimously accepted since other authors (engo R&a
Huidobro, 2003, 2007) consider the clitic to be the head of AgrlOP instead.
2.2.2.3 Franco and Huidobro (2003, 2007)

These studies go a step further than Parodi-Lewin (1991) in analylzeng
overlapping and distinguishing features of classes Il and Bpanish. Their analysis, as
Parodi-Lewin’s, stems from the taxonomy of psych-verbs presdmyeB&R (1988).
However, the authors claim that certain facts about Spanish psgditates cannot be
accommodated in this earlier model, so they expand it in orderd@arsdor the Spanish

data. In particular, B&R’s (1988) model is based mainly on casenatisns. A

classification of psych-verbs according to case is not tenab&panish due to some
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dialectal differences. The authors draw examples ftefata varieties of Spanish.
However, their analysis is applicable to bdéista and non-leista varieties. Leista
speakers do not distinguish between accusative and dative case intitheystem,
especially when the object is animate:
(25) Non-leistavariety
¢, Has visto a Nacho? &i(Acc.) vi ayer
Did you see Nacho? Yes | saw him yesterday
(26) Leistavariety
¢, Has visto a Nacho? &i(Dat.) vi ayer
Did you see Nacho? Yes | saw him yesterday
As a consequence, many case-related phenomena are not digpldyedariety.
One of the case-related grammatical distinctions in psydbsvbas to do with the
correspondence of the case of the clitic with eventiveness andtytdthis distinction
takes place in Mexican Spanish and some other Latin Americéttdidhat areon-
leista
(27) Juario aburrio a Pedro (eventive)
John CL-ACC bore-past to Peter
John bored Peter
(28) Juarie aburrio a Pedro (stative)
John CL-DAT bore-past to Peter
Peter got bored with John
Parodi and Lujan (2000) see this as an aspectual distinction (eventstatixe):
the object of (27) is [+affected] while the object of (28) affpcted]. This distinction is
not inexistent in thdeista varieties. The phenomenon is simply encoded in a different

way in these varieties: through the presence versus the aligethe clitic as we can see

in (29-30).
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(29) A Juan le preocupan sus padres (stative)
To Juan le-dat. cl. Worry-3pl. his parents
John worries about his parents

(30) Sus padres preocupan a Juan (eventive)
His parents worry-3pl. to Juan
His parents worry John

The proposed analysis for tgestarclass is as follows. The clitic is the head of
some functional projection above VP. Franco & Huidobro argue that the movement of the
Experiencer, which is the unmarked order in Spanish, is motivatedebRP feature
and Shortest Move since it is projected higher than the Theme. Oothée hand,
movement of the Theme is related to discourse factors. Syalfgtit is motivated by
the fact that the Theme has to check a salient topic featuredhaost. This is based on
Zubizarreta’s (1998, p. 117) argument that ‘T may constitute a syncegegory with
discourse features.’

In Franco and Huidobro’s analysis of tipeeocupar class in Spanish, they
highlight the fact that these verbs share certain chaistatserin Spanish that cannot be
explained through B&R’s (1988) model, which is solely based on Gasepredicates of
Class Il exhibit remarkable similarities with the verbs tdsS Ill: (i) the Experiencer is
preceded by the pseudoprepositafii) clitic doubling takes place throughout, (iii) the
order of the arguments can be reversed (Experiencer-Verbelhkeme-Verb-
Experiencer), (iv) also, as we saw previouslyeistadialects, the clitic is always dative.

However, this class still possesses some independent chataxste¢hat motivate

a tripartite division in Spanish psych-verbs: (i) They can apipethe se construction as

we can see in (31), (ii) They can undergo causative embedding as we can see in (32)
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(31) a. Juan se preocupa por sus padres
John se worry by his parents
John worries about his parents
b. *Juan se gusta por sus padres
John se like by his parents
Juan likes for his parents
(32) a. Maria hizo preocuparse/enojarse/divertirse a Juan
Maria made worry-se/anger-se/have fun-se to Juan
Maria made John worry/anger/have fun
b. *Maria hace gustarse/amarse a Juan
Maria makes like-se/love-se to Juan
Maria makes John like/love himself
Interestingly, clitic doubling is always obligatory with thestarclass regardless
of the order of arguments (33). On the other hand, clitic doubling is rigatusly when

the Experiencer is postverbal in thieeocuparclass (34).

(33) a. A Juan *(le) gustan sus padres
John likes his parents

b. Sus padres *(le) gustan a Juan
John likes his parents

(34) a. A Juan *(le) preocupan sus padres
John worries about his parents

b. Sus padres (le) precupan a Juan
His parents worry John

The configuration in (34b) is also similar to postverbal goals avliee clitic is
non-obligatory.

(35) Pedro (le) ha visto a Juan
Pedro has seen John

These facts can again be related to aspectual notions (Patbdugn, 2000).

The internal Experiencer arguments, which are not clitic-doublezh as the one in
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(34b), are [+affected] whereas the preverbal Experiencer in (84fgaffected]. The
Experiencer wittgustaris always [-affected]. Iteistadialects, the version of (34b) with
the clitic is ambiguous between [+/- affected]. In contrastvdrsion without the clitic
can only be interpreted as [+affected] (Franco and Huidobro, 2003, p Atfgtredness
is related to canonical objects or Causees in causative comstsucko, Franco and
Huidobro’s (2003, 2007) proposal is to emlggdocuparunder a causative light verb.
Both the causative and the non-causative readings can be obtainedh thihgig
configuration. The causative meaning can be achieved through rectiostrto the vP
shell.

In sum, Franco and Huidobro (2003, 2007) still maintain a tripafatesification
of Spanish psych-verbs a la Beletti and Rizzi (1988) but with sopuifications to
account for the specific phenomena found in Spanish. Class | consiSsbgct
Experiencer verbs. Class Il covers those Object Experiencer thetosan have both a
causative and a non-causative meaning depending on their integoretata specific
context. Finally, Class lll is composed of non-causative Object Experieeides.

This classification is the starting point for the current gobj Franco and
Huidobro’s work is especially relevant for my research for twasoas: first of all, it
gives us a very complete analysis of the hybrid nature afsQlaand its overlapping
characteristics with Class Ill. Secondly, it brings up thedssf native dialectal variation,
which | should take into account in the experimental design and ipreayctions about

the level of difficulty that these predicates pose for L2 learners.
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2.2.3 A Crosslinguistic Model of Psych-Verbs

As we saw in the previous section, there are several progbaalsy to account
for the syntactic peculiarities of psych-verbs. In this sectionyill point to the
commonalities among all of them. This will allow me to depictear model of psych-
constructions crosslinguistically. Hence, | will be able tokena clear comparison
between the patterns found in Spanish and English. As a result, | should be aldécto pre
what the sources of difficulty would be for the L1 English learner of L2 Spanish.

This model is largely based on Landau’s (2010) in-depth crosslirgaisalysis
of psych-predicates. However, it also incorporates the eatbeatlure. This model is a
tripartite classification based on B&R’s (1988) seminal work, whiak been expanded
in order to accommodate new theoretical proposals as well asttbepaf languages as
disparate as French, Faroese, Icelandic or Spanish. The thefaugler, as described by
Pesetsky’s (1995) terminology will be included in this model. Niegtoceed to describe
the characteristics of each individual class.

Class | can be represented by the sentdnbe fears snakesr in SpanishJuan

teme las serpiente$his class has the following characteristics:

o It is a regular transitive sentence

. The theta-roles involved are the Experiencer and the Theme

. It is aspectually stative

. The predicate is an individual-level predicate

. The object of this construction is not affected by the action of the verb

([-affected])

) Case: Experiencer-Nom. and Theme-Acc.
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| have divided Class Il into Class ll(a) and Class ll(b)rtpleasize the different
aspectual notions that these predicates encode in different cortiextever, the reader
has to take into account that this nomenclature is not standard, bubédraput forward
by the author of this dissertation. Some authors (e.g. Montrul, 1998) diandy
considered that verbs of Class Il alternate between cldsmas I11. | believe that a more
accurate portrayal of this situation is to define Class # hgbrid class whose verbs can
have eventive or stative interpretations depending on context. The apvaftahis
proposal is that it allows us to distinguish between Class #(l) Class Ill, which
although apparently identical differ in that Class ll(b) pragsaount with an eventive
counterpart that Class Il verbs lack. This could predict asynoak acquisitional
patterns with respect to these classes since dealing wihotixl@emous forms in Class
lI(b) could create more difficulty for the learner than acagirClass Il verbs that do not
alternate in different syntactic frameworks. Some empiaealence for this proposal is
found in chapter 4. Thus, | follow Franco & Huidobro’s (2003, 2007) proposal tha
denies the existence of a causative (i.e eventive) and a nonhcaus&t eventive)
lexical entry for Class Il verbs. On the other hand, they projhedéehe contrast between
these two structures hinges simply on word order; that is, tleegeasived from the same
syntactic configuration. It is, indeed, this subdivision that is ablBlltthe gaps left
unexplained by previous analyses.

Class Il (a) The explosion frightened Nina/La explosién asustdé a)\iaa be
described as follows:

. Transitive

. The theta roles involved in this type of constructions are Causer and an
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Experiencer

o It is not subject to the T/SM (Target/Subject Matter) restriction
. It involves a causative meaning

. It is aspectually eventive

. The predicate is a stage-level predicate

) Ths object is [+affected]

. Case: Causer-Nom and Experiencer-Acc.

Class Il (b) The problem worried Nina/El problema le preocup6 a Nina-A Nina
le preocupd el problemjahas the exact same characteristics as Class lligchwisi
described below?

Class Il The play appealed to MaffLa obra le gusté a Maria-A Maria le gusté
la obra) can be characterized as follows:

. It is an unaccusative construction

o The theta roles in this construction are the Experiencer and the Theme

2 The case assignment in Class Il (a) might or might not be different from English depending on the
dialect. In non-leista dialects, the case of the Experiencer is accusative and in leista dialects the case of the
Experiencer is dative.

2 The standard case assignment for this class is the following: Causer-Nom and Exp.-Acc This is the case of
English. However, in Spanish this class has some especial characteristics that make it closer to Class lll, as
Franco and Huidobro (2003, 2007) proposed. One of the characteristics that overlaps between Class IlI(b)
and lll in Spanish is case marking, which is Causer-Nom and Exp.-Dat .

" Although | am comparing Class Il predicates in Spanish and English, it is important to underline that
gustar is a much more frequent verb that to appeal to. Furthermore gustar is informal whereas to appeal
is part of the formal register. So, to appeal to is the literal translation of gustar because of their similar
morphosyntactic properties, gustar seems to be closer in meaning and function to to like

> This claim is controversial. Although most authors consider these predicates as unaccustive (Parodi-
Lewin, 1991; Landau, 2010), researchers such as Franco & Huidobro (2003, 2007) reject this claim for
Spanish psych-verbs on the basis of their inability to co-occur with bare nouns A Ana le gustan *(las)
matemdticas ‘Ana likes Math’.
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. It is subject to the T/SM restriction

. It is aspectually stative

. The predicate is an individual-level predicate

) The object is not affected by the action depicted in the sentence [-affected]
. Case: Experiencer-Dat. and Theme-Nom.

Having reviewed the past literature on psych-verb syntactic model$ pradkeed
to present a review of the studies on L2 acquisition of psych-predicates.
2.3. L2 Acquisition of Psych-Predicates

In general, studies on the acquisition of psych-verbs suggest theali2rs are
guided by UG principles such as UTAH or the Thematic Hiesar¢towever, they
experience more problems related to the different morphologroglerties that these
predicates exhibit in different languages. This is in lindwhie claim in the Minimalist
Program that crosslinguistic variation lies within morphology d&dléxicon, and thus
outside of the computational system.

Juffs (1996) studied the acquisition of a lexical parameter bghithese learners
of English. He found that L2ers started with L1 parameters but,ealBntwere able to
change the parameter to the target language (TL) settingoideed out that if the L2
input adds a new representation to the grammar, parameteisewiset (e.g. the fact
that psych-verbs can be causative in English). On the other handput2cannot pre-
empt overgeneralizations transferred from the L1 (e.g. even adivaBees use a greater
number ofmake causatives, which is the most common pattern in Chinese, than the
native speakers). In this case, positive evidence might need to bmpamsted by

negative evidence as previously claimed by other authors (White 1999&h, 1992,
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Trahey and White, 1993). He concludes that L2 grammar seemstm$ieained by UG
since the L2 learners acquired some syntax-semantic correspondedeedetermined
by the input. However, he leaves an open question regardingléhefiL1 transfer after
parameter resetting has taken place.

Montrul (1998) is an interesting study because it brings up the togie able of
instruction and how this could influence students’ representations ef pinedicates. As
the previous study, she finds that the major difficulties of Lhkyarare outside syntax-
semantics properties. Instead, the more problematic aspect sedmsconnected to
morphology.

Montrul studied the acquisition of Spanighstar, which is an unaccusative Class
lll psych-verb, and unaccusatige by French and English learners. The grammatical
explanations offered by language teachers in classroomgseteem to be misleading
and far from what is known through theoretical research. Dative riéxgers are
presented in classrooms as indirect objects. Hence, Montrul prethetedf students
were guided by grammatical explanations and grammar manualswtheg treat the
dative Experiencer as a Goal. On the contrary, if their gramasa UG-constrained and
thus guided by UTAH and the Thematic Hierarchy, they would beeawfathe subject-
properties exhibited by dative Experiencers (i.e. dative Expengrexre controllers in
adjunct clauses, and they also behave like subjects for subjbctwersion in wh-
guestions, negative polarity, extraction and embedding).

Results showed that both French and English speakers are guithedTthematic
Hierarchy and not by grammatical explanations. This can alsedyeis the pattern of

errors exhibited by both groups in which all Experiencers are demesl as subjects.
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English speakers have a harder time with these unaccusative catdigsirthan the
French speakers. The reason for this can be traced to therphology, particularly, the
lack of dative case morphology in English. The English subjects hacultyf with a
variety of structures (e.g. psych-verbs and active verbs with Gaahargs) that indicate
that their problem with unaccusative psych-verbs might come thenfiatt that they are
in the process of acquiring the dative-case morphology in Spanish.dlusion, the L2
learners in this study seemed to have access to principles @utlias the Thematic
Hierarchy. Their errors came from a lack of command of thevelaise system in
Spanish.

White et al. (1998) were the first authors to stress the importance of undergta
the different aspectual interpretations of psych-verbs and hoe #iesnorphologically
and syntactically encoded for the successful acquisition of gredecates. And although
they do not provide a solution, they point us in an interesting directiorwthatill be
able to follow in this dissertation. White et al. (1998) triedlétermine if L2 learners of
English were aware of the Target/Subject Matter (T/SMiriction with Class Il psych-
verbs (see section 2.2.1f8r an explanation of the T/SM restriction). They assumed
Pesetsky’s (1995) analysis of psych-verbs. They tested speakers wheas Mhalagasy,
French and Spanish. A higher proportion of Malagasy speakers weréaiecognize
that violations of the T/SM restriction are ungrammatical.

They account for these facts by updating Pesetsky’s (1995)sanafythe T/SM
restriction. For Pesetsky, the T/SM restriction was a conseguef the zero CAUSE
morpheme and the implications of its presence for the Head Mmte@onstraint. On

the contrary, White et al. (1998) argue that this restrictioelegad to stativity and the
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way it is morphologically encoded in both the L1 and the L2. Followagpdi-Lewin’s
(1991) intuitions about Spanish psych-verbs, the authors claim that ther&s&iction
applies only if a verb is stative but not when the verb havamtige reading. Thus, the
problem of acquiring the T/SM restriction gets redefined inghjger. The learner needs
to discover which predicates in the language are stative and winshare eventive. The
way the stative/eventive distinction is morphologically encodethé native language
will have consequences for the acquisition of these differencdhs target language as it
was reflected by the different performance of French and Spapéeskers on the one
hand, and Malagasy speakers on the other. Malagasy speakers peietieedhan
Spanish and French speakers. The reason for this lies in thbdadldlagasy has two
affixes that attach to psych-verlmsahamakes the verb stative anthmpais a causative
morpheme. Conversely, Spanish and French do not have different morphenagtstha
to the verb to indicate causativity/eventiveness vs. stativity.nidr@hological encoding
in Malagasy provides an advantage for its speakers over thesBpaamd French
participants. Hopefully, we should be able to clarify these isauthsa more in-depth
analysis of the acquisition of the different aspectual classpsyoh-verbs in Spanish by
English L1 speakers; specifically we will look at classes Ii(a) &b/ lll.

In a later study White et al. (1999) focus on a different issleted to the
acquisition of psych-verbs. They show that, in spite of the high freguein©bject
Experiencer psych-verbs in the input, L2 learners from differénbdckgrounds tend to
show the same pattern of error with this type of predithsy treat the Experiencer as a

subject in Object Experiencer verbs. They followed B&R’s (1988) ammalyf Class Il

16 . . . are . . .. . .
In Spanish, the accusative or dative clitic signals eventiveness or stativity in some dialects.
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verbs and they did not include Class Il in the study. They testedkezeof Malagasy,
Japanese, French and Spanish learning English as their second langsidiey
predicted, the errors were unidirectional and consisted of promotingxiberiencer as
the subject. This pattern of error is in accordance with then@tie Hierarchy since
Experiencers are projected higher than Themes. So, the subjéstisiiguage seemed to
be constrained by the Thematic Hierarchy and UTAH. The protiem lies in the fact
that L2ers were unable to move the Theme to subject position. Howhbkigedid not
seem to be part of a more general difficulty with A-movemerdesthey were able to do
passives. They conclude by leaving the door open to another possibiRgsetsky’s
(1995) model is followed, then the L2 learners’ problems might stem &n inability to
recognize the causative nature of OE verbs. This relates toWlige et al. (1998) had
previously claimed. If the problem lies in L2 learners’ inabildyrecognize the causative
nature of these predicates, that is their eventiveness, thamis $&e lexical aspect is at
the heart of the problem.

Montrul (2001) takes a different stance on the issue by focusingogohoiogy
and the problems derived from the way psych-predicates are maypaatiyp encoded in
different languages. Montrul tries to determine whether L2né¥a’ morphological
problems with argument-changing morphology are unconstrained anmstst. She
studied a group of subjects whose native languages were Englistist§purkish and
Japanese. The L2 languages tested were English, Spanish, antd.Tihkiphenomenon
under scrutiny was the causative/inchoative alternation in agethiareye-of-state verbs
and in OE psych-verbs (e.fyighten). This alternation occurs in all the languages tested

but it is expressed with different morphological reflexes. $had that zero morphology
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is harder to acquire than overt morphology. Also, speakers whose L1 segithe
alternation with a null morpheme but are learning a target Igegua which the
alternation is morphologically overt, tend to assume that the morpisgshenologically
null. Conversely, L2ers learning a TL in which the alternationagptmologically null but
whose L1 indicates the alternation morphologically, tend to find gmoghonological
form to express the phenomenon in the L2. She claims that the aneoremputational
rather than representational since the learners have problemgisgnieatures and forms
and are constrained by the morphological form of the L1 affixesy @ls® experienced
more problems with psych-verbs than agentive verbs since they haaeden difficulty
of misalignment of thematic roles to syntactic positions. Thdirigs of this study
provide further support for the Full Transfer/Full Access HypoghgSichwartz &
Sprouse, 1996), which predicts that L2 learners have full access &ithéagh they take
the L1 to be the starting point of the acquisition process. Morphadegys to be a
vulnerable area in the acquisition of psych-verbs. However, as Maxfpldined in her
work, the level of difficulty will depend on the different langeacombinations and how
these predicates are realized in each of them.

Rubio (2000, 2001) studied the hybrid behavior of Class Il psych-verbsh whi
can surface as eventive or stative predicates. Particularlstuidied L2 learners’ ability
to use a morphosyntactic cue (the case of the clitic: accustivdative) as a reflex of the
eventivity vs. the stativity of the predicate. He compared twohteg methods with
regard to the acquisition of these predicates: traditional instnu@nd processing
instruction (VanPatten, 1996). Processing instruction is an outpul-bpagpeoach, which

aids students in developing form-meaning connections in the L2 toyatesing their L1
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processing strategies. Processing instruction proved to be maatageous for both
producing and understanding this phenomenon.

Toribio and Nye (2006), as in the current study, present theirrobsaa the
framework of the Interface Hypothesis. They studied the acquisitb reverse
psychological predicates by Spanish heritage speakers in theThisSterm, reverse
psychological predicates, has been used by several authours siefPrada Pérez et al.
(2005); Toribio & Nye (2006); dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (20idfetoto psych-
verbs that present a non-canonical mapping of thematic rolestactg positions. In
this particular study, they focus on Class Ill psych-predicdtesy argue that heritage
speakers’ grammars are incomplete with regard to these adimisl These authors find
evidence for invariablele, that is, a less categorical rejection lef with plural
Experiencers thates with singular Experiencers. This is considered to be thetretul
phonological simplification. This specific issue will be testedxperiment 2 (chapter 3).
The authors conclude that the heritage speakers have mastered gsopiettie core
grammar such as Agreement and Case but they still exhibit rget-taehavior in the
properties that relate to interfaces, both the syntax-pragmater$ace and the syntax-
lexicon interface. The former becomes evident through the constdetemee for pre-
verbal Experiencers, while the latter is reflected in trerueturing of the argument
structure. This is evidenced in participants’ responses that powdrde a more
transparent mapping of reverse psych-predicates: they mapithate argument to the
structural subject position and the inanimate argument to the structural objgohpos

dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011) also studied heritage speaker

participants; however, they centered on the study of the reversenaant properties of
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two predicatesgustar‘to like’ and encantarto love’. Unlike Toribio & Nye (2006) they
did not find evidence for invariable or for a tendency to restructure the argument
structure of these predicates. Nevertheless, they found emiggpbrt for invariable
gusta,which becomes evident with participants’ less categoricaltrejeof gustawith a
plural Theme thagustanwith a singular Theme. They ascribe this behavior to aggeoc
of morphological simplification of the verbal paradigm, although thegpoerage future
researchers to investigate a possible phonological or syntactiespramderlying
invariablegusta

Since most of these studies were conducted before the advent lotetiace
Hypothesis, we cannot establish clear parallels between them and onetitia¢ account.
It would be difficult to appraise the IH since these studies do esit ggragmatic
properties, which are at the heart of this theory. However, what is cdeattiese studies
is that psychological predicates pose many difficulties conteatéh morphology,
semantics (particularly, aspect) and also pragmaticsdeeidty Toribio & Nye (2006)).
It is obvious from the results of previous research that theofdlee L1 is essential in
order to determine if these predicates are going to be easjlyrable and to predict the
areas where transfer will occur. This is one of the aspegididghited by the Integrative
Model of Bilingual Acquisition and also, as we will see, a ksge&t in understanding
the behavior of the participants in the present project.

Before introducing the experiments that are the focus of thas/ st will briefly
discuss how the role of instruction can affect the acquisition afhpgsedicates. Many
researchers in the field of generative second language acquisitisaribe to the view

that instruction can be beneficial and it can accelerate tkeofatcquisition not as
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language instructioper se(i.e. metalinguistic knowledge) but as it provides input for the
L2ers. It is important to underscore that the general idea tisntauction is beneficial
neither as negative evidence (i.e. information about what an irbpossiucture is in the
target language) nor as explicit positive evidence (i.e. metaditig explanations about
the target language) but insofar as instruction provides pyiriaguistic data (i.e.
contextualized utterances in the target language) which is@bbuse the learner to re-
structure his grammar (Schwartz & Gubala-Ryzak, 1992). On theacpnSlabakova
(2008, 2010) claims that meaningful focus on morphological forms (whatosiselers
the ‘bottleneck’ of acquisition) should be useful for the learnerida&tly, she argues
against communicative methods and for pedagogical approaches likecile on Form
(Doughty, 2001), Input Processing (VanPatten, 1996, 2000, 2007), and Skill Acquisition
(DeKeyser, 1997, 2001, 2007).

Having explained how the role of instruction is considered in gener@tive |
would like to underline as Montrul (1998) did in her study of psych-véxddsinistruction
of these constructions seems to be misleading and does not fiestartect analysis of
these constructions. First of all, the Experiencer is presentind asdirect object, being
deprived of all of its subject properties. On the other hand, the Tisepnesented as the
subject of the sentence, which does not explain why actually therkeoinarder has the
Experiencer in subject position. Secondly, we can say that, everddr an incorrect
analysis, the presence of the dative Experiencer (with the pliepagiand the clitic are
introduced in the L2 classroom. So, the functional morphology is ekpliaught and
drilled in L2 classroom settings. Yet it is an area that nesn@roblematic for L2

learners. Thirdly, under the “Verbs likgustar title, classes Il and Ill, and other
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unaccusative verbs get collapsed into just one analysis. Thal®iso mention of the
aspectual subdivision in Class Il in textbooks. Finally, pragnegiditions are never
addressed in L2 classrooms. So, in order to determine if L2egui@ied by instruction
or universal mechanisms of language acquisition, we will need to tkespe facts in
mind. Particularly relevant for this study is the fact tte# structures presented in
experiments 1 and 2 (i.e. clitic properties and clitic and verbeagent) could have been
learnedthrough instruction, which does not mean that participants had acuoglyred
this knowledge unconsciously or that their internal grammar had been resttucture
2.4 Introduction to the Current Project
2.4.1 Filling a gap in the literature

My project was designed with a dual goal in mind: the firstisrte expand our
understanding of the L2 acquisition of Spanish psych-verbs. By providing a
comprehensive analysis on how different areas of psych-predicatescguired (e.g.
their syntax, their discourse propertetsceterd through four different proficiency levels
(i.e. near-native, advanced, intermediate and low), | intend to addoess of the
guestions unexplored or unanswered by the previous research. The secotivkabjer
assess the adequacy of the Interface Hypothesis as an egpldoaSpanish psych-verb
acquisition and, ultimately, as a compelling theoretical accounsdoond language
acquisition in general.

These goals derive from the main tendencies in generativarchsthat have
moved beyond the question of access to UG to explore different tiygasrees. My line
of research has been inspired by the work of those reseawherstrive to find the

underlying reasons for non-native linguistic challenges in thasadt®at lie beyond the
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realm of UG. The IH is a theory driven by this same forceidedarly, the IH has found
a common explanation for optionality at the highest level of sedanduage,
simultaneous first language acquisition, and language attritioneXplanation has to do
with the relative cognitive load that different types of struiedumpose on the language
learner when processed in real-time. Thus, it is claimed thetnak interfaces are less
likely to be acquired completely than internal interfaces (andowasyntax) since
integrating material from both linguistic and cognitive modulekiglv is required to
process external interface phenomena) is more cognitivelygtathan processing
material from linguistic modules exclusively (i.e. internal inteefs.

Toribio and Nye (2006) is the only study of psych-verbs grounded inHhe |
Since their study targets heritage speakers, the current tprajecomplement their
research by presenting some wide-ranging data on seconda¢gndgarners. Next, |
believe this project will enhance our perspective on psych-verbsitoop particularly
discourse properties, by resorting to a more appropriate exgeamdesign. Their
methodology, consisting of a guided written task and a grammatigadigment task,
does not seem to be the most appropriate to test discourse-relatechpha. The reason
for this is that the test items are presented in isolatidmowt a context that controls for
pragmatic factors. Thus, the response of the heritage learnet igally based on any
pragmatic conditions. Their claims about learners’ inability t@l deith syntax-
pragmatics-interface phenomena are based on the learner’'s epcefefor the
Experiencer-Verb-Theme order. However, if we do not regulate dmgmatic context,
how can we make claims about learners’ ability to integrateéasyic and pragmatic

information? By using a methodology in which the learner is formedshow his
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preference (on a scale of pragmatic felicitousness) for Theme-VedriErcer (TVE) or
Experiencer-Verb-Theme (EVT) in relation to specific discouwrseditions, | will be
able to make stronger claims about their ability to integr#tamation from both the
language system and cognitive domains.

Another issue about the acquisition of psych-predicates that has mosdtded
by the previous research is the use of invariédknd invariablegusta Toribio & Nye
(2006) and, previously, Dvorak & Kirschner (1982) had argued for theéeaxes of a
phenomenon they named invariable. This resulted from heritage learners’
overacceptance of the singular clitic in ungrammatical cont&s the other hand,
dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011) found no empirical evidenicwdnablele.
On the contrary, their data provide support for a similar phenomenonainlesgustag
which consisted of the overacceptancgus$tain ungrammatical contexts. In chapter 3,
we will explore this issue in order to ascertain whether @nthese phenomena are
present in L2ers’ grammars.

Furthermore, learners’ understanding of the subtle differebetseen classes
[I/lll has not attracted much attention in the past researctspafnish psych-verb
acquisition'’ As | presented earlier, Class Il has a hybrid behavior amdeaventive
(Class ll(a)) in some contexts and stative (Class ll{)yther contexts. On its stative
interpretation, Class II(b) functions both morphologically and syntdistitke Class I,

which is also aspectually stative. Table 1 summarizes therahfferoperties of these

7 Experiments 3A and 3B will test the categorization problem of classes li(a) and li(b)/Ill. In contrast,
experiments 1, 2 and 4 will focus on phenomena that concern classes Il(b) and IlIl. For clarity purposes, |
will refer to these classes as Ill. However, as | pointed out earlier, there are theoretical reasons to keep
lI(b) and IlI as two different classes.
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classes, which have been formerly described by Parodi-Lewin (19@llFm@nco &

Huidobro (2003, 2007).

Table 1. Semantic and morphosyntactic differences between Class ll(a)lasl IIC

(b)/1l]

Class|l (a)

Class I (b)/I11

Class ll(a):molestar‘to bother’,preocupar
‘to worry’, asustar‘to scare’, sorprender

‘to surprise’

Eventive

Leista dialect: no clitic or dative clitic
Non-leista dialect: Accusative clitic

One order:
Theme/Experiencer order

Object [+affected]

Seconstruction:
Juan se preocupa por sus padres
Juan worries about his parents

Causative embedding:
Maria hizo preocuparse a Juan
Mary made Juan worry

Class ll(b):molestar‘to bother’, preocupar
‘to worry’, asustar ‘to scare’sorprender

‘to surprise’

Class llI: gustar ‘to like’, encantar ‘to

love’, importar ‘to matter’
Stative

Clitic is obligatory
Dative clitic

Two orders:
Experiencer/Theme
Theme/Experiencer

Object [-affected]

No seconstruction:
*Juan se gusta por sus padres
Juan likes by his parents

No causative embedding
*Maria hizo gustarse a Juan
Maria made John like

Rubio (2000, 2001) has been the only researcher to this point that astudigd
the acquisition of the hybrid properties of Class Il verbs. In pdatiche focused on the
acquisition of the case of the clitic as a cue for eventivemedsstativity. Interestingly,

the area that he chose to study, case of the clitic as antorddahe aspectual status of

66



the predicate, is subject to a great deal of dialectal variggemnsection 2.2.2.1). Thus, in
this project, | decided to focus on two other constructions: word ondeartipassivee
which are consistent across dialects. Also, | included Clasprddlicates. Hence,
participants did not only have to understand the hybrid nature of Classdicates but
also, how this class compares to predicates of Class lIl.

By investigating these properties, we will have not only arelepicture of how
learners acquire psych-verbs in relation to predicates thdtieahtanonical mapping of
theta roles to syntactic positions, but also we will have a beatigght into their
understanding of the different classes of psych-verbs and théhabllexical aspect plays
in this acquisition process.

The second goal of this dissertation, as | pointed out previoustyascertain the
validity of the Interface Hypothesis as a theory for secondukzge acquisition. Because
the experimental results of this study are not consistent etlelaims of the IH, | argue
that the solution to native vs. non-native differences must be accoumtésrdugh a
more sophisticated model, namely, the Integrative Model of Bilingaglisition. This
model encompasses four factors (formal complexity, L1 and L2 p&rarmsettings,
processing and PLD) and explains the acquisition process througtegration of these
factors.

Finally, my empirical data will help us enlighten some questadrike core of the
generative line of research in second language acquisition suabcass to UG, the

structure and development of non-native grammars and the question of fossilization.
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2.4.2 Predictions for the L2 Acquisition of Spanish Psych-Verbs

In this section, | will propose some specific predictions about th&nglish-L2
Spanish acquisition process. On the one hand, these predictions will batetoby
language particular differences between English and Spartiginseof psych-verbs. On
the other hand, these predictions are based on theoretical assunguiibmsevious
findings in the L2 literature.

First of all, 1 will point out the similarities and differezx between Spanish and
English patterns of psych-verbs and explain how certain difficultiise L2 acquisition
process can stem from these divergences. Class | functiorsntieengy in Spanish and
in English (John fears snakes/Juan teme las serpient&s) in principle, no errors are
predicted in this class. This is also supported by the previoustditer@/NVhite et al.,
1999). For this reason, Class | predicates have not been included in this study.

With respect to Class Il, we have to remind the reader abouimpertant
dialectal differences in Spanish, which were mentioned in the pseweation, with
regard to the case of the clitic and the presence or absengis efeément in order to
express the stative/eventive distinction. This would mean thatreetemight encounter
teachers and friends that speak different dialects and theretore et conflicting
input. This could make the acquisition of these properties even |esghttrward.
Hence, | predict this class to present a big challenge fdtZHearner since it is subject
to dialectal variability.

Furthermore, the hybrid nature of this class and how the aspéddtiattions of
Class ll(a) and Ii(b) are morphologically and syntacticadlgcoded could be a

challenging area of the L2 grammar. The syntax of Cla&s (The explosion frightened
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Nina/La explosion (la/le) asustd a Njn&unctions in the same way in English and
Spanish since the Experiencer cannot function as a subject s@ysahas to appear in
postverbal position. Some morphological differences between Englisls@amish are
the oblique case of the Experiencer (which might be dative or anv@uisapending on
the dialect), the prepositianthat marks the oblique case and the clitic, which is optional
for this class but, when present, could bear accusative or dateelepsnding on the
dialect.

Next, | will describe Class llIThe play appealed to Mary/La obra le gusté a
Maria-A Maria le gustdé la objaand Class Il (b) The problem worried Nina/El
problema le preocupé a Nina-A Nina le preocup6 el prob)emsaa unified group since
they exhibit the same properties in Sparfshhese classes function morphologically and
syntactically differently in both English and Spanish. Morphologicalg, have an
obligatory dative clitic in Spanish that has no overt corresponderterginsh. There is
also a dative quirky subject preceded by the preposati@yntactically, the order of the
arguments can be reversed in Spanish (depending on pragmatic fathoes)the
Experiencer in Spanish is a quirky subject; however only one ordargoiments is
permitted in English:

(36) La obra le gusta a Maria

A Maria le gusta la obra
Mary likes the play

(37) The play appeals to Mary
*To Mary appeals the play

% n English, these classes (ll(b) and Ill) are different from each other because in Class ll(b) verbs, the
Experiencer receives accusative case and in Class Ill, it receives dative case. However, this distinction is
blurred in Spanish since both Class II(b) and Class Il have a dative Experiencer.
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An added difference that might cause difficulty for the LZreais the fact that
several verbs belong to different classes in each languagen$tance,gustar and
encantar which belong to Class Il in Spanish are most commonly tradisésto like
andto love which belong to Class | in English. And although it might depend en th
translation (many books translajestar asto be pleasingor to appealto), the truth is
thatto like/to loveseem to be the most natural counterpart based on frequency and the
informal nature of these verbs in Spanish. So, we can expect tgusidr used as a
Class | verb with a nominative subject and a non-reversible afdarguments*{o
gusto los deported like sports’). On the other hand, we can also expect to find
overgeneralizations that act in the opposite way (although, as Vahitd. (1999)
empirically demonstrated, these are not nearly as commonyzaimgph Spanish Class |
verb as a Class Il verb following tlgeistarmismatch of c lasses.

(38) Odio las zanahorias

Hate-1p.sg. the carrots
| hate carrots
(39) *Me odian las zanahorias
Me-dat hate-1p.sg. the carrots

The experiments of this dissertation test different types sktpeedicted errors:
Experiments 1 and 2 test narrow syntactic properties. Ircpkatj experiment 1 tests the
case, position, and obligatory nature of the clitic. Experimenst the question of clitic
and verb agreement. According to the Interface Hypothesis, thesdfyproperties are
supposed to be the least problematic since they belong to the ngntaw. ©n the other
hand, if we think of a different model such as the Integrative Mofldlanguage

Acquisition, which includes the role played by the L1, we could ptexdirtain difficulty
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in this area since the clitic is an element that has no c@anten English grammar and
the agreement system is certainly much less sophisticated in English thpamishS

Experiments 3A and 3B test learners’ ability to categorizgctpserbs into
different classes according to their aspectual and morphosgnpacperties. According
to the IH, because these structures belong to an interndaagethey should be less
vulnerable in acquisition than properties that hinge on external icéstf&urthermore,
they should not present residual optionality at the highest level aoihdelanguage
attainment. In this specific area | agree with the predictidribe IH because | believe
that L2 learners can make use of some universal principleswilaguide their
acquisition process of these properties, particularly, withroetp classifying different
classes of predicates. Additionally, if we consider the Integrddleedel of Bilingual
Acquisition, which includes the role of the L1, we can see how theahlprovide some
scaffolding in these tasks (although not complete guidance iisekplain in chapter 4).
Thus, the acquisition of the relation between the syntax and thentesnaf these
predicates should not be insurmountable. However, some difficultigeredeted with
respect to the morphological reflexes of the eventive/statiwdedsince those have to be
learned on the basis of input.

Experiment 4 tests an external interface property, namelgftbet of pragmatic
factors on the word order of psychological predicate constructiohs. Ifiterface
Hypothesis predicts this property to show residual difficultiesopposed to the
properties tested in the previous experiments. However, if we lothkealntegrative
Model of Bilingual Acquisition and taking into account that L2 learmars be guided by

universal principles that regulate pragmatically-derived word ocdesslinguistically
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and in their L1, then there is no reason to believe that this pyopétbe particularly
problematic for L2 learners if they can access this universal pringigléha L2 syntactic
patterns are in place.

If we follow Minimalism’s stance on crosslinguistic varati and language
acquisition, we expect students to be more accurate with the sgmaxwith the
morphology. This is because Minimalism places the locus of crogdtiggvariation in
morphology and the lexicon. Thus, the task of the L2 learner is to adgxical features
in the target language and the way these are encoded morphojog®watitactic
computations (e.g. principles suchMeve or economy of derivation) are universal and
L2 learners have access to these operations. Thus penaeis not predicted to cause
major problems in terms of acquisition. In fact, the predictions itescrabove are
confirmed by previous findings in the L2 literature (Juffs, 1996; Monir@®7; White et
al. 1999, 1999; Montrul 2001; Zhang, 2007). All these studies point to the conclusion that
L2 learners do not experience difficulty with the syntactmpprties of these predicates.
Conversely, they claim that the pattern of errors found in the drdédes’ interlanguage
has to do with an incomplete knowledge of the specific morphologroglerties (e.g.
zero CAUS morpheme, clitics etc.) that these predicates exhibit inediffi@nguages.

As | pointed out previously, one of the most recent studies on Spanidh psyc
verbs is Toribio and Nye (2006), who studied the problem of interfacesmection to
Spanish Class lll psych-verbs. They did find problems with both thexsiati&on and
the syntax-pragmatics interfaces. However, they found pretigblkel knowledge of
properties related to the narrow syntax of these predicatdewia the theoretical

predictions of the Interface Hypothesis and the findings by ToritaoNye (2008), the
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predictions are that interface-conditioned properties will be acquiredhatethe narrow
syntax. According to Toribio and Nye's (2006) study, both external arernadt
interfaces are areas of residual optionality. So, although it doesaombtadict the
Interface Hypothesis, it does not provide evidence for the main eérleé IH: the fact
that external-interface-conditioned properties would be acquired @fbperties related
to internal interfaces. This is something that we will evaluate in the presdpt s

In the next chapter, | will describe the methodology for theeotirproject and
present the empirical results of experiments 1 and 2, which opesethid experiments

by testing several syntactic properties related to psych-verbs.
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CHAPTER 3
SYNTACTIC PROPERTIES OF PSYCH VERBS

This chapter presents experiments 1 and 2, which examine two mliftgpes of
syntactic properties of psychological verbs, namely, the useitaf pfonouns and
agreement relations in these predicatdswever, before that, | will introduce some
aspects of the experimental design that are common to all expleegiments presented in
this dissertation. Afterwards, | will focus on the description ofgbals, methodology,
results and discussion pertinent to experiments 1 and 2.

3.1 Design of the Experimental Study (Experiments 1, 2, 3A, 3B and 4)
3.1.1. Participants

A total of 101 subjects participated in this study. 36 native speakeSpanish
constituted the control group, all of them from Spain. The control grogg's enged
from 20 to 42 years. All participants had a college degree @ ategnding college at the
time of the experiment. With regard to the level of English &ny other foreign
language) of the control participants, they had either a vasyclknowledge or no
knowledge of the language. None of them used English on a dailyanasiteey had not
travelled to an English-speaking country for more than a weelkcoBirolling the level
of English in the native speaker population, | made sure that the ceatngle in this
study represented a monolingual variety unaffected by laeguwagtact. This is

especially important at the level of syntax-pragmatics, sinopepties related to this



interface tend to be more susceptible to alteration when langegages into contact
(Myers-Scott, 2002).

The experimental group consisted of 65 non-native speakers of Spdmsk w
first language was English. The non-native speakers werg@nasdsito different
proficiency groups according to their score in an independent profjciest The test is
a section of DELE (Diploma de Espafiol como Lengua Extranjer@igplof Spanish as
a Foreign Language), which assesses knowledge of grammar aimilwyg. This is the
common standardized measure used by many L2 researcher§V(etg, Valezuela,
Kozlowska-MacGregor & Leung, 2004; Montrul 2004; Rothman & Iverson 2008,
alia). Sixteen subjects were classified as near-natives, 21 sulgectdvanced, 16
subjects as intermediate and, 12 subjects were classifiediggdficiency learners. The
second language learner group was composed of both college studengs aa
advanced grammar and composition class (intermediate and low-projigeoups) and
instructors of Spanish at a research university in the U.S (advamzkchear-native
groups). Thus, it is important to underscore that even the lowecierafy groups were
not beginners, but had taken several semesters or Spanish (an até&rged many of
them had studied abroad before the time of the experiment. Tlsiragged from 19 to
45. Students received extra credit for their participation in thgererent and the
instructors received a small token gift.

3.1.2 Methodology

This dissertation encompasses 5 different experiments. Ateofexperiments

were conducted in PsyScope (Cohen, MacWhinney, Flatt, & Provost, 1998)siHgect

received a specific set of instructions before startingtdbk and conducted a training
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trial before each one of the experiments. Four of the expesnoenisisted of a scalar
grammaticality judgment task and one of them required arscalgment of pragmatic
felicitousness. All of the tasks followed the same procedure. Hoynge were certain
details of the methodology that varied from experiment to exeatiiue to the specific
characteristics of each set of stimuli. | will describeséhalifferences below in the
description of each individual experiment. In all experiments théicjpants were

presented with a series of sentences on a computer screenyhedhe rate on a Likert
scale according to how natural the sentence sounded to them. Thesway the scale

was presented to them:

1) The sentence sounds really bad. You would never use it and you cannot imagine

any native speaker using it.

2) The sentence sounds bad to you but not as bad as 1. You can imagine some native

speakers using this sentence.
3) You can't decide or the sentence doesn’t sound too bad or too good.
4) The sentence sounds pretty good to you but not as good as 5.

5) The sentence sounds good to you. It's perfectly natural. You can imaginefyoursel

or other/a native speaker using it.

In each experiment, the way the sentences were organized was than{pllewst
of all, a brief paragraph showed up in the computer screen. The sudjetd read the
paragraph and press any key to make the paragraph disappear oncedaa hiadl his
paragraph provided a context for the sentences that the subject fadel $absequently.
Next, he would see either two or four sentences (depending on thavexggifollowing
the context. It is important to highlight that these sentences pvesented in consecutive
order. So, the subject had to rate each sentence in isolation. Thienexpelid not allow
subjects to go back to the previous sentence or change their anBuweetsst sentences
in each experiment always contained psych-verb constructions aedvery similar to

each other, although they all included some kind of manipulation; signtsemantic or
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pragmatic depending on the individual experiment. An equal number efsfitere
presented in each of the experiments. The fillers included a marpusamilar to the
test items: syntactic, semantic or pragmatic depending on the speéific tas

The experiments were presented in random order. There wefergmifpossible
combinations, and participants were assigned to one of these ordelsmha
Furthermore, the contexts and their corresponding sentences wmel@nraed with
respect to other contexts and sentences. Finally, the sentenicieseaith context were
also randomized. By this process of randomization, | minimized thetedf undesirable
contamination between experiments, contexts and/or sentences.
3.1.3 Statistical Analysis

A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to determineskion between
the subjects’ sentence ratings and the conditions tested in eachmexypel tested the
appropriate contrasts adjusting for multiple observations within subjects.

From this point onwards, the chapter focuses on the descriptiopafiregnts 1
and 2.
3.2 Experiment 1: Goal and Research Questions

This experiment was designed to test a harrow syntacticrpraggsychological
predicates. More specifically it tested subjects’ knowledfethe syntax of clitics.
Subjects needed to demonstrate knowledge of clitics with regacas® (dative vs.
accusative), absence vs. presence of the clitic and position ditibevith respect to the
verb. Because these properties hinge on the presence or absarggeoific functional

projection (AgrlOP) and spec-head relations, | classified themaa®w syntax. This
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experiment was included in the battery of tests because knowtddditics is a pre-
condition for the correct use of any kind of psych-verb construction.

The main question | tried to answer with this experiment wWas: learners
sensitive to clitic manipulations in psych-verb constructions?
3.3 Experiment 1. Methodology

The experiment was a scalar grammaticality judgmesk. tih consisted of 32
sentences, half of which were fillers. Regarding the testst there were 4 contexts and
each context was associated with 4 possible sentences. Thenexjppezontained four
different conditions manipulated within participants and each sentepcesented one of
the conditions. The first issue that | wanted to test is if @pants understood the case
restrictions associated with the clitic in psych-verb constructioasely, that the clitic
in psych-verb constructions always bears dative case. (1a) and [dWw)ilhestrate this
guestion: (1a) is an example of a grammatical sentence betaastains a dative clitic.
On the other hand, (1b) is ungrammatical because the clitic b@arsative case. The
second question | wanted to analyze was whether L2 learners unddrstoaaligatory
nature of the clitic in this type of construction. This casesasented in sentence (1c¢),
which contains a null clitic. This yields an ungrammatical seetesnace, as | pointed
out, the clitic is a required element of the construction. Findle last issue | wanted to
explore was whether second language learners were sensitihe tstrict placement
restrictions of clitics (e.g. the clitic should be attached norafinite verb and placed in
front of the verb when this is a finite verb). For this purpose, (lLdtihtes an example

of a sentence in which the clitic has been misplaced, attacltied tnd of a finite verb
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instead of preceding it. So, out of the four sentences presented soiltject, only one
was grammatical (14F.
1) Mercedes acaba de volverse vegetariana. Asi que no come nadaedperarno
es una vegetariana estricta
Mercedes just became vegetarian. So, she does not eat any meat, butathe is
vegan
a. A Mercedes le gusta el pescado
Mercedes le-dat .cl. like-3p.s. the fish
Mercedes likes fish
b. *A Mercedes la gusta el pescado
Mercedes la-acc. cl. like-3p.s. the fish
Mercedes likes fish
c. *A Mercedes gusta el pescado
Mercedes like-3p.s. the fish
Mercedes likes fish
d. *A Mercedes gustale el pescado
Mercedes like-3p.s.-le-dat cl. the fish
Mercedes likes fish
The fillers were very similar to the test items insadarthey included the same
type of conditions: dative clitic, accusative clitic, null clitimd clitic in the wrong
position. The difference between the test items and the filessn the fact that while
the former tested psych-verb constructions, the latter targetdale object constructions

such as the one we can see in (2).

2) Ana estaba muy agradecida por todo lo que Marcos habia hecho por ella

' Besides the manipulation previously explained with respect to the clitic, | introduced one more
condition: the order of the constituents in the sentence: with half of the sentences exhibiting Experiencer-
Verb-Theme order and, the other half, Theme-Verb-Experiencer order. The data that | present here is
collapsed across orders. This condition was introduced to balance the stimuli with regard to alternate
word orders. This was also done within participants. In general, the sentences with a dative clitic were
given higher ratings in the EVT order. However, since these findings are not pertinent to the question we
are studying in Experiment 1, they will not be mentioned unless they are particularly enlightening with
respect to a specific issue. The results of this manipulation are presented in Appendix B
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Ana was very thankful for everything Marcos had done for her
a. Anale dio un regalo a Marcos
Ana le-dat. cl. gave-3p.s. a present to Marcos
Ana gave a present to Marcos
b. *Analo dio un regalo a Marcos
Ana lo-acc. cl. gave-3p.s. a present to Marcos
Ana gave a present to Marcos
c. ?Anadio un regalo a Marcos
Ana gave-3p.s. a present to Marcos
Ana gave a present to Marcos
d. *Anadiole un regalo a Marcos
Ana gave-3p.s.-le-dat. cl. a present to Marcos
Ana gave a present to Marcos
(2b) and (2d) are ungrammatical and (2a) is grammaticafdikéhe test items.
However, unlike the test items, (2c) is grammatical becauseaitsimple sentence with
SVO order in which the clitic is not obligatory. Neverthelessageispeakers might find
this sentence more natural when a dative clitic is included. Ssibjesre warned that
their judgments for each item were independent of the others.
3.4 Experiment 1: Results
The results of the control group will be presented first in otdeset up the
standard for the task. Then, the results of the L2 learners grailpe presented
starting with the highest proficiency group (i.e. near-natives) amghing with the
lowest proficiency group (i.e. low). This will be the formatldwed for all of the
remaining experiments.
In general, the experiment did not seem to pose great diffeddirethe L2ers,

who behaved very similarly to the native speaker group. Next)] pravide a detailed

analysis of the findings in each individual group.

80



3.4.1 Results of the Control Group

Table 2/Figure 3 presents native speakers’ mean response fimgiative
speakers rated the sentences with the dative clitic signlfichigher than each of the
other three conditions. So, the dative condition is clearly different &ach of the three
ungrammatical conditions (Dat vs. Ag=1026.8, p<.0001; Dat vs. No cliti¢=378.78,
p<.0001; Dat vs. Wrong positiop’=2092.1, p<.0001). Within the ungrammatical
conditions, the sentences with no clitic received a significamnther rating than the
other two (No clitic vs. Accy?=20.76, p<.0001; No clitic vs.Wrong positioff=44.40,
p<.0001).

Table 2. Response means for experiment 1 (Control group)

Analysis Variable: response
Clitic manipulation |N Obs Mean R
(1a) Dative 144 4.79
(1b) Accusative 144 1.40
(1c) No clitic 144 2.04
(1d) Wrong position 144 1.18
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Figure 3. Response meaios experiment (Control group)

These general results fit wilmy expectations: native speakers recognized
dative clitic as the grammatical opt. However, there is a surprising result with reg
to the ungrammatical category ‘No clitic,” which sveated significantly higher thane
two other ungrammatical cateries. The reason for this unexpected higher rating
sentences lacking the clitic could be due to comtation of the fillers, which consiste
of sentences in which the clitic could indeed bettaa (e.g.Ana dio un regalo a Marcc
‘Ana gave a present tMarcos’).

However, a further analysis of these responsesimeto claim that there is
different source for this phenomenon based on Vexpeeement recoverability. At th
point, it is importanto bring up the results of thcategory broken den by word orde
(Experiencer-VerbFheme vs. Then-Verb-Experiencer) since they are particule
informative. Interestingly, the no clitic conditiowas rated significantly higher

sentences with TVE order (mean=2.5) than in seetendgth EVT order (men=1.58)
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(x’=44.00, p<.0001). So, sentences likeplaya encanta a mi hermarisly sister loves
the beach’ was given significantly higher ratings tharDaniel importa el examen
‘Daniel cares about the test.’” The reason for this seems toaded on the ease of
recoverability of the agreement features of the verb. This iw#lbe explained in the
Discussion section (see 3.7).
3.4.2 Results Near-Native Group

Table 3/Figure 4 shows that for the near-native speaker growgsathe case for
the native speakers, the dative condition was always rated highar the other
conditions (Dat vs. Accy’=345.18, p<.0001; Dat vs. No clitiq®=222.74, p<.0001; Dat
vs. Wrong position:y*=377.92, p<.0001). Again, as with the native speakers, the
sentences with a null clitic were considered less ungrameth#tian the sentences with
an accusative clitic or the sentences with the clitic invtheng position (No clitic vs.
Accusative: y°=7.76, p=0.0054, No clitic vs. Wrong positiop’=10.73, p=0.0011).
Additionally, like the control group, sentences without a clitic regkia higher rating
when the sentence had the TVE configuration (no clitic/TVE mean=mhd@4litic/EVT
mean=1.37). However, for this group of speakers, the distinction did ezahr
significance £°=3.26, p=0.07).

Table 3. Response means for experiment 1 (Near-native group)

Analysis Variable: response
Clitic manipulation N Obs Mean R
(a) Dative clitic 64 4.48
(b) Accusative clitic |64 1.15
(c) No clitic 64 1.60
(d) Wrong position 64 1.07
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Figure 4.Response means Experiment 1 (I-native group)
3.4.3 Results Advanced Grc

Table 4/Figure Showsthat, as was the case for the other grothes,advanced
learners also distinguished the dative clitic as ginammatical category (Dat vs. A
v*=404.39, p<.0001; Dat vs. | clitic: ¥’=164.21, p<.0001; Dat vs. Wrong positit
v*=448.33, p<.0001). Within the ungrammatical categmrthe no cliti conditionagain
received significantly higher ratis than the other two (No clitic vé\cc: °=16.79,
p<.0001; No clitic vsWrong positior: ¥*=3.66, p=0.0557)Replicating the patterns
the control and the neamtive group, advanced learners rateese sentences withc
clitic higher when the order was TVE (mean=1.97)campared t(EVT (mean=1.6¢.
This contrast is significant, which parallels thedfngs of the control group’s patte

(x*=4.34, p=0.0371).
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Table 4. Responsesansfor experiment 1(Advanced group)

Analysis Variable: response
Clitic manipulation N Obs Mean R
(a) Dative clitic 84 4.54
(b) Accusative clitic 84 1.36
(c) No clitic 84 1.83
(d) Wrong position 84 1.32
5

Dative Accusative No clitic Wrong position

Figure 5 Response means experiment 1 (Advanced ¢
3.4.4Results Intermediate Gro

The intermediate group also clearly recognized thaive clitic as the
grammatical choice in the set of test items (DatAce: y*=135.47, p<.0001; Dat vs. M
clitic: ¥°=174.69, p<.0001; Dat vs. Wrong positicy>=201.60, p<0001). Also, the ni
clitic condition is the category that gets the highrating amongthe ungrammatice
categories.t is rated significantly higher than sentenceshwtite clitic in the wrong
position ¢°=8.28, p=0.004D However, it is notsignificantly different from sntences

with an accusative cliticy{=0.02, p=0.8981).
85



Table 5 Response mee for experiment 1 (Intermediate group)

AnalysisVariable: response
Clitic manipulation |N Obs Mean R
(a) Dative clitic 68 4.33
(b) Accusative clitic |68 1.94
(c) No clitic 68 1.95
(d) Wrong position |68 1.61
45
4
3.5 ——
3 L
2.5 -
2
15 - —
1 -
Dative Accusative No clitic Wrong position

Figure 6 Response means experimenntermediate group)
3.4.5 Results Lowrroficiency Grou

The lowproficiency group is also able to distinguish tlaik clitic category & the
grammatical choice and their ratings for this catggare¢ significantly different fror
those ineach of the other conditions (Dat vs. Ax*=21.92, p<.0001Dat vs. No clitic:
¥*=22.16, p<.0001Dat vs. Wroncposition:y°=57.56, p<.0001)However, we caisee in
Table 6/Figure &hat these learners do not show such -cut distinctions as the oth
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groups as the means are much closer to each othernithe rest of the groups. We w
analyze this fact in section 3.6. In this group, find the pattern found in tt
intermediate group in which sentences without &cclieceived significantly highe
ratings than other sentences with the clitic inwheng position x°=17.96, p<.000) but
not higher than sentences with an accusativic (x°=1.21, p=0.2718)Actually, for
these subjects, sentences with accusative cliteive the highest rating among 1
ungrammatical options.

Table 6 Response meafor experiment 1 (Low-proficiency group)

Analysis Variable: response
Clitic manipulation N Obs Mean R
(a) Dative clitic 48 3.89
(b) Accusative cliti 48 2.70
(c) No clitic 48 2.31
(d) Wrong position 48 1.95

4.5

2.5 -

1.5 -

Dative Accusative No clitic Wrong position

Figure 7. Response means experimenLow-proficiency group)
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3.5 Experiment 1: Summary of Results

All of the groups distinguished the dative clitic as the granwaltption. The
distinctions of the low-proficiency students were less categjotian the rest of the
groups’ but the contrasts among the different categories (detieccusative, dative vs.
no clitic, dative vs. wrong position) were significant for all loé tgroups. Furthermore,
the control group, near-native and advanced group showed a significarepcef for
sentences lacking a clitic within the ungrammatical categofihese ratings were higher
when the sentences had TVE order.
3.6 Experiment 1. Contrasts among Groups

None of the contrasts between the native and the near-native speakemwere
significant. So, these groups seem to show the same patterns wabheRae opposite is
true for contrasts between the native speaker group and the lowemrofigroup, which
turned out to be significant (Dat vs. Agé=63.80, p<.0001; Dat vs. No clitig?=10.23,
p=0.0014; Dat vs. Wrong positiogf=38.89, p<.0001). So, it seems that, even if the low-
proficiency learners are able to distinguish the different caiteg the same way the
control group does on a descriptive level, they do it to a lesser .eXtest becomes
obvious when we look at figure 8, in which we can see that the loficiency learners’
judgments are less definite. In order to ascertain where tless defined distinctions
came from, | analyzed the way these participants were tistngikert scale (i.e. the 1-
to-5 scale they had to use to make their judgments) and how redifi@m the way the
rest of the participants were using the scale. What is @lear this analysis is that,

whereas the more advanced groups tend to use the extremes of the scale m(re. dfte
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and 5), the low-proficiency group (and, to a certain extent, thanethate group) tend
to use the middle of the scale (i.e. numbers 2, 3 and 4) more fregtrertlyheir more
advanced counterparts. This shows that their more restricted rynadtehe target
language prohibits them from selecting the most definite ratingaraedi.e. 1 and 5).

Regarding the advanced speakers, | found one significant contdash&vitontrol
group (Dat vs. Wrong positiorx.Z:4.86, p=0.0276). This stems from the fact that the
advanced speakers give significantly lower ratings to the gediceh test items. This
added to the fact that the items with the clitic in the \grposition received slightly
higher ratings in the advanced group results in a somewhat suhigliaction between
the two categories (i.e. dative clitic and wrong position). Howeagrywe can see in
Figure 8 this difference seems minimal. So, it does notyrehlbw a very different
behavior of the advanced learners as compared to the native controls.

Finally, there are two significant contrasts between thermrédiate and the
control groups (Dat vs. Accy’=18.11, <.0001; Dat vs. Wrong positiog°=18.19,
p<.0001). Again, in this case we find that the second language leamgr ig less

definite in their judgments than the control group.
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3.7 Experiment 1: Discussion

This experiment testa syntacticproperty related to clitic use in ps\-verb
constructions. The results of this task show timaspite of the differences across grot
all of the participants were aware of the violaiaegarding clitic use and consister
selected the dative clitias the grammatical option in the set of stimthus, it seem
that this task did not poseajor difficulties for the second language learners participe
in this experiment, even those at the lowest |®fgbroficiency. However, we have
remembetrthat the participants that classified as -proficiency speakers in the curre
study were not beginners but students taking amrsmbd grammar class™ semester
class). So, tannot make any claims about these issues beirjepnatic at lower level
of language development. In general, the particgpalemonstrated their knowledge

clitic use with psychrerb constructions in three different ways: (1) ti2elearners in thi:
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study are aware of the restrictions that have to do with tleeafabe clitic; (2) they also
show a consistent understanding of the obligatory nature of thie aiit these
constructions, and (3) they respect the position of the clitic weper to its host (i.e.
the verb) as regulated by the finiteness of the verb.

In order to analyze our findings and discuss the implicationtesfet findings
with respect to second language learners’ representations otcthreseuctions, we need
to place this research within a specific syntactic theoryitaésc In particular, the theory
of clitics that will be followed in this dissertation is based Fsanco (2000) and his
proposal that Spanish object clitics are agreement morphemes werbheSpecifically,
dative clitics (which are the ones that concern us in this thsi®er) are agreement
morphemes base-generated as the head of the functional projectioPAGH® clitic-

doubled NP is projected in the specifier of AgrlOP as we can see in (3).
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AgrS
/\
Spec Agr'
/\
Agr TP
/\
Spec T
P
T AgrlOP
/\
Spec Agr'
I /\
clitic-doubled NP AgrlO AgrDOP
| N
dative cl. Spec Agr
PN
AgrDO VP
/\
Spec V'
/\
\Y

Franco proposes the interesting idea of lookinggaéement as a continuum. 1
proposal is that agreement, far from being a dmingt is more a gradable continul
along which agreement elements from different laggs stand. Because !
morphological ad syntactic properties of Spanish object clitieplicate those ¢
inflectional morphemes, Franco positions them @nfén left side of the scale in (

(4) Inflectionalaffixes |-Z-Y-X-W-] Pronouns

Some of these properties involve: fixed order datic, strict adjacency to hos
and the variation of agreeing featurleismoandlo/laismqg, which are all characteristi

reminiscent of bound inflectional morpholog
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The participants in this experiment showed not only an understandidaftioé
clitics as agreement morphemes (e.g. through their understasfdiage restrictions and
the obligatory status of the clitic) but also, they proved to betalpéace them correctly
on the agreement continuum given their understanding of clitic prepehat reflect
their status as bound morphology (e.g. strict adjacency to host dependi@mteness).
This is remarkable considering that English lacks a clitstesy. Next, | will review each
of the conditions of this experiment and argue what these findingal ralveut second
language learners’ interlanguage grammar.

First of all, participants showed an understanding of the cat@ctieas with
Class Il psych-verbs; namely, the clitic is always datiMa&s is noteworthy if we take
into account that clitic use is subject to a great deal ofd&leariation.Loismo(5) and
Laismo(6) are two processes typical of dialects in central Spaincan affect the choice
of the clitic case. These processes consist in replacingiee dditic by an accusative
clitic (masculine or feminine respectively). These processgmhasize the gender of the
dative participant.

(5) A Pablolo gustan los deportes

To Pablo lo-masc.-acc. cl. the sports
Pablo likes sports
(6) A Mariala encantan los zapatos
To Maria la-fem-acc. cl. the shoes
Maria loves shoes
Also, Fernandez-Ordoiiez (1999) claims that Argentina, Chile and Pershala

dialectal differences connected to the case of the clitpsyth-verb constructions. In

particular, in these countries, the use of the accusative clgibden extended to stative

93



psych-predicates. Thus, both stative and eventive psych-verb caosisuekhibit an
accusative clitic.

| could not confirm if the participants had in fact been exposed to these dlitilect
they had in fact been exposed to this dialectal variabilitygctually seems not to
distinguish non-native speakers’ judgments from the standard norm regeliicngase
for stative psych-verb constructions (except in the low-proficiency grdwgpersentences
with accusative clitics get an average rating of 2.70). Tiusigees evidence that second
language learners project the clitic in AgrlO, and not in AgnBiiere the clitic would
surface with accusative case. This behavior also manifesthéya¢stablish a spec-head
relationship between the clitic-doubled element and the clitluclwhas the clitic
surfacing as the overt spell-out of dative agreement featufrass, The clitic is the
realization of dative case-checking in the VP extended projeatidthés seems to be the
case for both native and non-native speakers.

Secondly, these learners considered that only sentences withicawsite
grammatical as compared to those without the clitic. Thus, they toodeéthe obligatory
nature of the clitic in psych-verb constructions. This indicatesltbers are projecting
the necessary functional projection (AgrlOP) and also, that tieegveare of the fact that
it cannot be absent from the structure.

Montrul (1998) carried out a study on the acquisition of dative Expenigeno
Spanish with intermediate L2ers whose L1 was either Frencmglisk. She claimed
that the difference between these two groups of learners waghthdEnglish L1
participants experienced problems with the dative case morphdibgymanifested in

English learners’ lower acceptance of dative clitics andepgate for nominative
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Experiencers (e.gro adoro la modal adore fashion’) instead of dative Experiencers
(e.g.A mi me encanta la modhlike fashion’). Clearly, this is not what | found in this
experiment where all of the groups (even the low-proficiency grolmyv sconsistent
knowledge of the dative clitic morphology and its restricttShslowever, Montrul's
participants seem to be at a lower level of language pnéy than the participants in
the current study since they were enrolled in low-intermed@ieses, as opposed to my
participants who were taking advanced grammar classes or graeunatears. However,
this indicates that, even if at the earlier stages, dative magphbinders acquisition of
psych-verbs, my participants had overcome those challenges and @nemnays included
structural dative case as instantiated in AgrlO (Lightfoot, 1991; Franco, 2000).

The two previous findings (i.e. learners’ understanding of the obfigatatus of
the clitic and its case assignment) show that learners mzeothe clitic as a required
element in psych-verb constructions, and, also, as an agreement meIbia¢ regulates
dative case agreement. The final set of results, L2ers’ rejectibe afidnipulation on the
clitic position, showed participants’ understanding of the clitic aas inflectional
morpheme that is strictly adjacent to its host (i.e. the varlg) whose position is
regulated by the finiteness of the verb: in front of the Jértine verb is finite and
attached to the verb if it is a non-finite verb.

In addition to these main findings, there was an unexpected résultontrol,
near-native, and advanced groups rated sentences without aighifoccantly higher
than the two other ungrammatical categories (Accusative and WWomsmiipn). This trend

was especially robust when sentences had TVE order. My arguntdat ithis finding

2% This study did not test preference of nominative vs. dative Experiencers. So, | cannot confirm or
disprove this fact in the participants | tested.

95



has to do with the ability to recover verbal agreement in theseant The absence of the
clitic in TVE order in (7a) results in the closer proximitiytbe verb and the Theme,
which is the element that controls verbal agreement. In canthesbvert clitic in the
grammatical version disrupts this proximity (7b). Thus, the nuticchhakes verbal
agreement more easily established.

(7) a.*La playa encanta a mi hermana

The beach love-3sg. to my sister
My sister loves the beach
[Theme+Verb+Experiencer]

b. La playa le encanta a mi hermana
The beach le-dat. cl. love-3sg. to my sister
My sister loves the beach
[Theme+Verb+Experiencer]

Conversely, in (8a-b), the absence or presence of the clgieddeneficial effect
since verbal agreement is less straightforward to begin eviéim in the grammatical
version (8b) given that the Experiencer controls clitic agreenmestéad of verbal
agreement.

(8) a. *A Daniel importa el examen

To Daniel care-3sg. the exam

Daniel cares about the exam

[Experiencer+Verb+Theme]

b. A Daniel le importa el examen

To Daniel le-dat. cl. care-3sg. the exam
Daniel cares about the exam

[Experiencer+Verb+Theme]

Before concluding, we need to take a step back and reflect omthdéoeetical

constructs on which this experiment has been built. In the curxpetriment | have

studied properties that belong to the narrow syntax of psychea@mbtructions and
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talked about the implications of these findings for L2ers’ intetdlagg grammar.
However, the concept of narrow syntax is one that is subject jor mmantroversy.
Researchers wonder: Are there structures that only involvedimtcomputations?
Aren't all structures read off at the interfaces? Thesetigmssthreaten the validity of the
concept of narrow syntax. This is a legitimate theoretical cartbat warns us about the
need to have well-defined and articulated theoretical constructsrebehaking
assumptions about acquisitional issues. With respect to this topce5(2011) claims
that the fact that syntactic vs. non-syntactic principles havefbaad to have a different
status in both acquisition and processing (Guasti, 2002; Burkhardt, 2005) thakes
concept of narrow syntax still a valuable one for acquisitionarebe In an effort to
minimize this problem, and with an understanding that all structaredve a certain
amount of interaction with other language modules, the structurepumated in this
experiment (i.e. case, absence of the clitic, and positior)leae examples of syntactic
computations that have to do with the absence or presence of funcategires (e.g.
AgrlOP) and spec-head agreement relations. However, interactiommeitbhology in
this experiment and with both morphology and semantics in experimeatribt be
denied. Thus, | argue that an absolute divide between narrow syitaxterfaces is not
plausible. For that reason, the claims in this dissertation abouwnayntax, internal
interfaces and external interfaces are to be understood as @®eat are placed along
a continuum with some properties being closer to narrow syntax and potpesrties
being closer to specific types of interfaces, but with an utatetsg that absolute
isolation of properties in order to categorize them into one or gtieeiping is doubtful

and, most of the time, problematic:

97



9)

narrow syntax syntax-semantics syntax-pragmatics

Finally, keeping in mind the caveats just mentioned with redpecarrow syntax, |
claim that the results of experiment 1 are consistent witlpitheiction of the Interface
Hypothesis about narrow syntax, mainly, that specific interféegs syntax-pragmatics)
are more prone to residual optionality than narrow syntax at ginesti level of language
attainment. This is to be expected if we assume that narrovaxsymta universal
computational system that is shared by all speakers of angrhlanguage. However, |
still need to underline that the low-proficiency speakers were rasshcategorical in
their judgments than the rest of the groups, so at this particulatogevental stage,
learners do not exhibit completely native-like behavior although deeghow trends in
the right directions and significant distinctions among categories.

Next, | will analyze this experiment in light of the Intaive Model of Language
Acquisition. The construction analyzed (i.e. clitic) in this expeniti® not instantiated in
the participants’ L1 since English lacks a clitic system. Aoid#lly, the input might
include some dialectal variability, which could potentially blur mative participants’
judgments. However, as | pointed out previously, | have no evidence fttiatppats
have been exposed to this dialectal feature and, if they have not, the input is gaitally
straightforward. The level of formal complexity is not immersace successful
acquisition of these structures is based on successful applicatidergé and Move

which are syntactic operations. Thus, the complication of this empeticomes from the
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ability to encode these operations morphologically into the clitachvis an element
absent from the English grammar. However, as we saw, this doese@ot to pose
problems for the majority of the participants of this experiment.

3.8 Experiment 2. Goal and Resear ch Questions

This experiment was designed in order to test a further nayotactic property
of psych-verbs; namely, knowledge of clitic and verb agreemanpsych-predicate
constructions, the Experiencer controls clitic agreement and theeThentrols verb
agreement. Thus, the clitic agrees with the most prominent arguméme Thematic
Hierarchy whereas the verb agrees with the least prominent argument.

The goal of this experiment is to ascertain if L2 learnederstand the reverse
agreement relationship (Toribio et al., 2005; Toribio & Nye 2006; dePrs#daz &
Pascual y Cabo 2011) that takes place with psych-verb constructiamdy the fact that
the Experiencer maps onto the indirect object and the Theme mapshensabject,
which is the opposite pattern that we see in regular transitrbs. Vi@ a regular transitive
sentence we have a direct mapping of thematic roles to sgnpasitions as we can see
in (10) where the Agent, being the most prominent role in the &hemdierarchy maps
onto the subject position; and the Theme, being a least prominent itheohat maps
onto the object position. In (11) we have an example of a Classlitate which also
has a direct mapping of thematic roles to syntactic positibesExperiencer maps to the
subject position and the Theme maps to the object position since thaeeBgpe is
higher in the Thematic Hierarchy than the Theme. In (12)aeetlse inverse mapping of
thematic roles to syntactic positions that takes place in Qigg4ll predicates where

the least prominent argument (the Theme) actually occupiesutiect position and the
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most prominent argument (the Experiencer) occupies the indirectt gasition. This
results in a reverse agreement relation where the verbsagitte the Theme and the

clitic agrees with the Experiencer, which is the phenomenon thdlttest in the current

experiment.
(20) Maria compré unos zapatos
Maria bought-3sg. some shoes
Maria bought some shoes
AGENT/SUBJECT THEME/OBJECT
(11) Maria adora los zapatos
Maria loves-3sg. the shoes
Maria loves shoes
EXPERIENCER/SUBJECT THEME/OBJECT
(12) A Maria le encantan los zapatos

To Maria le-dat. cl. love-3pl. the shoes
Shoes are pleasing to Maria/Maria loves shoes
EXPERIENCER/INDIRECT OBJECT THEME/SUBJECT

In particular, there are two main questions that | will try to answer:
1) What is the argument that controls clitic agreement in the grammar f1.2er

2) What is the argument that controls verbal agreement in the grammar of L2ers?

This experiment partially replicates other recent stublesloribio and Nye
(2006) and dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011). So, | will peebeief review of
these studies, which will allow us to draw parallels withdheent experiment. Dvorak
& Kirschner’s (1982) study of Puerto Rican heritage speakers \w Yk City found
evidence for the use of invariabdke That is, speakers tended to use the singular clitic
irrespective of the number of the Experiencer. Toribio & Nye’s §20é@nalysis of
heritage speaker production data of psych-predicates provided einguinqert for the
invariablele proposal. On the other hand, dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (204.1),
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also focused on the study of heritage speaker population in their dwnpien
experiment, failed to find evidence for invarialidée In contrast, they found a different
simplification phenomenon: invariabigista So, in this study heritage speakers tended to
use singular agreement on the verb regardless of the numieenmeamt of the Theme.
Because of the conflicting results in the previous literaturéhertopic, and also because
previous studies have focused on issues of agreement in heritagerspewill analyze
the invariablde and invariablegustaproposals in my study of second language learners’
data. This will allow me to confirm if these proposals also hold for non-heritzgys.L
3.9 Experiment 2: M ethodology

Like experiment 1, this task was a scalar grammaticalidgment task. It
consisted of 64 sentences, of which 32 were fillers. Only halieotast items (16) were
analyzed due to methodological issGe$he test items consisted of sentences that tested
agreement questions in psych-verb constructions. In particular, | lookecerl
agreement and clitic agreement mismatches. The participanpreaented with four
possible choices: (13a) is the grammatical version in which betltlitic and the verb
carry the correct agreement morphology. (13b) represents aotad#ic agreement
violation. So, the clitic agrees with the Theme instead of theriexuer. (13c) illustrates
a verb agreement mismatch. That is, the verb agrees witimdist prominent argument,
the Experiencer. Finally (13d) includes a double agreement violatiom Isatb the clitic

and the verb have incorrect agreement. (13d) represents afcdeematic Hierarchy

! The test items removed from the experiment had the same number agreement on the Experiencer and
the Theme. This made it impossible to study agreement mismatches on these specific items.

(i) A los alumnos les preocupan las notas
To the students les-dat. cl. worry-3pl. the grades
Students care about grades
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derived mapping since the clitic agrees with the least promargaiment and the verb
agrees with the most prominent argument. As | stated before,ieamte would accept
this choice if they are uniquely guided by the Thematic Hieyawd thus, as for
transitive predicates for instance, the mapping from thematis tolsyntactic positions
will take place in a way such that the most prominent argumenthe Thematic
Hierarchy (e.g. Agent/Experiencer) would occupy the subjectiposdnd the least
prominent thematic roles (e.g. Theme) would occupy a position such as object.

These categories will receive the following labels frors goint onwards: (13a)
grammatical sentence=right, (13b) wrong agreement on the=tttiagreement, (13c)
wrong agreement on the verb=*vb agreement. (13d) wrong agreemém chtic and
the verb=*cl+vb agreement.

(13) Estan haciendo obras justo fuera de mi clase
There is construction outside my classroom

a. El ruido les molesta a mis alumnos
The noise les-dat. cl.-3pl. bother-3sg. to my students
The noise bothers my students

b. *El ruido le molesta a mis alumnos
The noise les-dat. cl.-3sg. bother-3sg. to my students
The noise bothers my students

c. *El ruido les molestan a mis alumnos
The noise les-dat. cl.-3pl. bother-3pl. to my students
The noise bothers my students

d. *El ruido le molestan a mis alumnos

The noise les-dat. cl.-3sg. bother-3sg. to my students
The noise bothers my students

102



Two different combinations were tested: 3sg. Experiencer withT8@me and
3pl. Experiencer with 3sg. TherfieThe contrast between these two categories will allow
me to test the invariablee and the invariablegusta proposals. The *vb agreement
category in the 3sg. Experiencer-3pl. Theme condition is an exaipleariablegusta
which can be compared to the *vb agreement category in the 3pl. Ebqaerisg Theme
condition (i.e.gustar). This comparison will allow me to see if participants show a
preference for the invariable form of the verb. However, we shouldmeerethat this
experiment tests not only knowledge giistar but also of other Spanish Class Il
psychological predicates. | will use the term invariaplesta for clarity purposes.
However, it is understood that this is a label that equates to ‘3sg. psych-verb fbich,” w
can be equivalent to invariablencanta ‘to love’, invariable molesta‘to bother’,
invariableconvienéto be convenient’ and so on.

On the other hand, the category *cl agreement in the 3pl. ExperésgeTheme
condition represents a case of invarialde which can be contrasted with the same
category in the 3sg. Experiencer-3pl. Theme condition, which contgiusaa clitic (i.e.
les). This will show if participants are more tolerant of claéigreement violations when

these include invariable.

2 Another manipulation introduced in the experimental design was the following: half of the sentences
presented TVE order and the other half presented ETV order, as was the case for experiment 1. This was
introduced in order to counterbalance with the other experiments and to make sure the results were not
tied to one specific word order configuration. However, this manipulation will be ignored in the analysis of
this experiment since word order manipulations will be dealt with extensively in experiments 3A and 4.
Overall, the near-native, advanced and low-proficiency group showed no significant contrast. The control
group showed a significant contrast in right and *vb agreement since they gave higher ratings to EVT
sentences. The opposite was true for *cl agreement where TVE sentences received higher ratings. Finally,
intermediate learners gave significantly higher ratings to EVT sentences in the *vb agreement and *cl+vb
agreement categories. This will be included in Appendix B. These calculations were done on the entire set
of test items (32) even the ones discarded for analysis.
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The fillers consisted of sentences that tested knowledge of gamdemumber
agreement. These sentences contained AP, PP and CP ellipsisiath@own as noun-
drop, or N-drop (White et al., 2004)). Subjects had to decide on the agteehtbe
adjective or the article based on the noun present in the preceditaxt. There are four
conditions, one of which is the only grammatical option (14a). (14b) mea number
agreement violation if we compare it to the context. Howeversé#ngence is completely
plausible if Pablo only recommended one book; (14c) is a gender and nuoiagon
and (14d) illustrates a gender mismatch.

(14) Maria Rosa leyo los libros que le recomendé...
Maria Rosa read the books that | recommended...
a. Y Belén leyé los que le recomendd Pablo
And Belén read the-masc-pl that le-cl-sg recommended-3sg. Pablo
And Belén read the ones that Pablo recommended
b. Y Belén leyo el que le recomendo Pablo
And Belén read the-masc-sg that le-cl-sg recommended-3sg Pablo
And Belén read the ones that Pablo recommended
c. *Y Belén leyo la que le recomendd Pablo
And Belén read the-fem-sg that le-cl.-sg. recommended-3sg. Pablo
And Belén read the ones that Pablo recommended
d. *Y Belén ley6 las que le recomendd Pablo
And Belén read the-fem-pl that le-cl-sg recommended-3sg. Pablo
And Belén read the ones that Pablo recommended
3.10 Experiment 2: Results
3.3.1 Results Native-Speaker Group
The control group showed a clear preference for the grammdgaas in both

conditions. In the 3sg. Experiencer-3pl. Theme condition, the gramms#ictdnce is

rated significantly higher than all of the other categoriéegh{rvs. *cl agreement:
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v*=253.77, p<.0001; right vs. *vb agreemenf=66.10, p<.0001; right vs. *cl+vb
agreementy?=385.31, p<.0001). The same is true in the 3pl. Experiencer-3sg. Theme
condition (right vs. *cl agreement;’=15.01, p=0.0001; right vs. *vb agreement:
v*=126.56, p<.0001; right vs. *cl+vb agreemeyft=207.81, p<.0001). With respect to
the use of invariablke and invariablgusta | actually found some support for both in the
control group. Thus, native speakers allow clitic agreement violgtiors®me degree) in
which the singular cliticl€) co-occurs with a plural Experiencer (mean=3.55). However,
this is not the case when the agreement violation includes a pliti@al(les) with a
singular Experiencer (mean=1.66). This contrast between *cl agnéemdhe 3sg.
Experiencer-3pl. Theme and 3pl. Experiencer-3pl. Theme conditions isticadty
significant §*=137.80, p<.0001). In a similar fashion, sentences with agreement
violations in which a singular verlgistg concurs with a plural Theme were given a
significantly higher rating than sentences in which a plural (gubtar) appears with a
singular Theme ¥{=10.54, p=0.0012). However, | have to underscore here that both
invariablele and invariablegusta received significantly lower ratings that the correct

category?®

2 One possibility is that le gusta is considered as an unanalyzed expression due to frequency effects. If
this is the case, we would expect subjects to be more lenient with ungrammatical le gusta than with
ungrammatical le conviene, le preocupa et cetera. Unfortunately, because of the many variables
introduced in this experiment (right, *cl agreement, *vb agreement, *cl+vb agreement) added to the fact
that sentences presented different word orders (TVE and EVT), this hypothesis could not be tested.
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Table 7. Response means for experiment 2 (Control group)

AnalysisVariable: response
Agreement | Agreement
mismatch manipulation N Obs Mean R
3sg Exp/3p|/Right Le gustan 72 4.52
Theme
*cl agreement Les gustan 72 1.66
*vb agreement | Le gusta 72 2.59
(INVARIABLE
GUSTA)
*cl+vb agreement Les gusta 72 1.41
3pl  Exp/3sgRight Les gusta 72 4.33
Theme
*cl agreement Le gusta 72 3.55
(INVARIABLE
LE)
*vb agreement | Les gustan 72 1.83
*cl+vb agreement Le gustan 72 1.51

In Figure 9 (and the subsequent figures in this experiment) the four
categories correspond to the sg. Experiencer-pl. Theme conditionhanthst four

categories correspond to the sg. Theme-pl. Experiencer condition.
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Figure 9. Response meaios experiment {Control group)
4.3.2 Results Neaxative Grou|

The neamative speakers showed a solid understanding afeawgnt in psyc
verb constructions, which they demonstrated byngj\gignificantly higher ratings to tt
grammatical category wi respect to the three ungrammatical ones in the
Experiencempl. Theme conditionright vs. *cl agreement;’=10.06, p<.0001right vs.
*vb agreementy’=117.58, p<.0001right vs. *cl+vb agreemenj?=215.54, p<.0001). |
the other condition, pl. Expiencersg. Theme, all of the contrasts are also statlbti
significant §°=465.05, p<.00013°=253.40, p<.00013>=3521.1, p<.0001). In this grou
differently from the native speaker group, we fimal support for either the invariakle
or the invariablegustaproposals since invariable and invariablegustawere not rates
significantly higher than their plural counterpales and gustanrespectively y?=0.12,

p=0.72603%=0.65, p=0.4201
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Table 8. Response means for experiment 2 (Near-native group)

AnalysisVariable : Response

Agreement | Agreement
mismatch manipulation N Obs Mean R
3sg Exp/3p Right Le gustan 31 4,51
Theme
*cl agreement Les gustan 31 1.32
*vb agreement |Le gusta 31 1.35
(INVARIABLE
GUSTA)
*cl+vb agreement Les gusta 31 1.22
3pl  Exp/3s¢Right Les gusta 32 5.00
Theme
*cl agreement Le gusta 32 1.40
(INVARIABLE
LE)
*vb agreement | Les gustan 32 1.56
*cl+vb agreement Le gustan 32 1.09

108




5.5

5
45 +—

4
3.5

3
2.5 | E— N

. [— [ ]

2 - - 4 -

== —

1.5 e S—

1 e [ — — . [ e

& & & ¥ & &
NS & R & NS & & &
<© &> < w <© <©
3 X 0 N 0
\? Q) > ?& > >
*C N\ RN @ Ry L
N R S #O
& &
¢ &
&5 S
o <
*&0

Figure 10. Response meds experiment (Near-native group)

4.3.3 Results Advanced Grc

The advanced group showed basically the same patees the native and t
nearnative speaker groups with respect to their reggoms agreement violations. T
grammatical items receivesignificantly higher ratings than the items with ong
agreement on the clitifight vs. *cl agreement’=144.78, p<.0001)wrong agreemer
on the verl{right vs. *vb agreemeny?=129.23, p<.0001)and wrong agreement both
the verb and the clitic @ht vs. *cl+vb agreemer ¥°=210.03, p<.000: in the sg.
Experiencempl. Theme conditio. The same was true tie pl. Experienc-sg. Theme
condition fight vs. *cl agreementy’=71.16, p<.0001;right vs. *vb agreemen
v*=126.08, p<.0001Iright vs. *cl+vb agreemen ¥*=75.63, p<.000)L On the other han

this group shows a minor preference for invaricle as we can see in their sligh
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significantly higher ratings of the items with wrong agreetran the clitic on the sg.
Experiencer-pl. Theme vs. their rating of these items impth&xperiencer-sg. Theme.
Their ratings of invariablée seem to be significantly higher than their ratingdesf
(¥’=5.40, p=0.0201). However, the means are so close togé&h&r63, les=1.41) that
we can't really say this is a consistent phenomenon for advanaeérgaThere is no
support for invariablegustain this group of participants, differently from the native
speakers. Invariablgusta and gustan did not receive significantly different ratings
(x*=0.46, p=0.4953).

Table 9. Response means for experiment 2 (Advanced group)

AnalysisVariable: Response
Agreement | Agreement
mismatch manipulation N Obs Mean
3sg Exp/3p|/Right Le gustan 41 451
Theme
*cl agreement Les gustan 41 1.41
*vb agreement | Le gusta 41 1.65
(INVARIABLE
GUSTA)
*cl+vb agreement Les gusta 41 1.39
3pl  Exp/3sgRight Les gusta 41 4.53
Theme
*cl agreement Le gusta 41 1.63
(INVARIABLE
LE)
*vb agreement | Les gustan 41 1.53
*cl+vb agreement Le gustan 41 1.60
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Figure 11. Response meds experiment (Advanced group)
4.3.4 Results Intermediate Grc

The intermediate group showed the same trend asntire advanced grouf
They gave significantly higher ratings to the graatical items than to the items w
clitic agreement violations, verb agreemwiolations and clitic and verlagreement
violations This was true in the sg. Experier-pl Theme condition (right vs. *
agreementy?=41.55, p<.0001right vs. *vb agreementy’=35.34, p<.0001right vs.
*cl+vb agreementy?=33.02, p<.000) and the pl. Experiencag. Theme conditiorright
vs. *cl agreement;’=62.98, p<.000: right vs. *vb agreementy*=72.91, p<.0001right
vs. *cl+vb agreemeny?=46.00, p<.000).

As for the invariablele and invariablegusta proposals, we find no supportil

evidence in this group faithel of them, as was the case also for the madire speake
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group: sentences in which a singular clitie) (co-occurs with a plural Experiencer,
receive the same rating as sentences in which a plurel ¢é5) co-occurs with a
singular Experiencerxf=0.13, p=0.7203). Additionally, sentences in which a singular
verb Qustg appears with a plural Theme receive roughly the same ratingstascs in
which a plural verbdustar) appears with a singular Them@=0.02, p=0.8964).

Table 10. Response means for experiment 2 (Intermediate group)

AnalysisVariable: Response
Agreement | Agreement
mismatch manipulation N Obs Mean R
3sg Exp/3p|/Right Le gustan 33 4.15
Theme
(9-16) *cl agreement | Les gustan 33 1.78
*vb agreement | Le gusta 33 1.72
(INVARIABLE
GUSTA)
*cl+vb agreement Les gusta 33 1.81
3pl  Exp/3sgRight Les gusta 33 4.27
Theme (17
24) *cl agreement | Le gusta 33 1.90
(INVARIABLE
LE)
*vb agreement | Les gustan 33 1.69
*cl+vb agreement Le gustan 33 1.78
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Figure 12. Response medos experiment (Intermediate group)

4.3.5 Results Lowrroficiency Grou

The response means of the -proficiency group show a similar trend to the «
we saw with the more advanced groups in the sdraethie grammatical items rece
higher ratings than the ungrammatical items. Howewubeir distinctions acros
categories are not as cleart as the ones from the more proficient participaAnd, in
some cases, they are unable to distinguish betweammatical and ungrammatic
caegories. In the sg. Experien-pl. Theme condition, only one of the contrast:
significant: sentences with wrong agreement onuid are rated significantly low:
than those with correct agreemey’=4.47, p=0.0345 On the other hand, sentencesh
wrong agreement on the clitic or wrong agreementhenclitic and the verb are giv
similar ratings to the grammatical test items.Ha pl. Experienc-sg. Theme conditior
all of the contrasts are significant since sentenaéh correct agreemenre always rate:
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higher than those with wrong agreement on the clitic, on the verbtbeaitic and the
verb (right vs. *cl. agreemen?=25.28, p<.0001; right vs. *vb agreemept=14.07,
p=0.0002; right vs. *cl+vb agreement=4.69, p=0.0303).

The low proficiency group did not show a preference for invarilb(g®=0.02,
p=0.8861) or invariablgusta(y°=1.86, p=0.1723).

Table 11. Response means for experiment 2 (Low-proficiency group)

AnalysisVariable: Response
Agreement | Agreement
mismatch manipulation N Obs Mean R
3sg Exp/3p|/Right Le gustan 23 3.47
Theme
*cl agreement Les gustan 23 2.65
*vb agreement | Le gusta 23 2.43
(INVARIABLE
GUSTA)
*cl+vb agreement Les gusta 23 2.73
3pl  Exp/3sgRight Les gusta 23 4.21
Theme
*cl agreement Le gusta 23 2.60
(INVARIABLE
LE)
*vb agreement | Les gustan 23 2.95
*cl+vb agreement Le gustan 23 3.17
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Figure 13. Response medios experiment (Low-proficiency group)

3.11 Experiment 2: Summary of Results

The control, neanative, advanced and intermediate groups invarigdgggnizec
the agreement mismatches in the test sentencesamsistently rated those lower th
sentences with the correct agreement relations.l@w-proficiency group did show tF
same trend t@a certain extent; however, their distinctions wkygs defined than tr
distinctions of the more advanced groups. Furtheemthey are unable to distingui
between grammatical and ungrammatical items (le@ment and *cl.+vb. agreeme
in the sg-plcondition with these two contrasts not even reaghkignificance

As for the invariablele and the invariablgusta proposals, the results of tt
experiment, in general, do not support either efrthn the L2 speaker population. T
findings were the followin: the native speaker group showadpreference for bot

invariablegustaand invariablele. The advanced group showadrery slight preferenc
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for invariablele. On the contrary, the rest of the groups (near-native, intermextdte
low) did not show a preference for either of the two previously proptisads. The
implications of these findings will be analyzed in the Discussion section 3.13.

3.12. Experiment 2: Contrasts Across Groups

The near-native speaker group had one significant contrastheittontrol group
in the pl. Theme category (right vs. *vb agreemefit10.71, p=0.0011). This is the
result of the near-native speakers judging invarigjista significantly lower than the
native speaker group. All of the contrasts in the sg. Theme conditisigargcant (right
vs. *cl agreementy?=116.50, p<.0001; right vs. *vb agreemeyit9.15, p=0.0025; right
vs. *cl+vb agreementx2:27.73, p<.0001). This is due to the fact that near-native
contrasts in this category are much more defined than the comtvap’s their
grammatical items are rated higher and ungrammaticak itae rated lower than in the
native speaker group.

The advanced learners performed differently from the contmipgin the sg.
Experiencer-pl. Theme condition (right vs. *vb agreemgit7.14, p=0.0076). Again, as
we saw before, this is the result of the control group’s lenieddment of invariable
gusta which receives lower ratings in the advanced group. Also, in tHexpkriencer
sg. Theme condition there is a significant contrast (right veic¢:@greementy’=28.45,
p<.0001). This is due to a similar phenomenon to the one | just described:speakers
give much higher ratings to invariadke which differs from the advanced group’s lower
ratings to this item.

The intermediate learners only showed one significant contralseing. Theme

condition (right vs. *cl agreement’=19.50, p<.0001). Once again, the reason for this is
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the fact that the control group showed a much ¢essgorical rejection of invariable
than the intermediatgroup did.

For the low proficiency group, all of the contrastscept one were significant
different from the control group both in the pl.éfhe conditior(right vs. *cl agreemen
v*=13.36, p=0.0003; right vs. *cl+vb agreemey’=19.96, p<.0001) anin the sg.
Theme condition (right vs. *cl agreemey?=4.84, p=0.0278, right vs. *vb agreeme
v*=9.46, p=0.0021, right vs. *cl+vb agreemey’=11.67, p=0.0006 In generalthis
stems from the fact that the low proficiency pap@mts showed less categorice
distinctions when comparing across categories tharcontrol group does. As we saw
experiment 1, this is due to fact that -proficiency speakers used the middle of
Likert scale when judging a sentence (i.e. 2, 3 d), which esults from mor

indeterminate judgments.

4.5 -

3.5 1

i Native speakers
i Near-natives

Advanced

i Intermediate

w Low

Figure 14. Responsaeans for experiment 2 (. groups)
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3.13 Experiment 2: Discussion

The results of this experiment lead me to conclude that agnéerhpsych-verb
constructions could present certain difficulty for L2 learners,inglgy the behavior of
the low-proficiency group, who does not show complete understanding sé the
agreement relations. It is important to remind the reader tiatldw-proficiency
participants in this experiment were not beginners but undergrastudents taking a'6
semester class.

Agreement issues are part of the core grammar, thaissa property considered
to belong to the narrow syntax. This is because agreement gtiarrddetween a head
and its specifier: in particular, AgrlO for clitic agreemhend V for verb agreement. If
this were the only operation involved, there would be no reason to eliffetities in
this area since the computational system is considered to besahiréowever, in order
to acquire the agreement relations of these verbs, there aréaatioes besides their pure
syntax that need to be understood; in particular, the relation betwedsx sand
semantics (i.e. the non-canonical mapping of semantic roles tactgymasitions) and
the relation between syntax and morphology (i.e. the cliticesgneth a non-canonical
object (i.e. the Experiencer) and the verb agrees with a mmmical subject (i.e. the
Theme)). Thus, the mastery of the agreement system of psycheeadiructions
involves understanding of the relation between syntax, morphology arahses. This
complex interaction of factors could, and as we have seen doet,thffel 2 learners’
level of success when acquiring this property.

The fact that agreement of Spanish psych-verbs is a source efrsmrmative

divergence from native speakers has already been claimed itetatute. In particular,

118



Toribio & Nye (2006) and dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011) puarébthis same
claim for heritage speakers. Toribio & Nye (2006) found a tendémwgrds a direct
mapping of psych-verbs, a mapping in which the most prominent argumenthg
Experiencer) agrees with the verb and the least prominent argdneerthe Theme)
agrees with the clitic. This indicates a restructuring ofafgment structure of these
verbs, an area in which syntax interfaces with semanticsifispflg, with thematic
roles. This tendency becomes evident in the low-proficiency grohp, agtually rated
*cl+vb agreement sentences (i.e. sentences that represent tanthygung of thematic
roles onto syntactic positions) as grammatical. On the contriaey,more advanced
participants did not show any tendency towards restructuring tlenarg structure of
these verbs since they gave this type of sentences ratings ongifenmatical side of
the scale. My findings for the more advanced groups in this regpeadn line with
dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011) who also did not find evidenckrect
mapping of psych predicatesith heritage speaker participants. Additionally, since,
differently from dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011), | includdas other than
gustarandencantar we can state that this claim applies to other psychologicdicates
(belonging to Class Hf).

Furthermore, | tested the invarialddeand invariablegustaproposals due to the
disagreement found in the literature (whereas Toribio & Nye (Rfdihd evidence for
invariable le, dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011) found evidence for biearia
gustg and to determine if any of these proposal holds for L2 learneasirgars. The

native speaker group showed a preference for both invalatdad invariablegusta

** There were both Class II(b) and Class Il predicates in the test items. However, this distinction is not
relevant for the current experiment.
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although the effect was stronger for the invariable clitic opfitve. advanced group also
showed a preference for invariadéebut this preference was minimal. The remaining
groups were immune to both invarialddeand invariablegustasince their ratings were
not affected by the presence of an invariable element.

Toribio & Nye (2006, p. 268) provide an explanation based on phonetic reduction
for the use of invariable. On the other hand, dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011)
hypothesized about the possible sources of simplification of invargidéa They
discarded phonological reduction as the source of simplification ofettial paradigm:
N-deletion takes place in Caribbean Spanish although it is gph&m®omenon (Lipski,
1986); however, not all of their participants were in contact witlbean Spanish and
their place of origin did not seem to be a relevant factor vatfand to the use of
invariablegusta dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo (2011) proposed two otherofypes
simplification that might have resulted in the phenomenon of invarigblsta
morphological simplification of the verbal paradigm to which they siltesor syntactic
simplification. Morphological simplification is a process that hasn found in heritage
speaker grammars (Bullock & Toribio, 2006); so, dePrada Pérez &udtagcCabo
believe it to be a reasonable explanation for their findings. Thsetir groposal is a
syntactic simplification phenomenon related to the emergence ofpéetiee subject in
psych-verb constructions. However, since arguing for this explanatoid require
further testing, they leave this door open to future research.

In my experiment, taking into account that the control group was theomaly
who showed a consistent preference for both invarialded invariablegustg and given

the particular dialect spoken by this native speaker group, an adzased on phonetic
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simplification seems to be the most plausible explanation. Theergieaker group was
composed of speakers from Andalusia and Extremadura, southern regi@psiof
These areas are characterized by word-final —s deletionlsmd/elarization of word-
final —n, which can turn into deletion of this sound (Hualde, 2005). Bedhese are
very consistent phonological processes in Southern Peninsular Spanlaim Itleat
invariablele and invariablegustastem from phonological deletion processes. Another
piece of evidence supporting this theory comes from the fact ithvariable le
(mean=3.55) is given a much higher rating than invarigblgta (mean=2.59) in this
group. This directly correlates with the robustness of the phonalogiocess in the
dialect: whereas loss of —s is a very consistent process, laggafinal —n is not such a
consistent process since word-final —n can be either velarizedh(vg¢ also a weakening
of the articulation) or deleted in this dialect. If | am on tlghtritrack, and invariablke
and invariablegustaare products of dialectal variability, it is not surprising timatst
groups of L2ers did not show these phenomena. Second language learegposee to
a variety of Spanish dialects from their different instructorsepjeethey interact with in
study abroad programs or service learning opportunities. These sp@a&ers might
have presented this phonological simplification process or not, depeodingeir
specific variety. Thus, this dialectal feature seems not tgodre of the learners'

interlanguage systef.

> Although an explanation based on phonological simplification is consistent with the data found in this
experiment, there are other alternatives that should be explored if invariable /e and invariable gusta take
place in speakers whose dialects do not include loss of final —s and final —n. Actually, invariable /e could be
related to a more general phenomenon in which the singular indirect object (le) replaces the plural
indirect object (les) in a wide array of contexts and with predicates other than psych-verbs. DeMello
(1992) proposes that this phenomenon is connected with linguistic economy because the use of invariable
le occurs in contexts where the plural information can be recovered from the clitic’s referent.
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The important issue at hand is to determine what the behavioe ofotinnative
participants lets us infer about their subconscious knowledge of thedufstic system
and how this knowledge is represented. The results of this exgrerioould be
interpreted in two different ways: First of all, the problemthvaigreement might be the
result of a mapping problem. Thus, this will be in line with the Missing Suhfdleetion
Hypothesis (Haznedar & Schwartz, 1997; Prévost & White, 2000). Proponetits of
view consider that absence of inflection or the substitution of acplart inflectional
morpheme by a default arises from a failure to retrieveegtitn under certain
circumstances, specifically, this is related to processing lsadi2ers will be more
likely to not provide inflection or to provide defaults when the procedsiag is high.
Secondly, the problems with agreement can reflect a problem lavtieof the syntactic
representations. So, L2ers might actually not have representttainsorrespond to the
L2 syntax, instead they might be relying on a semanticallyedrgrammar that chunks
the information based on semantic participants in the sentence andslrigpBecause |
have no way of empirically testing the first option and also, bec#lus results of
experiment 4 are consistent with the second possibility, | ahguehtese low-proficiency
speakers lack knowledge of the L2 syntax of psych-verbs.

The findings in experiments 1 and 2 are consistent with thgérs of Toribio et
al.’s scale (2005) in which TP related features are considerbée@ the features least
susceptible to change and loss in heritage speaker languagsyetblby argument
structure and semantic properties and finally, with discourseedefabperties labeled as

those most susceptible to change:

Furthermore, he argues that it is related to a reduction of pragmatic emphasis since invariable /e does not
occur in contexts of strong pragmatic emphasis. | will research this possibility in the future.
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(15) TP related features<argument structure<semantic pragertiescourse-related
properties

This scale is based on Myers-Scott’s (2002) seminal work onatdimguistics,
which states that elements coding conceptual structure aresusceptible to change
than those that entail grammatical relations. In my second landgeger data, | found
that neither TP-related features (e.g. clitic case) rgqunaent structure (i.e. mapping of
thematic roles to syntactic positions) are affected in thesLZgammars of the more
advanced speakers. On the other hand, when looking at the low-proficienpy gre
can see that whereas pure syntactic operations are performedsfultg as judging by
the results of experiment 1, operations that deal with argusterdture pose a higher
degree of difficulty. So, this indicates that the continuum proposedriguége attrition
and convergence, up to this point, is also applicable to second langumigtian by
non-heritage speaker learners. Furthermore, it indicates thatHthmight need to
consider a division between narrow syntax and internal interfaces.

Next, | will evaluate experiments 1 and 2 in light of the fats¥ Hypothesis.
Experiments 1 and 2 showed that the more advanced L2 learner graepsitethis
study are able to overcome the challenges connected to the reyntax and the
argument structure of psych-verb constructions; specificalgyes related to clitic
choice and agreement relations. This is not entirely surprisimgngithat the
computational system is considered to be universal, and issued redatéitics and
agreement in psych-verb constructions are extensively practicéteilL2 classroom.
Also, the fact that the more advanced groups were consistentctingjsentences with

clitic and verb agreement violations (*cl+vb agreement) inditteiethere is not a trend
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towards a restructuring of the argument structure of psychea@btructions for these
participants. On the other hand, the low-proficiency group showedtaincésvel of
difficulty in dealing with the reverse agreement relationspsych-predicates. This
becomes evident in their unexpectedly higher ratings to sentamdading clitic and
clitic and verb agreement violations. Thus, we can say that lowcigroéy participants
have problems with the narrow syntax of psych-verbs or more accurately, heyrias
interfaces with both morphology and semantics. This indicates Bt lhave problems
at the level of internal interfaces. This fact in isolation deoascontradict the IH, since
its main claim that external interfaces are not subjeoptmnality at the highest stages
of second language development, has not been challenged. Basbecause the IH
makes no claims about language development and, thus its tenets dalnotgroiciple
for low-proficiency participants as the ones taking part is éxiperiment. However, this
claim will be challenged in chapter 6 and | will explain th@ereussions of this
argument for the current project.

Finally, 1 will consider the different factors included in theebiative Model of
Bilingual Acquisition and how this relate to the specific findingstheses two first
experiments. | will start with experiment 2. First of all, thgreement properties of
psych-verbs are extremely complex at a formal level. Thizeause understanding of
the agreement relations of these predicates includes theglaytef semantics and syntax
(i.,e. the mapping of thematic roles to syntactic positions) and #isojnteraction
between syntax and morphology (i.e. inflectional morphology and how fesela the
syntactic position of participants in the sentence). Handling nitrecate interaction

between these factors requires a pretty sophisticated commatite df2 linguistic
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system. Secondly, the L1 cannot be used as a scaffold to learrspleesiec properties
since these properties are not fully instantiated in the L1 foréasons: one, the clitic is
not part of the English system. And two, English speakers, whogemtongue has a
very poor agreement system, are known to struggle with agreesseesieven at high
stages of development (Montrul, Foote & Perpifian, 2008). Finally, daliticnal
complicating factor is the different possible word orders in SpasT and TVE),
which are impossible in EnglistChocolate is pleasing tme but TTo me is pleasing
chocolat¢ and how that further obscures the transparency of the agreemadionse As
compared to the first experiment, we notice a key differentveele® them, which might
have caused lower-proficiency participants to perform better timd in 2. As | said
before, it is difficult to classify a certain property asologjing to the narrow syntax or to
one particular interface. However, it is clear that experiniemnd closer to a purely
syntactic property than experiment 2, where several aspesimtax, morphology and
semantics actually interact. Because of this, the leveloohdl complexity of the
structures tested in experiment 1 is much lower than in experit€ritis is because
experiment 1 relies more on universal operations Merge or Move whereas
constructions in experiment 2 are subject to a number of fattardelong to distinct
linguistic modules. So, even if the clitic is not part of the Ehglisgammar, when
operations involving the clitic are ‘purely’ syntactic, even the pooficiency learners
are able to master them earlier than properties like the ones tested imexp&ri

What is clear from these experiments is that these stractweenot doomed to
fossilize since the more advanced speakers perform at the spdaker level. So, low-

proficiency speakers are predicted to overcome these probletmsiragroficiency level
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develops. However, it is important to state that, because thesat®@ee formally
instructed, it is not clear whether L2ers are responding to #sk tising their
metalinguistic knowledge of the rules learned in the classroorheyr dctually have
acquired this series of phenomena. In order to answer this questiomts@mproperties
of clitics not learned in the classroom should be tested.

The next chapter will analyze participants’ comprehension of prepethat
belong to an internal interface; namely, the syntax-semamtiedace. This will allow
me to proceed with my evaluation of the validity of the IH byinngsanother of the areas

claimed to be attainable at the highest level of proficiency.
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CHAPTER 4
PSYCH-VERBSAND THE SYNTAX-SEMANTICSINTERFACE

In chapter 3 | discussed certain syntactic properties of pg@rtds, which in
general turned out to be mostly non-problematic for the more advarckshiners. On
the other hand, the lowest-proficiency level experienced diffiouitly agreement issues.
In this chapter | will evaluate two different properties of psyerbs that belong to an
internal interface, namely, the syntax-semantics interi&pecifically, 1 will examine
word order and the use of antipasssean psychological verb constructions, which will
allow me to ascertain the challenges posed by this inter@werall, the findings are
consistent with the claim that internal interfaces are nottdie locus of difficulty in L2
acquisition since the tasks were not particularly demanding for the L2ers siuty.

4.1 Background for Experiments 3A and 3B

An interesting categorization problem arises when L2ers facetasle of
distinguishing among the different types of psych-verb classes misBpaarticularly,
between eventive (Class ll(a)) and stative (Class li(b)diBdicates. Experiments 3A
and 3B deal with L2 learners’ ability to distinguish Clasanidl Class 1l(b)/IIl of Spanish
psych-verbs. Class | (e.gmar ‘to love,” odiar ‘to hate’) should not present problems
since it has a canonical mapping of thematic roles to syntpodions (i.e. the
Experiencer maps to the subject position and the Theme maps to tbepalgjtion). In
contrast, classes Il and Il have a reverse mapping of therobggcto syntactic positions

(i.e. the Experiencer maps onto the object position and the Causer/Tiegeeonto the



subject position). Additionally, these classes have some overlapipangcteristics that
can make the acquisition process extremely challenging. Thierd@lstems from the
fact that whereas Class lll verbs are always stativedasgar‘to like’ or convenir‘to be
convenient’), Class Il verbspfeocupar ‘to worry’, molestar‘to bother’, asustar ‘to
scare’) could be stative (Class ll(a)) or eventive (ClHB3)Idepending on the context in
which they appear. Furthermore, classes ll(b) and IIl fully apemvith respect to
aspectual, morphological and syntactic behavior. Because cldgsesand IIl are
indistinguishable, from this point onwards when we refer to ClasshHlreader should
assume that Class ll(b) predicates are also included in IHssifecation. Only when
necessary for the interpretation of a particular result aldisses Il(b) and Il be
distinguished.

As Arad (1998) argued, the difference between the eventive andtahee
interpretations is that whereas the eventive involves a chargjatefin the Experiencer,
we do not have this change of state in the stative reading. athesseading includes a
perception by the Experiencer that causes him to be in a spmafital state. So the
predicate in the sentendaan annoyed Aneould be interpreted as an eventive predicate
if Juan did something that caused Ana to suddenly be angry. On tmehatite if Ana
simply gets mad with the idea or the presence of Juan, therntense has a stative
interpretation. | will consider that participants are assigaistative interpretation to the
sentence when they recognize the morphosyntatic reflexes aofitgtati psych-verbs
(e.g. the possibility of having two word orders and incompatibility antipassivese.
Conversely, | will consider that participants are assigning an &eenterpretation to the

sentence when they allow psych predicates to co-occur with aipa® but they
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recognize their inability to have a reversed order of argusnéniTable 12 (a replication

of Table 1 in chapter 2) | present an outline of the characteri$tat distinguish these

classes.

Table 12. Morphological, semantic and syntactic differences between|Céasst Class

Class|1(a)

Class |1 (b)/Class |1

molestar‘to bother’, preocupar‘to worry’,
asustarto scare’

Eventive

Leista dialect: no clitic or dative clitic
Non-leista dialect: Accusative clitic

One order:
Theme/Experiencer order

Object [+affected]

Seconstruction:
Juan se preocupa por sus padres
Juan worries about his parents

Causative embedding:
Maria hizo preocuparse a Juan
Mary made Juan worry

molestar‘to bother’, preocupar‘to worry’,

asustar ‘to scare’ (Class lI(b))

gustar ‘to like’, encantar ‘to
importar ‘to matter’ (Class Ill)

Stative

Clitic is obligatory
Dative clitic

Two orders:
Experiencer/Theme
Theme/Experiencer

Object [-affected]

No seconstructiof®:
*Juan se gusta por sus padres
Juan likes by his parents

No causative embedding:
*Maria hizo gustarse a Juan
Maria made John like

love’,

Additionally, it is necessary to underscore that the fact thathpggrbs are

classified into different classes, which imply different seticaconnotations and require

*®The assumption here is that stative Class Il(b) verbs cannot appear in these constructions or in causative

embedding, only their eventive counterparts can.

129



different syntactic frames is never introduced in the L2 ddassr And so, learners’
understanding of these constructions cannot be ascribed to formal instruction.

Finally, the interesting hybrid behavior of Class Il has onBnbgtudied by Rubio
(2000, 2001). In general, most studies in the acquisition literaturefbewsed on either
Class Il or Class Ill but not on their overlapping features. Sg,ighan innovative aspect
of my research, which will shed light on this under-researchied af psych-verb
acquisition.
4.2 Experiment 3A and 3B: Goals and Research Questions

The relation between syntax and semantics as manifested in?thearner’s
ability to categorize classes Il and Il of psych-verbslifferent types of predicates will
be tested in experiments 3A and 3B. Particularly, my got getermine whether L2
learners are aware of the subtle aspectual differences dretiivese classes (i.e. Class
ll(a) is eventive whereas Class ll(b)/Class IIl istisgg and how these are
morphologically and syntactically encoded. Furthermore, experiBigmill also offer
the opportunity to see if speakers are able to recognize thas @I verbs have this
double semantic and morphosyntactic nature. Although testing differepérpes of
classes Il and Ill, both experiments have a common goal and pswer the same
underlying research question: Can L2 learners acquire propefrties syntax-semantics
interface of Spanish psych-verbs? However, whereas experimentll¥aocws on word
order and its relation to lexical aspect, experiment 3B wsll tiee relation between the

antipassiveseconstruction and the aspectual characteristics of psych-verbs.
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First, | will focus on the description of experiment 3A and | wilikoduce its
goals, methodology, results and the discussion generated by this. réfien, | will
proceed to present experiment 3B.

4.3 Experiment 3A: Goal and Research Questions

Experiment 3A tests a property that belongs to an internal actsrhamely, the
syntax-semantics interface. The specific property | studi¢deiselation between word
order (i.e. syntax) and the aspectual nature of the differeneslagspsych-verbs (i.e.
semantics). We have to remember at this point that in Clagsthl Experiencer-Verb-
Theme (EVT) order and Theme-Verb-Experiencer (TVE) order asemmatical,
although EVT is the unmarked order and, consequently, the preferred catdiguOn
the other hand, in Class Il the order Causer-Verb-ExperiendéE)( grammatical
whereas the order Experiencer-Verb-Causer (EVC) is ungrapahatso, in this
experiment | will contrast the unmarked orders: EVT in Cldsssl CVE in Class Il and
the marked/ungrammatical orders: TVE in Class Ill and EVC as<ll to determine
whether learners understand the different degrees of gramiiaticd these
configurations. The main research questions in this experiment will be theifglow

1) Do non-native speakers distinguish between the ungrammatical sthtus

Experiencer-Verb-Causer sentences in Class Il and the dispcefstatus of

Theme-Verb-Experiencer sentences in Class I11?

2) Do non-native speakers distinguish between the grammatical orags€CVerb-

Experiencer) in Class Il and the unmarked order (Experience~Meine) in

Class III?
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3) Which is the preferred word order for these constructions? Thatvhen
comparing orders within each individual class: is EVT or TVE grefl with

Class 11I? Additionally, is CVE or EVC preferred in Class 11?

4.4 Experiment 3A: M ethodology

Participants saw a total of 48 sentences that were courpfeadrs with respect to
a common context. The sentences contained 24 test items and 24 Thiergest items
were divided into two categories: sentences including eventive dlagsrbs and
sentences including stative Class Il verbs. Again, the maire iss that, for Class Il
verbs, only one order of arguments is allowed (CVE). On the other G#ass 1l verbs
allow the two orders of arguments (EVT-TVE).

Several theoretical accounts have been proposed to explainathisKfatzer
(1989, 1995) analyzes the distinction between individual-level predi¢@tass Ill) and
stage-level predicates (Class Il) in syntactic teffris. her view, stage-level predicates
have a Davidsonian event argument that denotes events or spatiotelogairahs. In
contrast, individual-level predicates lack this position. As we sashapter 2, Parodi-
Lewin (1991) applied this same analysis to classes Il and Bpahish psych-verbs: she
proposed that while Class Il has a [+eventive] argument positiochwhionly filled
when the verb has an eventive interpretation, this position is lagki@¢ass Ill. Thus,
because in the eventive syntactic configuration there is anesrd argument position,

which is filled by a [+eventive] argument, it is not possibletfa Experiencer to raise.

*” | would like to underscore here that the distinction stative/eventive does not fully correspond with
individual-level predicates/stage-level predicates. Whereas all individual-level predicates are stative,
stage-level predicates can be both stative and eventive. However, only eventive predicates can be stage-
level predicates.
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Consequently, eventive psych-verbs only allow the Causer-Verb-Experieorder
configuration. On the other hand, the lack of this [+eventive] positidmeirstative Class
lll predicates, allows both the Theme and the Experiencer to raise.

Franco personal communicatigrconsiders that a sentence with the configuration
Experiencer-Verb-Causer (ep Maria molesta el ruidoNoise is bothering Maria’) is
ungrammatical with Class Il due to a feature mismatch i@ Because this type of
sentence is missing a clitic, the Experien8eMaria cannot check its features in spec
AgriOP. So, the derivation crashes because the features ofpeedhcer have not been
checked before the derivation is read off at the interfaces.

The different orders of Class Il predicates depend on discdacsers. This
property will be tested in experiment 4. However, in this task, vlleonly test L2
learners’ understanding of the relationship between aspect and werdrotide realm of
psych-verbs; that is, their understanding that Class Il has amdypossible order of
arguments but Class Il admits the flexibility of two ordétsr this reason, the contexts
in these tasks were created in a way that underscores theuasgeoperties of each
class respectively. Thus, for Class Il verbs, | createdoatext that would be
unambiguously interpreted as eventive. In turn, | created a conteRlafes Il verbs that
highlighted the stative nature of these predicates.

Furthermore, in order to prevent the subjects from assigniagsémtences an
undesirable prosodic pattern, the sentences were recorded with ngotration. Thus,
the subjects heard the sentences at the same time thatatahem on the screen. This
manipulation was introduced to meet a very specific purpose. Class |l canssuwzuld

be grammatical in a Experiencer-Verb-Causer order if the Eexquar is stressed; in this
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case it constitutes a case of focus frontiAgNICO, asustd6 AndAna scared Nico’)
(Slabakova et al., 2011). In order to avoid this interpretation of thesrssntthe
participants listened to all of the sentences with neutral intonation.
| have to underscore that in (1), (1a) is completely gramnhatitareas (1b) is
completely ungrammatical according to theoretical accountsorirast, in (2), while
both constructions are grammatical, (2a), that is, EVT is the lecha@onstruction. So,
when comparing (1a) to (2a) we expect both constructions toirgersratings since
both constructions are grammatical. However, when comparing (1b) (2byg,the
prediction would be that the ratings for (2b) would be significamidyer than for (1b)
since (2b) is grammatical (although dispreferred) and (1b) is simplyrmangaacal.
(1) Eventive reading: Nico estaba estudiando silenciosamente cuando de repente
Ana entro en la habitacion
Nico was silently studying when Ana suddenly came into the room
a. Ana asust6 a Nico (Causer-Verb-Experiencer-CVE)
Ana scared-3sg. to Nico
Ana scared Nico
b. *A Nico asusté Ana (Experiencer-Verb-Causer-EVC)

To Nico scared-3sg. Ana
Ana scared Nico

(2) Stative reading: Durante toda su infancia, Nico le tenia miedo a la profesora de
Mateméticas
During his whole life, Nico was scared by the Math teacher

a. A Nico le asustaba la profesora de Matematicas (Experiéferbr
Theme-EVT)
To Nico le-dat cl scared-3sg the teacher of Math
The Math teacher scared Nico

b. La profesora de matematicas le asustaba a Nico (Thenhe-Ve
Experiencer-TVE)
The teacher of Math le-dat cl scared-3sg to Nico
The Math teacher scared Nico
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Distractor sentences contained examples of differential tobp@cking (ora
personal), which also require knowledge of the interfacing pregeofi both syntax and
semantics. The use afis determined by the animacy and the specificity of the object.
There were four different categories: (a) inanimate, spgealbes not need personal,
(b) inanimate, nonspecific--does not neadpersonal (c) animate, specific--needs
personal, and (d) animate, nonspecific--does not ageisonal
An example of a sentence that contains an animate nonspecific object is thenfpllowi

(3) Mi jefe es muy agradable y es facil trabajar con él

My boss is very nice and it's very easy to work with him
a. *Mi jefe esta buscando a una nueva secretaria
My boss is looking foa-personaia new secretary
b. Mi jefe estd buscando una nueva secretaria
My boss is looking for (no a-personal) a new secretary
4.5 Experiment 3A: Results
4.5.1 Results of the Control Group

The control group was definitely aware of the word order patiermkfferent
classes of psych-verbs, although the distinctions were not a®icedd@s described in
theoretical accounts. As predicted, the order Theme-Verb-Experi¢Gtass 1ll) was
rated significantly higher than Experiencer-Verb-Causer &0IBs(y*=36.56, p<.0001).
That is, while one order was clearly grammatical, the oilzey rated as ungrammatical.
This indicated that, for native speakers, the semantically eiiffeclasses are equally
different at the syntactic level.

Interestingly, the mean for EVC order is not particulady |(mean=2.25),

although it received an ungrammatical rating. This could be thdt rafs participants

applying a prosodic structure that allows a grammatical irdgefon (i.e. focus
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fronting), in spite of having been instructed to judge the sentenchstiveitintonation
given (i.e. neutral intonation).

With regard to our second research question: neutral ordergnagcantly better
for Class Il than Class IIXE:10.18, p=0.0014). However, we can see that the mean
ratings are really close (EVT Class lll: 4.92; CVE Clds4.75). This could arise from:
(a) a general preference for psych-verbs that appear in onetgyhtame (i.e. Class lll),
(b) a preference déistaspeakers (see chapter 2 for an extensive explanation leiste
psych-verb constructions) to include a dative clitic in the evem@aeing, or (c) the
contamination from other experiments.

Table 13. Reponse means for experiment 3A (Control group)

Analysis Variable: response
N
Order Obs/Mean R
Class Il | TVE 216 3.29
EVT 216 [4.92
Class Il EVC 216 |2.25
CVE 216 4.75

?® This could be teased apart by isolating the subjects that did this experiment first and comparing them to

the other subjects.
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Figure 15 Response means for word order by class (Contam

Finally, with regard to the last questicwhich word order is preferred for the
constructionsthe answer is cleaCVE and EVT are the unmarked orsleespectivel.
There is a main effect of order when we comparesacclassesy?=402.42, p.0001),
which manifests in the fact that ticontrol group consistély rated the sentences w
CVE/EVT order higher thalEVC/TVE in Class Il and Class Ihespectively(Class Il

¥?=277.71, p<.0001Class II1:y°=190.64, p<.0001).
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4.5.2 Results of the Ne#&tative Grou|

As was the case for the native speaknearnatives also showed knowledge of

word order restrictions impsyct-predicatesby scoring TVE in Class Il significantl

higher than EVCin Class 1l (x*=66.29, p<.0001). Again, as e control group, th

neutral order gets higher ratings with Clasthan with Class I1?=12.60, p=0.0004

Table 14Response means for experiment 3A (-Native group)

Analysis Variable: response

Word |N
Verb class order |Obs MeanR
Class lli TVE 96 |4.22
EVT 96 4.83
Class Il EVC 96 |2.05
CVE 96 4.30

138




5.5

w Class I
Class III

\\\\i\“ﬁ“\t\“l

1

=
I

EVC/TVE

(@)
<
23]
~
s3]
<
—

Figure 17 Response means for word order by cldNear-native group)

There is a main effect of order: C/EVT is the unmarked order and this
shown in the significantly higher ratings that &tg in classes Il and Il respective
(x’=132.23 p<.0001). Also, within each class, this worder (CVEEVT) receives
significantly higher ratings when compared to thearked/ungrammatical ord

(EVCITVE) (Class I1>=83.91, p<.000; Class Ill:y*= 22.17, p<0001).
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4.5.3 Results of thAadvanced Grou

The advanced group behaves in a very similar fastoothe other groups. Ti
advancedspeakers respected the word order patterns presbptelasses Il and Il b
rating TVE in Class Il significantly higher th EVC in Class Il $?=72.49, p<.0001).
CVE/EVT was scored equally high in both class®=2.56, p.1096). This last result
different from neamnatives and native speakers, who showed a prefefen&VT ordel
in Class Ill over CVEn Class Il. However, sincCVE/EVT order is grammatical in bo
classes, this result is in accordance with themtatic behavio Furthermore, the mee
ratings in the control group, although statistigalignificant, were actually very close

each other.
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Table 15. Responseeans for experiment 3A (Advan group)

Class Il TVE 124 |4.15
EVT 124 |4.46
Class Il EVC 120 |2.99
CVE 120 |4.20
5
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Figure 19 Response means for word order by clAdvanced group)

There was alsa main effect of order witlICVE/EVT being rated significant
higher across classes thBWC/TVE order §*= 44.26 p<.0001). This effect is seen

each class respectively (Classy’=46.73, p<.0001; Class I§’=7.41, p=0.006).
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4.5.4 Results of the Intermediate Gr

As was the case for the rest of the grotintermediate speakers were able
recognize the word order patterns compatible watbheclass opsychverbs. Thus, they
gave a higher rating tdVE sentences wi Class lll verls than EVC sentences wi
Class Il verbsy=4.30, p=(.0382). The unmarked order (CVE/EY® given roughly
equally ratingsy°=0.23, p.6321) in both classe

Table 16 Response means for experiment 3A (Interme group)

Analysis Variable: response
N
Verb class Word order Obs |Mean R
Class Il TVE 96 3.65
EVT 96 4.13
Class Il EVC 93 3.27
CVE 93 4.22
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We find again a main effect of orc (3°=47.06, p<.0001), which is true for both ClI;
Il where EVT is rated significantly higher than T\(;°=4.92, p9.0266 and Class ||

where CVE is rated higher than E\(;°=42.23, p<.0001).
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Figure 22 Response means iclass by word order (Intermediate group)
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4.5.5 Results of the Low-Proficiency Group

As was the case for the other groups, low-proficiency speaketerstand the
word order restrictions that apply to the different classes afhpggrbs. We see this in

their significantly higher ratings of TVE order with Claskverbs when compared to

EVC order in Class Iif=25.80, p<.0001).

The neutral order gets higher ratings with Class Il verbs than i0lasgbs (xzzll
24.26, p<.0001). This is something particular to this group, since all otn@pyeither
showed a preference for the neutral order with Class Il vergawe similar ratings with

both Class Il and Ill. This could be the result of influence from3¥® order, which is

dominant in the L2ers’ L1.

Table 17. Response means for experiment 3A (Low-proficiency group)

AnalysisVariable: response

Verb class Word order N Obs |Mean R

Class Il TVE 70 3.40
EVT 70 3.81

Class I EVC 66 2.57
CVE 66 4.43
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Figure 23 Response means for word order by cldow-proficiencygroup’

There was a main effect for word orcsince CVE/EVThad significantly highe
ratings than EVC/TVE f=41.81, p<0001). Looking within each class, there i
significant effect of word order for Class (3°=223.68, p<0001) but not for Class Il
where both orders received roughly equal rati(x*=2.49, p=0.1146 This is not
extremely surprising since both EVT and TVE arengratical. However, the oth
groups show a preference towards the stylistiaatijnarked opon. This group does tc

to a certain extent, but as we saw, the contrass dot reach significan
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4.6 Experiment 3A: Summary of Results
Below numbers (B) summarize thmain findings in this experiment:
1) TVE with Class Ill verbs is always preferred ovéar@&with Class Il verbs. Thi
indicated that all groups were aware of the higiegree of grammaticality «
TVE as compared to EVC. The means for EVC, howewaee, higherthan
predicted based on theoretical accounts for allugsoincluding the nativ
speakers. This could be related to a specific gliospattern, focus fronting
which turns the configuration grammatis
2) The raings of the unmarked ordeCVE/EVT) were moe variable: the native ar
near-nativespeakers showed a preference for the unmarked wiitteiClass |
(althoughthe means are really close for the native contrasjvanced an
intermediate learners showed no preference an-proficiency speakers owed

a preference for this order with Class Il verbs. IAsointed out in the resul
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3)

section, this could be the result of three factors (i.e. Claggdferenceleismq
and contamination) that will be evaluated in the discussion sectie@reEponses
of the advanced and intermediate speakers might reflect a gnguystem that is
not sophisticated enough to be influenced by these factors. Finally,etfeeence
shown by low-proficiency speakers for CVE order in Clasather than EVT in
Class lll could be the result of an overreliance on EnglisheStbjerb-Object
word order, which lines up with Class II Causer(nhominative)-Verb-
Theme(accusative) but not with Class 1l Experiencer(dativepV
Theme(nominative) .

CVE/EVT consistently receives higher ratings than EVC/TiWElasses Il and
lll, respectively, in all of the groups. This indicates that ihthe unmarked order
for these constructions. There is only one exception to this trenepriafciency
speakers gave TVE and EVT orders roughly equal ratings in {@lagkis is not
completely unexpected since the two orders are grammaticaCVaiis Il verbs,
although EVT is the unmarked order. However, it seems that lofici@ncy
speakers do distinguish between the stylistically unmarkedhanchéarked orders

but they do not do it to a level that reaches significance.

4.7 Experiment 3A: Contrasts among Groups

Figure 25 shows the contrasts among groups with respect to senvatitehe

marked/ungrammatical order (EVC/TVE) in classes Il andltlis clear that, even if all
the groups distinguish between these two different types of sestemmross classes,
showing an understanding that TVE is more grammatical than EdéGxtent to which

this distinction is made varies from group to group. We see a sigmtifcontrast between
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the intermediate group and the control grogfig15.28, p<.0001). As we can clearly see
in the graph, the intermediate group’s judgments are much lessedlefhan the
judgments of the native speaker group (or any of the other groupd)eifaore, we see
another significant contrast between the control group and the nesr-seaker group
(y’=12.74, p=0.0004). This is because the near-native group actually has a more
categorical distinction of classes. This results from thetfaat the control group gave
very low ratings to TVE sentences. An analysis of the respongerrs of native
speakers shows that 25% of the native speakers gave this typeeoicseatrating of 1 or
2. It seems like these participants were using the scalslightly different way than the
experimenter expected, since a rating of 1 meant completeharmantatical and these
sentences are not completely ungrammatical but simply marked.

The comparison between the control group and the advanced and the low-
proficiency groups respectively rendered non-significant contrestdrfl vs. advanced:

¥*=0.30, p=0.5854; control vs. low*=0.84, p=0.3582).
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Figure 25. Respuse means for EVC/T sentences in experiment 3A (gidbups

Figure 26 showsthe response meansr sentences with unmarked or«
(CVE/EVT) across classedhis figure provides further evidence that the L2 learr
understood the different word order patterns thatp@ssible with both classes of ps-
predicates. This is so because ' are aware of the fact that CVE/E\6Fder is perfectl
grammatical with Classl lard Ili respectively However, we still see some signific:
contrasts in the extent to which the different growategorized this distinction. T
native speaker group behaves significantly difftly from the neamative group sinc
the distinction betweertlasse Il and Ill is more definitefor the latter (x°=4.96,
p=0.0259. Furthermore, the lo-proficiency group also behaves significantly diéetly
than the native speakers since their trend is tgtumthe ofposite direction from th
control group(and all other groups°=10.65, p=0.001)1 They gave a higher rating

EVT sentences with Class Il ver The behavior of the advanced and the intermei
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groups is not significantly different from the belma of the native controIX2:0.24,

p=6259:y°=1.83; p=0.1758
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Figure 26.Response means ICVE/EVT sentences in experimen{ABRAgroups
4.8 Experiment 3A: Discussion

Thegoal of this experiment was to ascertain if L2 heais were able to categori
classes Il and Ill of psycherbs according to their aspectual properties, which elate
with certain morphosyntactreflexes. In particular, tested word order altertions in the
current experiment. Mprediction: were based on syntactic theory (Pasoekvin, 1991;
Franco & Huidobro 208, 2007): native speakers and, possibly L2 learnveosild show
an understanding of the following patterEVT and TVE orders are possible with Cl.
Il (although EVT is certainly the unmarked ordbut only CVEorder is possible wit
Class Il

Looking at the experiment results with this fact in dhiwe can say that, becat

of the similarities of the L2ers’ behavior as comgahato the control groufL2 learners
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showed knowledge of the word order alternations available for theetitfetasses of
psych-predicates in Spanish. This indicates that this syntaxaemanterface property
of psych-verbs does not seem to pose insuperable learnability prdbleb2ers. This is
consistent with the literature on interfaces, which, in genefains that it is only
external interfaces properties, those that require processingtiofa linguistic module
and cognitive module, that present residual optionality for advanceshdsdanguage
learners. In fact, the earlier version of the Interface HypatHesy. Sorace 2005, 2006)
made a distinction between narrow syntax and interfaces, claitmatgall interfaces
were equally problematic in terms of acquisition. Converselyntwest version (e.g.
Sorace & Filiaci, 2006; Sorace & Serratrice, 2009; Tsimpli &aSey 2006) makes a
more articulated distinction between external (e.g. syntax-@acgh and internal e.g.
(syntax-semantics) interfaces. According to this versiamnii the processing of external
interfaces where problems remain at the highest level of dgegproficiency. The
prediction that acquisition of internal interface properties ismstrmountable for L2ers
is supported by the data presented in this experiment.

Next, | will discuss in more detail the results of the expenimand the
implications of these results at the level of the L2ers’ mertaesentations of the L2
linguistic system. All groups gave higher ratings to TVE sege with Class Il than
EVC sentences with Class IlI, showing an understanding of the word restactions
that characterize psych-verb constructions; namely, showing aerhidagree of
grammaticality for TVE sentences. However, as | pointed outreeEVC sentences
were not categorically rejected as predicted by theoretmadunts. In general, we saw

that EVC sentences, predicted to be fully ungrammatical, naé&zd higher than expected
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by all groups including the native speaker group. This could have beeaesille of
assigning this sentence a fronted-focus interpretaloNICO asusté An&dAna scared
Nico’) where the sentence without clitic would be actually grammal. All of the
sentences in the experiment were recorded with neutral inton&ioavoid this
phenomenon; however, | cannot be sure of what kind of prosodic interpretiaion
participants were assigning to the sentences. Howevehaifl included test items with
both neutral and focus fronting intonation, this could have helped me corfism t
hypothesis that focus fronting is the responsible of the highgsawh this type of test
items.

| also wanted to make sure that participants did not reject $&ft&nces because
they were assigning these sentences an stative interpref#tiainis, | wanted to make
sure that a sentence lik& Nico asustéAna was not rejected because the subject had in
mind a sentence lik& Nico le asustdé Anawhich would be the stative counterpart. In
order to determine this, | had a task after the experimenhichwparticipants who had
assigned 3 or less to this type of test item had to cothectsentence. All of the
participants changed the sentence fréxnNico asustdé An&o Ana asusté a NicadNone
of them change the sentenceAdNico le asustd Anarhis indicates that the eventive
interpretation was clear and that participants were awarkeohdpectual status of this
sentence. With regard to how L2ers arrived at the right asgdanterpretation, | have to
point out that there were several confounding factors: All of #wevetsentences in this
experiment were constructed with imperfect or present tengbeasther hand, eventive
sentences were constructed with preterite. Participants couldusadethese clues to

determine the aspectual status of the sentence or they could teavéhaspreceding
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context. Regardless of what factors were guiding them, weagathat they have a clear
understanding of the aspectual conditions in the test items.

This behavior has direct implications for L2ers’ mental reprasient: the fact
that EVC is consistently given the lowest ratings out of alltied word order
configurations presented in the experiment (i.e. EVT, TVE, CVECEM consistent
with Parodi-Lewin’s (1991) argument: since the eventive position pgegdor Class |l
verbs is filled when sentences have an eventive interpretationxpleei&hcer cannot be
hosted in that position, and as a result, it cannot raise. Alteryatitves also consistent
with Franco’s proposal that the derivation of this type of senteocddverash due to the
fact that the Experiencer cannot check its features in Agrldias, the construction
EVC is not completely licensed by the grammar of the nativaeksps or the L2 learners.
Consequently, by analyzing the performance data of L2ers wearattude that their
mental representation of Class Il and Class Ill psych-verlas fact different, which
becomes evident in L2ers’ understanding of the morphsyntactic esfleik these two
distinct aspectual classes.

With respect to EVT/CVE sentences, the more advanced groups show a
preference towards EVT with Class Ill, which could be the redideveral factors: (a) it
could indicate a preference for verbs that do not alternate betdrferent syntactic
frames (i.e. Class Ill) as compared to Class Il that pteaehybrid nature; (b) a
preference for eventive sentences to include a dative clitic, whitypical in leista
dialects Ana le asusté a Nicmstead ofAna asusto a NictAna scared Nico’); or (c) it
could be the result of contamination from the other experiments #ecconfiguration

EVT was tested in all of the experiments, but EVC was onlgdéastthe current task. On
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the other hand, the fact that the low-proficiency group gave highegsatnCVE (Class
II) than EVT (Class Ill) shows this group’s overreliance onrthative language’s SVO
syntactic frame.

Finally, CVE/EVT were confirmed to be the unmarked ordersassds Il and 11|
respectively. This is seen in the consistently higher ratingsit gets as opposed to
TVE/EVC order. The low proficiency group did not show a significantedifice
between TVE and EVT in Class lll, which is still consistenthvtheoretical accounts
since both configurations are grammatical, although TVE is thikadarder. This could
indicate that they are impervious to pragmatic factors (althtugge were not explicitly
tested in this experiment and experiment 4 shows this is not$bg ¢owever, the fact
that they do show a certain preference for EVT indicates kiegt are also aware of
pragmatic conditions.

Next, | will analyze this data with respect to the IntegraMadel of Bilingual
Acquisition and discuss how the different factors involved in the L2 pso@ee. formal
complexity, L2 input, L1 influence) could have influenced the responsermttet we
see in the non-native speakers in this task. First of allnt weaunderscore that neither
the fact that psych-verbs can be classified into differésses according to their
aspectual properties, nor the fact that these classes have tdmstinghosyntactic
characteristics is ever introduced in the L2 classroom. Thus, non-reieakers’
understanding of the word order patterns compatible with differesgedaof psych-verbs
is not the result of pedagogical intervention. Secondly, the resitiscthat regulate word
order in psych-verb constructions are quite complex, which make thapu? fairly

opaque. EVT and TVE are both grammatical with Class Il preskdatit they are so to
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different degrees since EVT is the neutral order. An additimmaplicating factor is the
fact that these orders are regulated by pragmatic fadtussigsue will be studied in
detail in chapter 5). Furthermore, Class Il is supposed to have cmdypossible
combination of arguments (Causer-Verb-Experiencer). Howeverttex Experiencer-
Verb-Causer could be grammatical under a focus fronting interpretatl these factors
added together and the fine line that separates gramntgtigal ungrammaticality in
these constructions is not something the L2er can easily efttvacthe L2 input. In the
third place, the L2 learners’ L1 could guide them but only to aiceeixtent. English has
the same stative/eventive alternation with psych-verbs, howevereflexes of this
distinction are different in English and Spanish. In English, both ddtsand 11l have
only one possible order: CVRAfa scared Nicpband TVE §hoes are pleasing to Majia
respectively. The much more restricted word order possibiitigbe participants’ L1
will not provide them with enough information in order to understand theacymt
subtleties of these predicates. Finally, given the intricat@anktof factors that play a
role in the acquisition process, the fact that all non-native gioeipsve very similarly to
the native controls shows that there has to be some UG-mecha@smsiniversal
linking rules, universal classes of predicates) helping them makefufe opaque L2
input in the most efficient way in order to produce/comprehend ttwsggurations in
the target language at the native speaker-level. This behawionsistent with Pires and
Rothman’s model since this model has to be understood in a positionestidddy to
UG and, as we have seen, access to universal principles is key istandimg the

behavior of these L2ers. Additionally, the differences found in theweh of L2ers
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could be ascribed to the differences between the L1 and the L2, ishechactor this
model takes into account.

Before this project, Rubio (2000, 2001) had been the only author who had dealt
with the issue of the hybrid behavior of Class Il psych-verbs, ibaallspreocuparA
(accusative) class angreocuparD (dative) class (i.e. Class ll(a) and li(b) in this
dissertation). Specifically, he studied this issue as relaté@astruction. His goal was to
determine what type of instruction is more beneficial for aaggirthe distinct
morphosyntactic properties of psych-verbs. He compared a traditpeddgogical
approach and a processing instruction approach (VanPatten, 1996). Thienahdi
approach consisted of a grammatical explanation of the topic at falmlyed by
activities that required the students to use the just-learnertistes immediately. This is
an output-focused approach. On the other hand, processing instruction is an input-focused
approach in which the teacher’s explanations are followed bytagiget out to analyze
and understand the L2 input at a deeper level. This type of instruclidesgstudents in
an analysis of the L2 input and corrects their default (L1) gsiog strategies, which are
incompatible with the L2 grammar. This leads students to rdadm-meaning
connections that are appropriate in the L2. Not only did Rubio find an ageaonfa
processing instruction over traditional instruction (that is, insomdocused on input)
but he also found that processing instruction had beneficial resutsth interpretation
and production. Rubio (2001, p. 140) entertains a possibility consistent Jigts El
(1994) Weak Interface Hypothesis, namely, that subjects can deaessdknowledge

when processing input. However, this knowledge helps them noticdispeatures in
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the input that will later turn intacquiredknowledgée®”® Since Rubio’s research focused
on a specific aspect of this categorization problem (i.e. case as a marker of lexical
aspect), his pedagogical findings could be further evaluated ggtrd to the property

tested in this experiment, that is, word order alternations.

In conclusion, in the current experiment, L2ers’ capacity tegmaize different
classes of psych-verbs shows how aspectual properties of yayashthat influence
syntactic structure are understood by second language learnefacttiet these issues
are never discussed or presented in the L2 classroom provides estrdagce that L2
learners, constrained by UG, are able to project the right tiypenctional projections
(e.g. eventive argument position, Parodi-Lewin, 1991) and check the featuhe right
projections (e.g. AgrlOP, Franco, 2000). This allows them to artiee WdG-consistent
configuration without the help of outside instruction. This supports thefdoge
Hypothesis claim that properties related to the syntax-sersanterface are not a locus
of optionality at the highest level of second language proficiéntyis also consistent
with Pires & Rothman’s (2011) model.

4.9 Experiment 3B: Goal and Resear ch Questions

This experiment further analyzes the issue of psych-verb acquisitionsytiae-
semantics interface. The goal of the present experiment, as it wveag&ment 3A, is to
establish if L2 learners are able to categorize psydbsverto different classes with
distinct semantic and syntactic properties. However, whergasiment 3A focused on

the word order restrictions of classes Il and lll, experindhexplores a different issue

*® This is based on Krashen’s (1985) division between learned and acquired knowledge. Learned
knowledge is the product of formal instruction. It is conscious knowledge as, for instance, knowledge of a
particular grammar rule. On the other hand, acquired knowledge is subconscious knowledge, obtained in
a similar way in which children acquire knowledge of their first language.
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of this categorization problem. In particular, | want to asceifanon-native speakers
understand the restrictions that apply to the use of antipassiFeanco, 1990; Franco &
Huidobro, 2003, 2007) with psychological predicates; namely, that whinibe used
with eventive Class Il predicates, it cannot be used with stative Clgsedicates.
Antipassiveseis a decausativizer/detransitivizer and as such, it can ordg@a-
with the causative class of psych-verbs, that is, Classdé shis class involves a Causer
argument and follows a transitive pattern.
(4) Carolinaasust6 a EnriquéCarolina scared Enrique
CAUSER EXPERIENCER
Subject-Verb-Object
On the other hand, Class Ill lacks a Causer argument andndbdsave a
transitive configuration since it lacks a direct object.
(5) A Anale gusta el chocolatghocolate is pleasing to Apha
EXPERIENCER THEME
|O-Verb-Subject
The effect of the antipassive morpheme is similar to pagssiogphology: it
absorbs the case of the Causer/Themedug.padresn (7)) and it depletes the verb of
object clitic morphology (since the verb in (6) but not in (7) conldude an object
clitic®®) (Jaeggli, 1986). As we can see in (7), the oblique argument is optional.
(6) Sus padres preocupan a Juan
His parents worry-3pl. to Juan-acc (dat. in leista dialects)
His parents worry Juan
(7) Juan se preocupa (por sus padres)

Juan se worry-3sg. for his parents
Juan worries about his parents

| 0 in non-leista dialects and le in leista dialects.
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Next, | present Franco & Huidobro’s (2003) syntactepresentation fose

constructions with psyckierbs. The Experiencer needs to r to spec TP to satisfy tt

EPP feature to check Case. Alternativisus padreswhose Case has been absorbe

the antipassiveg needs to check Case by the insertion of the grepopor.

(8-9)
TP TP
/\ /\
T Juan; T
/\ /\
T ASPP T ASPP
N | PN
ASP' [se preocupal; ASP'
T T
ASP vP ASP vP
se A Juan V' t; ti V'
/\ /\
\% VP \% VP
/\
\% \%
T T

preocupa sus padres

por sus padres

So, this construction represents the intel between the semantics of se
predicates(particularly, their aspectual proper: eventive/causativers. stativ/non-
causativl and their syntactic struct® (i.e. the ability of Class Il predicates appear

in theseconstruction with a decausitivizer morpher

3 Although | will refer to this as a syntax-semantics interface property, morphology plays a role in this interface since
antipassive se forms part of this construction: that is, the option with the antipassive se contains the se morpheme
whereas the option without the antipassive se contains the dative clitic (e.g. Maria se preocupa por sus padres vs. A
Maria le preocupan sus padres ‘Maria worries about her parents’). However, syntax and morphology are most of the
time so closely intertwined that we cannot fully detach one from the other. And, as | pointed out in chapter 3,
complete isolation of certain properties is almost impossible since each sentence must be read off at the interfaces.
So, from now on, it’s my assumption that when we talk about the syntax-semantics interface, the role of morphology
is implicitly understood.
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Specifically, the questions | am trying to answer in this experimghtrespect to
non-native grammars are the following:
1) Is antipassiveepreferred in Class Il over Class Il11?
2) Is the option with the dative clitic (without antipasssee preferred in one or the
other class?
3) Within each class, is there a difference between the usatipassiveseand the

absence of it?

4.10 Experiment 3B: M ethodology

Forty-eight test sentences composed this experiment: 24 tastared 24 fillers.
Each context was paired with two sentences. Half of the msisiincluded Class i
psych-verbs, which allow theeconstruction. So, in (10) both options are grammatical.
We have to underscore that (10a) will be grammatical with Glé@ssverbs (i.e. verbs
that overlap with Class Ill) and (10b) is grammatical witlagSlli(a) (i.e. its eventive
counterpart). This will be important when we analyze the respoeiserns to these test
items. As far as | know, there are no claims in the literature over whitiese structures
(10a) or (10b) is preferred by native speakers so | cannke klaar predictions in this
respect.

(10) Todos los departamentos de letras en las universidades estarda. Los

chicos ya no quieren estudiar arte o literatura. Ahora todo el murddiees

negocios.

All of the humanities departments at different universities arangoStudents

don’t want to study art or literature. Now, everyone studies business

a. Alos jovenes no les interesa la cultura
To the young no les-dat cl interest-3sg the culture

Young people are not interested in culture

b. Los jovenes no se interesan por la cultura
To the young no se-antipassive interest-3pl for the culture
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Young people are not interested in culture

The other half of the test items consisted of sentences with Clasydh-verbs. This
class yields ungrammatical sentences when the antipasss/encluded. So in (11) only
(11a), the construction with the dative clitic, is grammatical.

(11) En esta universidad todo el mundo quiere salir de fiesta pempradia atencion a
las cosas importantes
At this university, everyone wants to go out but nobody pays attention itngbeant
things
a. A nadie le importa la politica
To nobody le-dat cl care the politics
Nobody cares about politics
b. *Nadie se importa sobre la politica
Nobody se-antipassive care about the politics
Nobody cares about politics
The fillers tested a different type of syntax-semanttsrface property. In an
effort to make the fillers as similar as possible to tlst tiems, these construction
(particularly, anticausativesg was tested with unergatives and unaccusative verbs.
Unergative verbs are ungrammatical wsthbut grammatical without it as we can see in
(12). On the other hand, unaccusatives that have a transitive counfeepattange-of-
state verbs or alternators) are grammatical vaéhand ungrammatical without it
(Fernandez Soriano, 1999; Sorace, 2000), which is illustrated in (13).
(12) Maria iba a casarse el domingo pero el novio nunca fue a la iglesia
Maria was going to get married on Sunday but the groom never showed up in the
church
a. Maria llor6 delante de todos
Maria cried in front of everyone
Maria cried in front of everyone
b. *Maria se lloré delante de todos

Maria se cried in front of everyone
Maria cried in front of everyone
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(13) Olvidamos poner el hielo en el congelador
We forgot to put the ice in the freezer
a. *El hielo derritio
The ice melted
The ice melted
b. El hielo se derritio

The ice se melted
The ice melted

4.11 Experiment 3B: Results
4.11.1 Results of the Control Group

The results of this experiment confirm that the control grogkes a clear
distinction between classes Il and lll regarding the use drtipassivese First of all, if
we look at the sentences witlg those containing Class Il psych-verbs were rated
significantly lower than the sentences containing Class lchpsgrbs £°=1799.7,
p<.0001). Secondly, if we look at the sentences witlamiipassivese that is, those
sentences with the structure Experiencer(dat.)-Verb-Theme(nonmh),ass {2 and
Class Ill verbs got roughly the same scor€s3.54, p=0.0598). This indicates that the
native speaker group respected the distributioseafith the different classes of psych

verbs.

*2 This construction is only grammatical with Class Il (b).
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Table 18 Response means for experiment 3b (Control gr

2.5 -

1.5 A

AnalysisVariable: response
Verb class Antipassivese [N Obs |Mean R
Class i Se 216 1.23
No se 216 4.80
Class I Se 216 4.68
No se 216 4.89
5.5
5
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Class III

Figure 27.Response means for antipassiv by class (Control group)

In the third placefigure 28 illustrates that there is a main effectantipassivise

(x¥*=1308.0, p<.0001). When comparing antipassivese construction with thi

construction with the dative clitwithin each class, we find that Class lll, the use (se

is considered highly ungrammatical whereas the latkse is considered clearl

grammatical ’=1972.7, p<.0001). On the other hand, in Classhi presence ar

absence ofeis rated as grammaticelt seems that the sentencggh the dative clitic
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receiveda significantly higher score than sentences wittipassive se (x°=10.51,
p=0.0012).However, the difference in ratings is very smiSe means=4.68No se

means=4.89)The implications of this pattern will bascussed irsection 4.1«
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Figure 28.Response means for class by antipassi (Control group)

4.11.2 Results of the Neétative Grou|

The neamnative speaker group was also sensitive to theoliiee antipassiv se.
This morpheme receivesignificantly higher ratings with Class Il than WwiClass I
psych-verbs )(2:172.89, p<.0001). The sentences withsg that is, those containing
dative clitic, were considered more natural when the sentenceined a Class Ill ver|
(x’=4.20, p=0.0404)This is different from the findings in the contrgtoup where
sentences with a dative clitic were rated equalligath classes will discuss this finding

in ddail in the discussion section 4.
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Table 19Response means fexperiment 3B (Near-native group)

AnalysisVariable: response
N
Verbclass |Antipassivese |Obs |MeanR
Class Il Se 96 1.22
No se 96 481
Class I Se 96 3.93
No se 96 457

5.5

5
45 —

4 —
35 +—— —

i Class 11
3 4 | —
Class II1

2.5 - -

2 i e
1.5 - -

1 m T 1

Se No se

Figure 29.Response means for antipassive se by (Near-native group)

Finally, if we compare the sentences wantipassivese with those that did nc
include the antipassivee,we see that there main effect ofthe use of antipassi se
(x’=241.41, p<.0001)(Figure 30. Within each individual classwe find that th
sentences withowge arerated significantly high« than sentences with antipasssein
both classes Il and Ix{=778.53, p<.00C, ¥*=7.81, p=0.005R This is similar to th

behavior of the control grot
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Figure 30.Response means for class by antipassi(Near-native group)
4.11.3 Results of the Advanced Gr

Theadvanced group was also aware of the distributfcantipassive < with the
different classes of psyokerbs. They showed this by giving significapthigher ratings
to the sentences withntipassiv se that contained Class Il verlsompared to thos
which contained Class Il ver (3°=192.10, p<.0001). With regard to the use
sentences that contained the dative clitic instefathe antipassivese in the differen
classes, subjects showed a significant prefereocehese sentces with Class Il a

opposed to Class Iy{=14.05, p=0.0002\This replicates the findings of the n-native

group.

166



Table 20Response means for experiment 3B (Advanced ¢

Figure 31.Response means for antipassive se by (Advanced group)

In generalthere is a main effect of antipassise receiving lower ratings the

Se

No se

Analysis Variable: response
Verb class Antipassivese |N Obs Mean R
Class Il Se 121 1.93
No s¢ 121 4.63
Class I Se 119 3.81
No s¢ 120 4.13
5
4.5
4
35 +———
31—  Class II
25 Class 111
2
1.5 -
1 ;

sentences withouse (x°=104.50, p<.0001)A comparison of sentences wise and

sentences withowewithin eath class shows a significant preference for sentetitat

lacked theantipassivese as compared to those wiise with Class Ill predicate

(y°=425.66, p<.0001). However, with verbs of Classtth types of sentences recei

similar ratings ¥°=2.39, p=0122)
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Figure 32. Respongeeans for class by antipassive(Advanced group)
4.11.4 Results of the Intermediate Gr

The intermediate group also sked an understanding of the distribution
antipassive se with different classes of psy-verbs. They rated sentences w
antipassivesesignificantly higher when the sentence includedas€ 11 verl than when
it included a Class lll predicatSentences with a dative clitic, instead cse pronoun,
were scoed similarly in the two classeg’=0.49, p=0.4852). This wague for the nativ
speakers but different from the n-native and the advanced groupswhich there was
preference for Class Il verbs to be embedded encitnstruction with the dative tic.
However, since this optio(Experience-Verb-Theme)is grammatical with both class
of verbs, intermediate speakedo show an understanding of the possibilities avad

for the two classes of psyaterbs.
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Table 21 Response means for experiment 3B (Intermediatep)

AnalysisVariable: response
N
Verbclass |Antipassivese |Obs |MeanR
Class Il Se 93 2.36
No se 93 459
Class Il Se 91 3.15
No se 91 4.49
5
45 e
4 |
3.5 —
3 — ———  mClassll
25 | Class III
2 | | —
1.5 - —_—
1 = T 1
Se No se

Figure 33.Response means for antipassive se by (Intermediate group)

There is a main effect of antipassse which gets rated significantly lower th
test items with the dative cliti(y°=21.18, p<.0001)A comparison between senten:
with and without anpassive se within each class shows that sentences with

antipassive morphenaae rated significantly lower than the choice vitie dative cliti
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and this is the case in each individual ¢ (Class Ill: ¥>=120.77, p<.0001; Class |l

¥?=42.79, p<.000)L This was also the case for native and -native speaker

w Se

25 | No se

1.5 A

W
1

ClassII Class III

Figure 34.Response means for antipassive se by (Intermediate group)
4.11.5 Results of the Lowroficiency Groug

The data for the lo-proficiency group shows that they also recognize
distribution ofantipassivese in the different classes of psych-verbsfijure 3, we can
see that thegive significantly higher ratings to Class Il ve than Class Il vert in this
construction ¥*=11.85, p=0.0006). With regard to the sentencebouitse the oppositt
pattern emerges: Class Il verbs sound signifigabdtter than Class Il verbs with t
dative clitic §°=7.51, p=0.0061)This was also the pattern found foearnative and

advanced participants.
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Table 22 Response means for experiment 3B (-proficiency group)

AnalysisVariable: response
N
Verb class|Antipassivese |Obs/Mean R
Class lll |Se 69 |2.82
No se 69 (4.24
Class Il Se 67 |3.49
No se 67 |3.73
45
4
3.5
3 4
W Class I
2.5 1 Class 111
2 |
1.5 -
1 - .
Se No se

Figure 35.Response means for antipassive se by (Low-proficiencygroup;

There is a main effect for antipassise (x’=51.94, p<.0001)We see a gener

preference for sentencesth a dative clitic as compared to those with passivese in

Class Ill verbs where the option withose is rated significantly highery’=49.54,

p<.0001). This is not the case with Class Il pratiis where both options are ra

similarly (*=2.11, p=0.1461). The roughly equal ratings of @assivese and the
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structure with the dative clitic in Class Il wasrsething that we also saw in the advan

group.

4.5

3.5 ——

w Se
2.5 1

No se

1.5 -

i
W

ClassII Class III

Figure 36.Response means for class by antipassiy(Low-proficiencygroup’
4.12 Experiment 3B: Summary of Results
The main patterns in thexperiment are the followin
1) Sentences witlse consistently received significantly higher ratinggh Class I
verbs than with Class Il verbs in all of the greu@his implies that secor
language learners understand tse is a decausativizer morphenthat is use
with causative verbs (i.e. Class Il) and that & tize effect of decreasing the v
valency by one, which turns the Causer/Theme intoladique argument. Thu
L2ers showed an understanding that this mecharsasmtipossible with Cladll
verbs, which are not causative in nat
2) Sentences withowge that is, sentences that contain a dative clieceagenerall

given better ratings with Class Il verbs (except the control and th

172



3)

4)

intermediate group who rated them equally in both classes). Tteenpound in
the near-native, advanced and low-proficiency group could be explaindt by t
fact that, given that Class Ill verbs do not alternate betweetipleusyntactic
frames (i.e. construction witlse and construction with the dative clitic),
participants were able to give more definite ratings siheg tvere not holding
two possible competing (but grammatical) derivations in mind, which thas
case for Class Il verbs. Furthermore, the fact that the conetrweith the dative
clitic is possible with Class ll(b) verbs and tke construction is grammatical
with Class ll(a) verbs, requires participants to keep in mind Gtes Il verbs
have a double nature (eventive or stative). Since Class Ill verbs agsatative,
the choice is more transparent.

A comparison of sentences with and witheatn Class Il reveals that sentences
without seare always rated higher in all of the groups. This is the égbeesult
since Class Il does not accept the use of antipassive

A comparison of sentences with and withsein Class Il indicates that sentences
without seare rated better than those with antipassefey native speakers, near-
native speakers and intermediate learners. In contrast, the advand low-
proficiency groups gave them roughly equal ratings. The higher ratingse
construction with the dative clitic with Class Il predicates could have deesult

of contamination from the Class Il test items where theeseet with the clitic
was the only possible grammatical option or contamination of therypaftéests

where the construction with the dative clitic was repeatedly tested.
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4.13 Experiment 3B: Contrasts among Groups

First of all, I am going to focus on the analysis of sentenctsamtipassivese
and how they are rated in both Class Il and Il (Figure 37)ofAthe contrasts between
the control group and the other groups are significantly different é&ach other (control
vs. near-nativey’=11.33, p=0.0008; control vs. advancgt:98.71, p<.0001; control vs.
intermediatey’=197.52, p<.0001; control vs. loyw’=176.17, p<.0001). So, even though
all groups respect the distribution of temorpheme in the different classes, and behave
similarly at a descriptive level, their distinction among s#ssis significantly different
from the control group. We can see that for the intermediate andrtmypgand, to a
certain extent, the advanced group, the distinction is not as cleas-dus for the native
speakersThe intermediate and low-proficiency learners rate sentences includisg QI
psych-verbs with antipassiv&e excessively high (means=2.36 and 2.82 respectively)
taking into account that this construction is totally ungrammatsalve can see by
looking at the means of the control group (mean=1.23).

On the other hand, although for the near-native speakers the dstiisctlearly
defined, their judgments of sentences vatitipassive savith Class Il psych-verbs are
much lower than the native speakers’ judgments. This factor mideescontrast

significantly different from the control group.
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Figure 37.Response means for sentences with antipassive sexperiment 3 (All
groups)

Below, Figure 38 pesent the response for sentences that lackathtgassive <,
that is, sentences with the structure Experi¢(dat.)-Clitic(dat.)-VerbFheme¢nom.). All
of the contrasts between the control group andther groups are significant except
the one wth the intermediate group. Both the native speak@d the intermediate gro
give sentences witthe dative cliti equal ratings with verbs of Classes Il and III ¢coh
vs. intermediatex’=1.66, p=0.1983)In contrast the remaining L2 learner grot find
this construction more natural with Class Ill verksontrol vs. ne«native: ¥°=6.86,

p=0.0088; control vs. advance¢=17.36, p<.0001; control vs. low?=9.79, p=<.0001).
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Figure 38. Response means for sentences without antipassiveesgeriment 3 (All
groups)
4.14 Experiment 3B: Discussion

Experiment 3B shows that L2 learners are awardefestrictions related the
use of antipassivese with Spanish psych predicates: thatipassive constructi is
restricted to eventivesyct-verbs; on the other hand, i incompatible wit stative
psych-predicatesHowever, the lower proficiency groups experiencedain difficulty
with inflectional morphology as connected with theltiple functions of these pronoun.
Despite this fact, tan say that this prope that hinges on the syntaemantics interfac
in general did not posmajor problems for L2 learners. These findingscamjunction
with the findings of experiment 3A, pd to the conclusion that syntaemantic interfac
challenges are successfully resolved by L2 learraréeast at the levels tested in 1

experiment.
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First of all, it is true that although in general L2ers comph#&d the native rules,
they do deviate sometimes from the native patterns of respondas Isettion | will
analyze where this deviance comes from and what it indichtag ¢he way non-native
speakers resolved this task. Overall, sentencesantthassive seeceived higher ratings
with Class Il verbs than with Class Ill. This finding showst thabjects have a solid
understanding of the use of the decausatisea@nd its restricted use with only causative
Class Il verbs. However, something that needs to be highlightkd fact that, although
intermediate and low-proficiency participants made a sigmifidgstinction between the
use of antipassiveein Class Il and lll, their ratings for antipassise with Class IlI
verbs (YJuan se gusta con Mariduan likes Maria’) are surprisingly high considering
this construction is completely ungrammatical. Their rejectiothisf class is definitely
not as categorical as it was for the other groups. | cannotrmonfihere their
indeterminate judgments come from. However, a possible hypothedisatisthey
confused antipassivee and reflexive anaphorise This reading is possible because
whereas antipassivaeis only grammatical with Class Il psych-verbs, the reflexiec
is grammatical with classes Il and Il (Franco, 1990).

(14) Reflexive anaphoric construction

a. Class Il: Maria se enfad6 (consigo misma)

Maria reflexiveegot angry-3sg. (with herself)
Maria got angry at herself

b. Class Ill: Maria se encanta (a si misma)

Maria reflexiveeloves-3sg. (to herself)
Maria loves herself

Nevertheless, it is hard to determine how plausible this hypotlseesWhat is

clear though is that the homophonaesconstructions, which include antipassise
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reflexive s anticausativese et ceteramight have been an additional factor that blurred
the judgments of the two less proficient groups. | will discussisisue more extensively
below.

If we look at how sentences without antipasseevere rated across classes, we
see that the control group and the intermediate group gave roughdgrtieeratings to
sentences without antipassige with Class Il and Class Il predicates. This was the
expectation for all of the groups since the construction with thevedafitic is
grammatical with both types of verbs (or more exactly withs€ Ill verbs and Class
lI(b)). In contrast, sentences without the antipassive morpheme ratexk higher with
Class Il verbs than with Class Il verbs by the near-native,radhand low-proficiency
group. This could be an effect of the experimental design: abdiee two sentences
presented with Class Il verbs were grammatical, only onersmntaut of each pair was
grammatical with Class Il verbs. Thus, the choice with €ldlsverbs is much more
categorical and, consequently, easier to make. Additionally, witesGlawe find two
competing acceptable representations, which makes for a fuzzier chotberfore, the
fact that the construction with antipassise is compatible with Class ll(a) and the
construction with the dative clitic is compatible with Clag¥)liforces participants to
entertain the two different interpretations for Class Il vevdsen making their
judgments. This will make the choice with Class Il verbs morepticated and requiring
a more sophisticated grammatical knowledge. The fact that thenedeate speakers did
not distinguish between classes might have been the result ahttality to understand
the double nature of Class Il verbs, which would equate Classl IC&ss Il verbs with

respect to level of acquisition difficulty.
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Overall, there seems to be a substantial preference for sestaiihout the
antipassivese over sentences with the antipassseeThis is seen in the subjects’ ratings
that are consistently higher for the sentences with a datfiefol Class Il and Class Il
(except the advanced and the low-proficiency group). This might besarred as a
result of contamination from the rest of test items in whichopigon with the dative
clitic was the only grammatical choice; or even contaminati@m fithe other 4
experiments where the pattern Experience-Verb-Theme was cdiytitested. It can
also be due to the intrinsic difficulty related to the use of tlomqunse in Spanish,
which | explain below.

Secondly, having explained the patterns found in the non-native respaorses a
why those patterns could have arisen, | will discuss how difefactors in the
acquisition process might have helped or hindered our non-native speaakiez current
task. In particular, | will focus on the factors encompassedhéyritegrative Model of
Bilingual Acquisition: formal complexity, L2 input and L1 transferpakt from these
factors | will also analyze how formal instruction and the afl&G might have shaped
the learners’ knowledge of these properties. First of all, gbect to instruction, as in
the case of experiment 3A, the fact that non-native participaspected the restrictions
imposed by antipassiveeis remarkable since this issue (specifically, the rasttiase of
sewith psych-verbs) is never presented or practiced in the L2 atamssin addition, the
antipassive construction involves quite a large degree of formal egitypkince it
requires understanding of syntax (i.e. the structure o$élm®nstruction that we saw in
(8-9)), how this relate to semantics, specifically lexicgpext (i.e. eventiveness), and

how this is encoded morphologically (ige morpheme). The interaction between these
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factors is complicated and renders the L2 input extremely cowgfuso it would be hard
for the learner to extract any patterns visible in the inputrélfage two main issues that
make the input far from transparent: the first one is thetfettnot all Class Il psych-
verbs allow the deletion of the oblique argument or at leastontitet same degree as
Franco (1990) points out. So, the distinction between the verbs that allipassivese
and those that do not becomes more complicated since not all ofrbsewieich are
compatible withse actually show a consistent behavior. In (15-16) we can see how the
deletion of the oblique argument is perfectly grammatical piidocupar‘to worry’ but,
on the other hand, it is not very natural with a predicate ihkeresar ‘to interest.’
Although the test items in this experiment always includedpitrephrase, it is not
unreasonable to think that this issue could have added a layer of difficulty.
(15) a. Maria se preocupo
Maria se got worried
Maria got worried
b. Maria se preocupd por sus notas

Maria se got worried for her grades
Maria got worried about her grades

(16) a. ?Juan se intereso
Juan se got interested
Juan got interested
b. Juan se intereso por la politica
Juan se got interested for the politics
Juan got interested in politics
The second and most relevant problem is connected with the mulipdicit
meanings and functions that the pronosm plays in Spanish grammar (Batchelor

Batchelor & Pountain, 1992; Solé & Solé, 1987; Whitley, 1986). This morphehiet

is connected to argument structure, varies in meaning and functiomditegpen the type
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of predicate (e.g. unergative (etg.talk), unaccusative (e.@o arrive), transitive (e.gto
eat),alternator (i.e. those which have a transitive and an anticausdgwvgretation, (e.qg.
to breal) and the number of arguments involved in a sentence as well aght#maatic
roles. In (16-21) | present some of the functionsein Spanish as described by Toth
(1997; 2000):

(16) Reflexivese(can be used with transitive verbs and alternators)
Ana se lava el pelo por la mafana
Ana se washes the hair for the morning
Ana washes her hair in the morning

(17) Reciprocase(can be used with transitive verbs and alternators)
Ana y Sofia se saludaron durante el banquete
Ana and Sofia se greeted during the banquet
Ana and Sofia greeted each other during the banquet

(18) Passivee(can be used with transitive verbs and alternators)
Se alquilan apartamentos en la playa
Se rent-3pl. apartments in the beach
Apartments are rented at the beach

(19) Impersonate(can be used with all types of verbs)
Se vive mejor en Espafa
Se live-3sg. better in Spain
One lives better in Spain

(20) Anticausativese(can be used with alternators)
Se rompi6 el vaso
Se broke-3sg. the glass
The glass broke
(21) Verb of emotion se (Class Il psych-verbs)
Marina se enfadd con su hermana
Marina se got mad with her sister
Marina got mad at her sister
The L2 learner will certainly need to develop sensitivity todifierent classes of
verbs (and their argument structure) and how these classestimighathe pronoursein

order to successfully acquire these constructions. Table 23 apliaation of Toth’s
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(1997, p. 25) Table 1, which illustrates how different typesedhteract with different
classes of verbs and their arguments taking into account also their thenastic rol

Table 23. The uses of se mapped across four major semantic classes

VERB CLASS Impersonake Passivese Anticausativese  Reflexive/reciprocal
and D- se

STRUTURE

Unergatives: N * * *

nadar(to swim) agent

NP [veVI]

Unaccusatives: * * *

llegar (to arrive) theme

[e [veV NP]]

Alternators: \ V V \

romper(to break) agent agent agent theme/benefactive
[e [voV NPJ] or

[NP [veV NP]]

Accusatives ver V * \

(to see) theme agent theme/benefactive

[NP [veV NPTJ]

Furthermore, we have to consider the potential role of participhhtg aiding
them to restrict their options in the current experiment. ltgsable that subjects could
have transferred their knowledge from their L1 to complete thisdmee, in English,
this phenomenon is also captured by an overt morpheme; nanmgdy passive (Toth,
2000, p.180):

(22) VMaria se preocup6
“Maria got worried

(23) *Maria se gusto
*Maria got liked
However, this transfer of knowledge is not as straightforward seems at first
sight since the pronousein Spanish has multiple counterparts in English ranging from
theget passive as we previously saw, to a zero morpheme in the castcatisativese
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a reflexive pronoun (e.g. himself, herself) in the case of liglesg a reciprocal pronoun
(e.g. each other) in the case of recipr@sahndbe passives in the case of passeeSo,
since there is a one-to-many correspondence between Spanish asll &itly respect to
the pronoursg guidance from the L1 is not completely transparent: it woultthiogy
require the learner to achieve a certain level of understandintheofantipassive
construction as compared to othss constructions in Spanish before the L1 could
provide any scaffolding.

Looking at all these different factors, it is obvious that tls& tf the L2 learner
in this specific experiment would be daunting if he were not guidesiole universal
principles, particularly, regarding the grouping of predicates inteas&c classes. Not
only does the learner have to determine what tyme oforpheme is being used in these
specific sentences but also, it has to connect it to the aspeaparties of classes Il and
lIl of psych-verbs in order to achieve the right distribution of mompdse across psych-
verb classes. Mainly, participants had to ascertain thatetirrphemes presented in the
experiment were examples of antipassbeeas opposed to, for instance, reflexse
Then, the next step would be to determine that it can only be uie€lass Il because
Class Il is the only one that has a causative interpretatione 8icis never explicitly
taught in the L2 classroom and because the input is extremelgwmabi we have to
assume that learners are guided by some universal linking rules that thstiumber of
options available to them by grouping predicates into semantgeslaSven the behavior
of the less proficient groups, which gave excessively high ratmgentences witke
with Class Il verbs is not an example of a wild grammar, tisata grammar

unconstrained by UG or even a grammar deviant from the L2. Theingaesido seem
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to be constrained by UG since Class Il verbs can and, in fact, do intetlacither types
of semorphemes (e.g. reflexis®). Rather, the problem at the lower levels seems to be a
mapping error related to morphology rather than the inability tegoaize different
classes of psych-verbs. In particular, these problems are related to theusifuactions
of the pronounse and not to a lack of understanding of the aspectual properties that
characterized the different classes of psych-verbs.

As far as | am aware, although there are several studidsearcquisition ose
(Toth, 1997, 2000; Montrul, 1999a, 1999b), there are no previous studies on the
acquisition ofseas it relates specifically to the different classes gtips/erbs and their
aspectual nature. However, since this falls within the scope aohabastics that
distinguishes classes Il and Il of psych-verbs, it would bedastmg to see if Rubio’s
(2000, 2001) pedagogical discoveries with processing instruction (VanPa#96) also
apply to learners’ understanding of this type of construction.

Finally, taken together, the positive findings of experiments\@érq order) and
3B (antipassivese lead us to assert that learners are able to categosiaeh-verbs
according to their aspectual properties and are sensitive gynitgctic restrictions that
arise from this partition as far as word order and use of astygese are concerned
(although the low-proficiency learners seem to have some proémshe mapping of
inflectional morphology). Additionally, | can confidently statelight of these results
that the syntax-semantics interface properties of psych-yatbdeast the ones tested in
these experiments) do not pose insurmountable challenges to L2ergyuandre not

subject to fossilization. This is consistent with the Interfafygothesis’s tenet that
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properties that belong to internal interfaces do not presenbiiyi@r optionality at the

highest level of attainment.
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CHAPTER 5
PSYCH-VERBS AND THE SYNTAX-PRAGMATICSINTERFACE

Chapter 3 analyzed two different syntactic properties oftpsgdos (i.e. clitic
use and clitic and verb agreement). Whereas clitic manipulatiore aeguired to an
almost native-like level by all groups, agreement relations dassme difficulties for
the least proficient participants. On the other hand, chapter 4 sfudigelties related to
the syntax-semantics interface, which had to do with participabibty to categorize
psychological predicates into different classes according to dspectual (i.e. eventive
and stative) and morphosyntactic characteristics (e.g. wdet @and use of antipassive
se. Both properties seemed to be acquired with relative leaslee participants of this
study although the lower-proficiency participants experiencethinedifficulties with
morphology. In the current chapter | will evaluate a property thainbelto the syntax-
pragmatics interface (or more accurately, syntax-discoumgarface): specifically,
pragmatically-derived word order. It will be determined whether acqunsit this aspect
is as straightforward as some of the properties tested iotliee chapters or whether it
presents further challenges for my second language leasdras been claimed in the
literature (Sorace & Filiaci, 2006; Sorace & Serratrice, 20@9a&, 2011). In general,
my findings show that this experiment poses an additional burden omealiete and
advanced participants, who are unable to perform at the level obiiteol group. Why

this is the case, and why the near-native speakers and the logvemof speakers were



able to attain the intricate patterns that derive from the méi®f discourse elements on
syntax, will be discussed in section 5.6.
5.1 Experiment 4. Goal and Resear ch Questions

The purpose of this experiment is to ascertain if L2 learneralale to acquire
properties belonging to an external interface. In particulanntieeface tested here is the
syntax-pragmatics interface, and more specifically, the sydismourse interface. The
connection between word order (i.e. syntax) and the pragmatic ptoatéopic (i.e.
discourse) will be analyzed in detail in this task.

In experiment 3A, | explored the word order distribution that appbegsych-
verbs belonging to Class Il and Class lll respectively. Inqddr, whereas Class Il only
allows one order of constituents (Causer-Verb-Experiedauido asustd a PabltThe
noise scared Pablo’)), Class Il allows two different configarst (Experiencer-Verb-
Theme A Javier le encantan las matematicdavier loves Math’) and Theme-Verb-
Experiencer l(as matematicas le encantan a Javidavier loves Math’)). In this
experiment | will focus on the flexibility of word orders for €alll psych-verbs. The
unmarked order in Spanish is the order Experiencer-Verb-Thermecd-& Huidobro
(2003, 2007) claim that the movement of the Experiencer is motivatee lisPP feature
and Shortest move since the Experiencer is projected higher than the Thehne o®rwet
hand, the order Theme-Verb-Experiencer is regulated by disccaos®st This order
arises when the Theme is a salient topic in the discourse.cBgallg, this movement is
motivated because the Theme has to check a salient topic feaflird his analysis is
based on Zubizarreta’s (1998, p. 117) concept of T as ‘a syncretigocateith

discourse features.’ (1) represents the D-structure and $rsteuof thegustar class as
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envisioned by Franco & Huidobr(2003; 2007) Specifically, this is an example of

sentence with neutral word order (EV

1)

TP
PN
T

PN

T  AGRoP

PN

AGR'

S

AGRo ASPP

TP
PN
AlJuan T
/\
T AGRoP
| N
[le gusta; ti AGR'
/\
AGRo ASPP
\ S
ti ~ Madonnay ASP'
/\
ASP VP
/\
ti V'
/\
v \% 3
/\

The fact that the Theme can occithe pre-verbal poson when it is a salier

topic is not an isolated phenomenon related to g-verbs. Ratherit is a more gener:

tendency related to some basicets of pragmatic theory that have to do with

concept ofgivennessIn particular, this fact is connected withe givel-before-new

principle, (Arnold et al., 2000; Bock & Irwin, 1988ock & Warren, 1985; Bresnan

al., 2007; Clark & Haviland, 197’inter alia) which states that old information is mc

likely than new information to occupy earlier pasiis in the sentence. Because wher

Theme is a salient topic, it is considered to lukioformation, the fact that it occupia

preverbal positiorderives from the give-before-new principle. However, | have to
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underscore here that this tendency can be overriden in constructior®paitish psych-
verbs because the unmarked order (Experiencer-Verb-Theme) caadoeegardless of
what participant is the salient topic in the discourse. This additicomplicating factor
makes the acquisition of psychological predicates’ word order legsnstraightforward
and the task of extracting this information from input far from evident.
With this background in mind, this experiment sets out to answer diffeeent
research questions with regard to L2ers’ grammars:
1) What is the effect of discourse factors on psych-verb consingttword
order? This is a twofold question related to the concept of givemess.
information:
a) Are TVE sentences preferred in a context where the Tihemsalient
topic (i.e. given information)?
b) Are sentences with EVT order preferred in a context in hwiihe
Experiencer is a salient topic (i.e. given information)?
2) Which order of constituents is the unmarked order for psych-verb
constructions, EVT or TVE?
5.2 Experiment 4. M ethodology
Differently from the rest of the experiments, this experiment pragmatic
felicitousness task. That is, all of the stimuli are gramrabyicorrect; however, one
option within each pair is more felicitous than the other one in tefrdscourse factors.
Consequently, this is a much more nuanced distinction than those presented
previous experiments because the subjects’ choices do not run begnaamatical’

and ‘ungrammatical’, but between ‘good’ and ‘better.’ In thigpeximent, as in
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experiment 3A, subjects not only read the sentences in the computer scresn bhated
them. The sentences were recorded with neutral intonation in ordesvenpisubjects
from assigning the sentences different prosodic patterns (e.g. focus fydhting

Each subject saw a total of 64 sentences, half of which wenesfillThe test items
were classified into two different groups. In order to testre2understanding of the
pragmatic conditions that govern word order in Spanish psych-verbgsémnted the
constructions embedded in different contexts that were pragthatitased towards
either Theme-Verb-Experiencer order or Experiencer-Verb-€herder. So, in half of
the contexts, the Theme was a salient topic (henceforth, T-context) and, éhexpeet it
to appear in pre-verbal position more often than when the Theme isdhe éf the
sentence (Zubizarreta, 1998). The rest of the contexts highligieBxperiencer as a
topic (henceforth E-context) and thus, the expectation is that theExgderiencer-Verb-
Theme would be preferred over Theme-Verb-Experiencer. As | pooutedarlier, EVT
order is the unmarked order for these constructions. This meanthé& preferred order
when neither NP is salient, when the Experiencer is a sabpid or even when the
Theme is the salient argument in the discourse. Hencedlitptieat, although EVT order
would always be rated higher than TVE, we would see an asyminethe ratings
assigned to TVE order depending on the context in which the gtegacare embedded.
So, we expect a higher rating of this order in those contextdich the Theme appears

as a salient topic in the discourse. In contrast, we expect ERfErees to be given a

33 The control group was tested on two different conditions in this experiment: one version had neutral
intonation and the other one emphasized the contrastive focus by stressing the elements that form part
of the contrast. The introduction of the intonation element seemed to confuse the native speakers rather
than help them in their choices. For this reason, the latter condition was excluded from the stimuli
presented to the L2 learners.
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higher rating when they are preceded by a context that highligat Experiencer as a
salient topic as compared to a context in which the Theme isnpedsas a salient topic.
(2) represents an example of a context in which the Experidfaréa is the salient topic
in the discourse.

(2) Maria es una miedica. ¢ De qué tenia miedo de las arafias o de los ratones?
Maria is a coward. What was she scared about, spiders or mice?

a. A Maria le asustan los ratones no las arafias
Maria is scared of mice, not spiders

b. Los ratones le asustan a Maria, no las arafias
Mice scare Maria, not spiders

On the other hand, (3) illustrates a case in which the Theme tsglweof the
previous discourse.

(3) La musica clasica es aburridisima. ¢ Quién odia la musica diasiedre o tu padre?
Classical music is so boring. Who hates classical music, your mom or your dad?

c. A mi madre le aburre la muasica clasica, no a mi padre
My mom gets bored with classical music, not my dad

d. La musica clasica le aburre a mi madre, no a mi padre
Classical music bores my mom, not my dad

The concept of topic is difficult to characterized and delimopi® can be defined
as “what the sentence is about” (Reinhart, 1981) or “given/old infasnia{iGundel,
1985; Gundel, 1999). However, there is much controversy over how to define given vs
new information, whether topics really have to be old information andhehd is a
syntactic or a pragmatic concept (Gundel & Thorstein, 2004). Furthermorest will
allow us to pinpoint the topic of a sentence since pragmatic destsot deterministic

(Gundel & Thorstein, 2004). In addition, Lopez (2009, p. 84) warns us about thesdanger

191



of using the concept of topic as something more than “an informatrigkege term”
since it really represents an amalgam of features.

Because of the intrinsic difficulties of defining and delimitithge concept of
topic, | made sure that the contexts clearly represented #ieedldopic (either the
Theme or the Experience) by carrying out a survey among regdeakers. When asked,
“what is this sentence about?,” native speakers were able t@tbpicentify the topic
that | had had in mind. Twelve people filled out the questionnaire ardudgments on
what the topic of the discourse was coincided with my own assumphtiocal$ of the
sentences except in one in which two speakers chose a differen.8p#itso, by
introducing a contrastive focus element, | made sure that the dalpgnce was further
emphasized. Thus, the native controls clearly identified the topilceaslement about
which a choice had to be made.

Regarding the fillers, | tested a similar interface proped that the type of
judgments subjects had to make remained constant across the erpdnrparticular, |
analyzed word order in unergative and unaccusative verbs in both neutrallgject-
focused contexts. The assumption is that in the neutral-context oonditiaccusatives
would get higher ratings in the VS (Verb-Subject) order and the dpposuld be true
for unergatives (Contreras, 1976; Sufier, 1982). On the contrary, in Sooestd
contexts, both unaccusatives and unergatives would receive highes rahiag the order
is VS because focused elements appear in sentence final pasigpanish (Reinhart,
1995; Zubizarreta, 1998). However, as Hertel (2003) argues, this tigsting not as

clear-cut as syntactic theory describes even for nativikkegpeal he control group in her

* An analysis of this individual test item showed that responses were not significantly different from the
other test items. For that reason, it was kept in the battery of sentences.
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experiment produced less inversion with unaccusatives in neutral coraedt with
unergatives and unaccusatives in subject-focused contexts thartqutdaictheoretical
accounts. Nevertheless, because the predicted patterns were fiohed experiment
(even if to a lesser degree than expected) and because | watd&d into account also
the optionality of native speaker grammars, | decided to test these constructions

(4) and (5) are examples of unaccusative and unergatives verbs ial neutr
contexts. On the other hand, (6) and (7) represent word order alterradtiomsccusative
and unergatives verbs in subject focused contexts.

(4) iQué ruido!¢,Qué ha pasado? (unaccusative-neutral context)
How noisy! What happened!
a. Eljarron se ha roto
b. Se haroto el jarron(preferred choice)
The vase broke

(5) ¢ Qué hace la gente en los bares en Chapel Hill? (unergative-neutral) conte
What do people doing the bars in Chapel Hill?
a. La gente baila hasta las 12 de la noghreferred choice)
b. Baila la gente hasta las 12 de la noche
People dance all night long

(6) ¢Quién llegd ayer? (unaccusative-subject-focused context)
Who came yesterday?
a. Miprima llego
b. Llegd mi prima(preferred choice)
My cousin arrived

(7) ¢Quién hablé en la conferencia? (unergative-subject-focused context)
Who spoke in the conference?
a. Garcia Maquez hablé
b. Hablé Garcia Marquefpreferred choice)
Garcia Marquez spoke
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5.3 Experiment 4. Results
5.3.1 Results of the Control Group

Our predictions were borne out for the native speaker group. First tfealinost
interesting aspect of this experiment is to look at the astmens that arise when we
cross the variables of context and order since they will enfigihie issue of discourse-
influenced word order directly. The questions we set out to ansesm: \(a) Are TVE
sentences preferred in a context where the Theme is a sa@o? And, (b) are
sentences with EVT order preferred in contexts in which the iequer is the topic in
the discourse?

Table 24. Response means for experiment 4 (Control group)
Analysis Variable: response

Context Order |N Obs Mean R
Theme-salient TVE 288 4.14
context

ETV 288 4.65
Experiencer- | TVE 288 3.84

salient contex

ETV 288 4.78

In Figure 39, we can see that there is a significant interaof context and word
order: First of all, TVE sentences are rated significanthhérigwvhen the sentence is
preceded by a context in which the Theme is a salient topicrthan they are judged in
conjunction with a context in which the Experiencer is highlighted opic £*=11.80,
p=0.0006). Secondly, we will look at the effect that discourse has orcsudii@gs’ of
EVT sentences. Sentences with an EVT configuration were rpgdfén contexts in

which the Experiencer was constructed as a salient topic as dgposentexts in which
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the Theme was a salient topy’=5.38, p=0.020% however, the difference seems to

pretty fairly small.
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Figure 39. Response medios word order by conte (Control group)

| evaluated which of the two orders (EVT or TVE)he theutral order for psy-
verb constructions. In gene, we see a main effect of word ordgf=63.10, p<.0001
since EVT is generbl preferred over TVE (Figure ). As expected, EVT sentenc
were rated higher than TVE in both condition-salient contexty’=30.93, p<.0001; -

salient context:°=53.81, p<0001).
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Figure 4Q Response means icontext by word order (Control group)

In summary, EVT order is always preferred regasile$ context, that is
discourse conditions. However, contrasting the oafethe construction (i.e. EVT ¢
TVE) with the two possible contexts -salient or Tsalient) reveals that TVE order
preferredin contexts where the Theme is a salient topichim discourseConversely,
EVT order is preferred in contexts where the Exgrarer is the salient topic. This sha
a clear influence of pragmatics over the syntasttigcture of psychological predice.
5.3.2 Results of the Nedtative Grou

The results of the ne-native speakers are remarkably similar to thos¢he

control group although they do deviate from the control patiarane respe.
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Table 25. Response means for experim¢Near-native group)
Analysis Variable: response

Context Word Order N Obs |Mean R
Theme- TVE 128 4.30
salient EVT 128 |4.32
context

Experiencer-| TVE 128 3.80
salient EVT 128 478
context

The neamative speakers, as tnative speakers, display a clear relation betv
context (i.e. pragmatics) and worcder (i.e. syntax) (see Figure 4TVE sentences ai
rated significantly higher in-contexts than in E-contextg?€4.67, p=0.0308) and EV
sentences are rated highehen judged in conjunction with an dntext ¢*=13.52,
p=0.0002). Interestingly, their categorizations arere defined than those of the nal

speaker group.will come bick to this issue in section 5.6.
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TVE EVT

Figure 41 Response means tword order by context (Near-native group)
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We do see again main effect of word ordery?=21.15, p<.000: (Figure 42).
However, when comparing EVT and TVEthin each individual context tygthe near-
native participantbehave differently from the control group: sigcantly higher rating
of the unmarked order are only observed -salient contextsyf=23.70, p<.0001 In
contexts where the Theme is the salient topic, dbetrast between TVE and E\
sentences is not significanf=0.01, p=0.9106). This behavior aldisplays sensitivity t
discourse factors since it shows that, because f¢Eives higher ratings in-contexts
due to pragmatic factors related to topic salierthg, ratings between EVT and T\
become less distinguishelevertheles, it seems that, a®r the control grou, EVT is
consistently the unmarked order regardless of dise conditions. The implications

this finding will be evaluated in section £
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Figure 42 Response means icontext by word order (Near-native group)
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5.3.3 Results of the Advanced Group

Advanced speakers did not exhibit the distinctions that native and rieer-na
speakers showed with regard to the effect of discourse on word Sefgences with
TVE order got roughly equal ratings independently from the typeootext (i.e. E-
context vs. T-context) in which the sentence is imbyéd0(49, p=0.4833). The same
phenomenon took place with sentences with EVT orgés 0.32, p=0.5727). This
indicates that, for the advanced group, unlike native and near-natiieespegpe of
context plays no role in the choice of word order. That is, theseers did not
completely connect the choice of word order in psych-verbs withratg factors. We
have to point out, however, that the trends go in the right direction With getting
slightly higher ratings in T-contexts and EVT getting slightigher ratings in E-
contexts. Nevertheless, these distinctions are not distinct enough to reactasigeif

Table 26. Response means for experiment 4 (Advanced group)
AnalysisVariable: response

Context Word Order N Obs |Mean R
Theme- TVE 155 4.01
salient EVT 155  |4.48
context

Experiencer, TVE 157 3.86
salient EVT 157  |4.61
context
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Figure 43 Response means fword order by context (Advanced group)

Thereis a main effect of word ord (;°=26.01, p<.0001) with EVT always beil
preferred over TVHFigure 44. In the advanced grougve see the same trend that
saw in the neanative group with regard to word order preferengihkin each individua
type of context: in Teontexts there is not a significant difference lesw the two wor:
orders: ¢?=3.11, p=0.0777).In contrast, this difference is significant in -salient
contexts, where EVT was significantly higher ratiean TVE {°=10.21, p=0.0014). To
certain extent, there is some influence of pragefatitorsin their judgmentssince, EVT
and TVE sentences are significantly different i-salient contexts but not in-salient
contexts. So, at a certain level, they show an aietry between the categories and ¢
preference to TVE sentences ir-salient contexts in the sense that they rai
approximately equally to EVT (i.e. TVE = EVT in Dutexts (see Figure 4). However,
as Ishowed before, the comparison between TVE -contexts and TVE in -context

did not yield a significant contre (Figure 43) So, even if they show some sensitivity
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pragmatic factors, they do not do it to the extdrdt the native or the nenative

speakers do.
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Figure 44 Response means icontext by word order (Advanced group)

5.3.4 Results of the Intermediate Gr

As was the case for the advanced grouj do not see an effect of type of cont
in the ratings that the test items are assignedt iBhregardless of the type of conten
which the test items appear, they receive a simaltanc (Figure 45) This is true for botl
EVT and TVE test items (TVE-context vs. TVE/T-contex%Z:O.QB, p=0.3344; EVT/-
context vs. EVT/Teontext:X2:1.13, p=0.2878). Thus, intermediate learner. immune
to the effect of pragmatic factors in the word era®nfigurations of psycverb

constructions. This resdies the behavior (the advanced learners.
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Table 27. Response means for experiment 4 (Inteabs group)

AnalysisVariable: response
Word
Context Order N Obs |Mean R
Theme-salient TVE 123 3.30
context EVT 123 |4.24
Experiencer-salier TVE 125 |3.44
context EVT 125 410
45
4 .-
3.5
3
u T-context
2.5 4 E-context
2 | |
1.5 -
1 - .
TVE

Figure 45 Response means iword order by context (Intermediate group)

For the intermediate group, EVT clearly the unmarked order and this
manifested in the fact that it is the order thaerees a higher rating in both cotions as
we can see in Figure 46: ¢bntext:y°=13.58, p=0.0002; E-context*=6.81, p=0.0091)
So, here is main effect of wororder §°=12.61, p=0.0004). Unlike thedvanced grouy
which shows a certaidegree o sensitivity to pragmatic factors in these contragie

intermediate participants show an overwhelming gmexice for the unmarked orc
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(EVT), which indicates an abwute lack of understanding of the pragmatic factbet

regulate word order in psyelerb constructions.

4.5

uTVE

2.5 T EVT

1.5 -

W

T-Context E-context

Figure 46 Response means icontext by word order (Intermediate group)

5.3.5 Results of the Low+oficiency Grou

Surprisingly, the lowproficiency group shows sensitivity to discoursetda
(Figure 47) TVE order is rated significantly higher in-contexts than in -contexts
(x*=5.97, p=0.0146). On the other hand, EVT gets raiguificantly higher in l-contexts
than in T-contextsy{=10.56, p=0.0012). Interestingly, this is the pattérat we sav
with native and neanative speakers. It seems like, for the -proficiency speakers, tf
pragmatic context and, in particular, the topichof the previous discourse has a c

effect onthe word order combinatiorof psych-verb constructions.
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Table 28. Response means experiment 4-proficiency group)

AnalysisVariable: response

Word

Context Order N Obs |Mean R
Theme- TVE 91 3.58
salient EVT 91 |3.87
context

Experiencer-| TVE 93 3.16
salient

context EVT 93 4.40

4.5

TVE

EVT

i T-context

E-context

Figure 47 Response means iword order by context (Low-proficiengyoup’

In Figure 48, wesee a main effect of word ordef=9.16 p=0.0025)We can see
that, for this group, EVT does not have such anarkad status as it does for the na

controls. The contrast between TVE and EVT test items indbetexts in which th

Theme is a salient topic (@entexts) is not significan’=0.69, p=0.4046)\evertheles,

this contrast is significant in-contexts in which EVT items get a significantly ey

rating ¢°=29.9, g.0001). This trend was also seen in the data ai-native speaker
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and advanced learners. And, as stated beforegetmtenc actually shows that this grot
of learners is aware of praatic influence over word ordeHowever, this trend differ
from the control group’s behavior, which actualynsidered EVithe unmarked choic

regardless of context.

4.5

3.5 -

. WTVE
EVT

2.5 -
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T-context E-context

Figure 48 Response means icontext by word order (Loywroficiency groug
5.4 Experiment 4: Summary of the Results
The main trends in experiment 4 are the follow
1) As predicted, TVE is rated more favorably ir-contexts than -contexts.
However, this was only true for the native and -native speaker group ar
surprisingly, the low-proficiency group. The advanced and intermediatu
showed no significant const in this respect.
2) EVT sentences were given higher ratings -contexts than in Tontexts. This i
true for the native speakers and the -natives and also for the I-proficiency

group. On the other hand, the advanced and theriatkate groups swed no
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3)

significant difference. This in conjunction with (1) shows that adednand
intermediate speakers are immune to the effects of pragnuater word order in
psych-verb constructions.

The unmarked order (EVT) gets significantly higher ratinga théE order in E-
contexts and T-contexts in the native speaker group and the intermediate group. In
contrast, for the near-native, advanced and low-proficiency groupsetitsncy

is only significant in E-contexts. In T-contexts, EVT and TVEtsaces are rated
equally. As | pointed out before, the tendency followed by near-natdeanced

and low-proficiency participants shows a greater sensitivity ptagmatic
conditions than the native controls since the word orders seem ta@ lthfferent

status in the two different types of contexts. Bearing this mdmive can state

that the advanced speakers seem to be more in tune with discourse factors than the
intermediate speakers are. However, this is still differesrhfthe native trend

that shows an overwhelming preference for EVT regardless of type of context.

5.5 Experiment 4: Contrasts among Groups

Figure 49 represents the response means for test items MiEhofder in T-

contexts and E-contexts. The contrasts between the control group atiearapeakers
and the low-proficiency group were not significant since theygable similarly higher
ratings to TVE test items in T-contexts (control vs. near-natj¢e0.66, p=0.4154;
control vs. low:y°=0.40, p=0.5257). The contrast with the advanced group is also not
significant (control vs. advanceg?=0.38, p=0.5360). However, we have to remember

that, even if the advanced learners showed the right trend, their distinctibnegatd to
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word order and context did not reach significance, while they dichiomative, near-
native and low-proficiency speakers.

With respect to the comparison between the control group and the low-
proficiency group, we need to point out that even if their responserpatsimilar, the
response means of the low proficiency group are much lower. Thifisras two
significant contrasts when we compare the means of these owmpsg(TVE/Tcontext:
v*=4.15, p=0.0417; TVE/E-contex{’=8.43, p=0.0037). As was the case in the other
experiments, this results from the low-proficiency speakersusiolg the full range of
ratings available in the Likert scale they were using tggutie sentences and restricting
themselves to the middle of the scale (i.e. 2, 3 and 4).

The contrast between the control group and the intermediate grogmifscant
because this group displays the opposite trend (i.e. intermediedesp gave TVE
higher ratings in E-contexts) and much lower means (control vsmietiate:y*=6.77,

p=0.0093).
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Figure 49 Response means for TVE sentencexperiment 4 (All groups)

Figure 50presents the response means for sentences withoEdé€l in T- and E-
contexts The contrasts between the native speaker gradiph@mnee-native and the lo-
proficiency groupsre significant (control vs. ne-native:X2:5.54, p=0.0186; control v
low: ¥°=5.18, p=0.0228). This is due to the fact thatdistinction between the ratings
T-contexts and EEontexts is more clearly defined for these two geotihan for the nate
speakers. Particularly, in the n-native group this more categoriadilstinction is the
result of their lower rating of EVT in-contexts as gapared with the control grouphe
low-proficiency group, apart fm having this more definitaistinction, dso has
generally lower means. The contrast with the intsfiate group is marginally significa
(control vs. intermediatey’=3.66, p=0.0559) since the intermediate group she
tendency that is reversed with respecthe one thenative speaker groupresents (i.e.
EVT sentences receive slightly higher ratings -context$ and also has lower me.

Finally, the contrast with the advanced group isignificant (control vs. advance
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x*=0.00, p=0.9733). Howevel want to remind the reader at this pdimat whereas thi
distinction (EVT in Eeontexts vs. EVT in -contexts) was statistically significant for t

control participants, the contrast did not reagmigicance for the advanced gro
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Figure 50 Response means for EVT sentencexperiment 4 (All groups)

5.6 Experiment 4: Discussion

This experiment was the lain a series of experiments that tried to determir
the Interface Hypothesis holds for areas of Spagrslmmar that had not been stud
under this framework before, mely, psychological predicates. In the previousptéis,
| demonstratecempirically that properties related to the narromtax and the synti-
semantics interface of these predicates generallyat poseinsuperablechallenges fo
the more advanced swd language learners. However, erjproficiency speakers see
to struggle with agreement iss in particular and with morphology in gene¢. The

current chapter confirms that the syr-discourse interface properties aggravate
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learnability problem connected with psych-verb acquisition for nmeliate and
advanced participants. In contrast, and contrary to all predictions, theipncy
speakers perform to an almost native-like level. Here, | wikrdghe what the sources
of difficulty/ease were and what the learners’ responseslirabeat both their mastery
and mental representation of syntax-discourse properties in L2 Spanish.

To start with, | will review the main issues at stake in #xperiment and how
they were resolved by L2 learners. Experiment 4 set out toldamers’ ability to
understand the nuanced effect of pragmatic factors on word ordesych-verb
constructions word. In particular, EVT is the unmarked order, and thupréferred
order in all situations. However, because TVE order is derived &isoourse factors,
mainly, the necessity of the Theme to check a [+salient tdpature in T, it was
predicted that TVE would get higher ratings in contexts in wthiehTheme was a salient
topic. So, even if EVT is generally the preferred order, compafMig order across
different types of contexts (i.e. E-context and T-context), should lawsed an
asymmetry: TVE sentences should be preferred in T-contestgefds in which the
Theme is highlighted as the salient topic) over E-contexts (snia which the
Experiencer is the salient topic in the discourse). As a consequeacalso expect
sentences with EVT order to be preferred in contexts wherexperiencer is the salient
topic over those in which the Theme is the salient topic.

First of all, while all groups recognized EVT as the unmarkeeéro(although to
different degrees as we will see below), the asymethas resulted from pragmatic
effects in the word order configurations of these predicates marfully understood by

all L2 learner groups. The native speaker group and the near-npBaeies group
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behaved as predicted showing a preference for TVE order in T-comet E-contexts
and the reverse pattern for EVT items. This indicates thathhése groups, the pragmatic
conditions that affect word order are clearly understood. Actuadigr-native speakers’
distinction among contexts is even more defined than it is for theotarbup. The
implications of this fact will be discussed below. Conversely, #ld#anced and
intermediate groups gave similar ratings to TVE items-iarnid E-contexts and the same
lack of distinction was shown for EVT items that received equahgs despite the
different pragmatic conditions presented in the preceding confed. indicates that
advanced and intermediate speakers, although able to master otlees aSpeych-verbs
related to syntax and syntax-semantics, are unable to detexttithe effect of discourse
conditions on these predicates. The findings for the advanced learaersnsistent with
the main tenet of the Interface Hypothesis, mainly that extenteafaces can be subject
to optionality even at the highest stages of second language developheemteresting
and surprising result in this experiment is the behavior ofldiveproficiency group.
They do recognize the pragmatically-driven word order of tlesstructions in both
TVE and EVT items. The only difference with respect to nativersaad-native speakers
is that the means of this group are significantly lower. Howeweir contrasts show a
sensitivity to discourse conditions.

Secondly, another issue | looked at in this experiment is the oguedtwhether
EVT is the unmarked order also for L2 learners. Native speakevg a preference for
EVT in both E-contexts and T-contexts. This is also true for thermadiate group,
which has a complete disregard for pragmatic properties and tigyiged by the

frequency patterns in Spanish (i.e. EVT as a much more frequettuctios than TVE).
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On the other hand, the near-native, advanced and low-proficiency gnolypshow a
preference for EVT in E-contexts but not in T-contexts. This inesc#hat, for these
learners, the unmarked order does not have such a privileged satudoas for the
control group. So, these groups have not reached the completely natineeblabtween
preference for the umarked order and pragmatically-derived word order.

In section 5.1, | talked about how the word order of these predisategulated
by the given-before-new principle: the understanding that old infmaends to
precede new information in a sentence. This principle has been shovoldo
crosslinguistically (e.g., for English, Arnold et al. 2000; for Finnishiskr & Trueswell,
2004, for Japanese, Ferreira & Yoshita, 2003; for Korean, Choi 2008, 2009; Jackson,
2008; Park (in prep.)). Furthermore, there is research that shawtlearners are able
to transfer this principle when learning another language L(foPersian L2 English,
(Marefat, 2005); for L1 Polish/German L2 English, (Callies &Z&=sniak, 2008); for L1
Swedish L2 German, (Bohnacker & Rosén, 2008); for L1 German LZAiSlwe
(Bohnacker, 2010); for L1 Korean L2 English, (Park, 2011; Park & Schwaréppea).
So, to a certain extent, it is not surprising that L2 learns¥sahle to transfer this
principle from their L1 (English) to the L2 (Spanish) based on tidirfgs of previous
reseachers, especially if we assume a model such as &a#ifér/Full Access (Schwartz
& Sprouse, 1996). However, there is a complicating factor that ntakescquisition
process not as straightforward as it would appear at firacgldn section 5.1 | also
pointed out that in Spanish, the given-before-new principle can be easitydden since
the unmarked order EVT can take precedence over TVE in spitecolidie conditions.

So, this is something learners have to acquire through exposure tolingrd.also needs
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to be explained why low-proficiency were able to transfegitien-before-new principle
whereas intermediate and low-proficiency speakers were not.

Next, | will analyze the results of each individual group to mietee what stage
of acquisition they represent and how they balance the pragraetawd (i.e. given vs.
new information) with the frequency and unmarked nature of the EVTraotieh. First
of all, the low proficiency speakers seem to comply with thegrpedic factors that
regulate word order (i.e. TVE better in T- than E-context avidl Better in E- than T-
contexts). However, they show a more marked difference than tive speakers with
respect to their ratings of test items according to cortedtdon’t seem to give such a
privileged status to the unmarked order. This indicates thabwhgroficiency speakers
are transfering the given-before-new principle from the L1. @aesible explanation for
the behavior of this group is that they have not acquired the syntasyoh-verb
constructions. If this is the case, they might be using a semlntitriven syntax in
which participants in the sentence are analyzed as chunks fajjdanglish syntactic
patterns (for instancéle gusta el chocolateould be analyzed as Me gusta=I like a&hd
chocolatechocolatg. If this is the analysis lower-proficiency participants asing, it is
not surprising that they are able to perform successfullhightask since all they are
doing is mapping an universal principle to an L1 syntactic templaterder to ascertain
if the behavior if the low-proficiency group is truly connected hwa lack of
understanding of the syntactic patterns of Spanish psych-verbdow-égd experiment
should be set up. This experiment should use lexical items unfatoiliae participants

so that they have to fully rely on the syntax. And, if | am onritjie track, and they do
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not have the L2 syntactic constructs, then they should not be able tonperfor
appropriately in this type of experiment.

Then, as the learners become more proficient in the second languhglees
start acquiring the syntax of these constructions, the task gbingathe given-before-
new principle to the new L2 grammar becomes a more complicatethtasthe one the
low-proficiency learners were performing based on the L1 slotapatterns.
Furthermore, they realize that the given-before-new pringgpléolated in many cases.
As a consequence, they stop relying on the L1 pragmatic conditiored) wshilustrated
by the fact that intermediate and advanced speakers do not mpkeommections
between the different word orders and the type of contexts imwingcsentences appear.
Because they are unsure of what conditions regulate word order anth moap these
pragmatic conditions onto the L2 syntax, they go adrift and entestage of
indeterminacy. Intermediate participants, overwhelmed by tlj@drecy of the unmarked
construction are unable to make the connection with pragmatic prinampdelsecome too
broad in accepting the unmarked order regardless of the pragmaditians that apply
in the particular context in which the sentence is presented. Oothie hand, the
advanced learners start recovering from this stage of imgegecy and start moving
towards a more native-like performance. This is an indicationtliegt are overcoming
problems at the syntax level. Although they not show significant asistwith regard to
context and word order, they do seem to move into a direction in whagmatic factors
play a certain role (i.e. EVT is rated better than TVE icoBtexts but not in T-contexts,
so the orders seem to have a different status in the diffgyeed 0f context). However,

their judgments differ from the native controls in that their pegfee for EVT order is
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not absolute. Eventually, the near-native speakers recover from sthge of
indeterminacy. Once the syntax is stable in the endstate grattmagragmatic factors
are understood to a practically native-level. They start understatidihy in spite of the
overall preference for the unmarked EVT order, pragmatiofaado regulate Spanish
psych-verb constructions to a certain extent. Their performame# ompletely native-
like in two ways: (a) their distinctions are greater thanrthive distinctions; (b) EVT
unmarked status is restricted to E-contexts. This indicatesotiigt when both the
pragmatic factors and the frequency and unmarked nature of thec&\iguration are
taken into account will L2 learners be able to behave like native speakers.

The development that we see in this experiment could be explaieecttically
through Herschensohn’s Constructionism (2000). Her model consists ef llasec
stages. In the first stage L2 learners rely on L1 paesi®(this stage is equivalent to
Full Transfer/Full Access). We can see this in the low-pmficy group’s reliance on L1
syntactic templates but their clear understanding of pragfaatiors, which are actually
transferred from the given-before-new principle, which also holdser1. The second
stage is characterized by variability because, althoughltivalues for the parameter are
unset, the L2 values are still not fully established. This is sedntermediate and
advanced learners’ behavior, who start acquiring the syntax of tled.2Znove away
from the L1 pragmatic principles without fully understanding how rtegrate the
syntactic and the pragmatic side of this construction and unawéne ofstrictions that
apply in Spanish. The abandonment of the L1 parameter setting pidee when the

input is incompatible with these values. In this case, it occurs Wiegnrealize that the

**In the case of this particular experiment we are not talking about parameters per se but about
differences between the L1 and the L2 that do not necessarily have to be parameterized.
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given-before-new principle is usually overridden and when thegt sgi@sing the
sentences in a more target-like manner. However, a lack of undemngtaofithe
conditions and contexts that allow the principle to be overridden (athyBVT, due to
its unmarked status) and the integration of syntax-discourse pesparauses L2ers’
indeterminate and variable judgments. Finally, at the lasesta) learners should be
able to reset the parameters to a native-like grammar Wkegrate able to integrate both
the syntax and the pragmatics of this construction. However, whativa-tike grammar
is not achieved at this stage, Herschensohn considers it to beuhefders’ use of
general cognitive strategies to construct a target gram@ar near-native speakers
represent this final stage. They have definitely recovered thenvariable judgments by
successfully incorporating the syntax and the pragmatics of psybleeestructions and
by recognizing that the given-before-new principle also apphigbkeir L2, although it
can be overturned under specific conditions.

However, as | pointed out before, near-native judgments differ fmative
judgments in two respects: (a) their distinctions are grelaser the native distinctions;
(b) EVT unmarked status is restricted to E-contexts. So, Wledvgcuss what this
behavior tells us about the near-native speaker group’s L2 lirgsygiem. In particular,
there are two interesting questions that derive from these (artso they perform better
than the native controls because they are a more faithful trefleof theoretical
accounts? (2) does their divergent behavior (mainly (b)) indidaé the syntax-
pragmatics interface is subject to fossilization?

Let’s focus on the first question. Franco & Huidobro (2003, 2007) statehina

order Theme-Verb-Experiencer in Spanish is pragmatically eriGpecifically, the
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Theme has to raise to spec of TP to check a [+salient tfgatjre. If we follow this
theoretical proposal, we would expect that every time that the ifbpisalient feature in
the discourse, the order TVE would be derived. However, as we savsg, tlusthe case
for the native speakers. The native speakers follow this patteyrtaal certain extent,
and it can always be disregarded when the unmarked order is chosesstingly, the
near-native speakers do show a stronger tendency in this directiadh€y behave closer
to what is stated by the theory) giving more prominence to pragi@ators in their
word order choice than native controls. The question in Duffield’s wistd&re near-
native speakers more or less competent than native speakers? (2003, pp. 100-101).
In order to be able to answer this question, we need to takep dat& and
present Duffield’s model of competent gradience (this model mtasduced in Chapter
2), which will allow us to understand where the differencesvéet native and near-
native speakers stem from. First of all, Duffield rejetite idea of an idealized
competence as a categorical property. Instead, he proposes thaardnaéwo types of
competence: underlying competence (henceforth, UC) and, surface eooget
(henceforth, SC), each of which entails different characteisincl applies to different

domains.

UC is categorical and consists of formal (phonataband syntactic) principles, autonomous from
the lexicon. It is plausible to think of UC as it®maSC, by contrast, is intimately determined by
the interaction of contextual and specific lexipebperties with the formal principles delivered by
UC; as a consequence, SC generates gradient eff&Ctss largely language-specific learned
knowledge (Duffield, 2003, p.101).

Secondly, when we include this dual model of competence, the relagonshi
between the native and the non-native speaker grammar becomes ezeromyplicated

than it was when competence was considered to be a unified concdiddatuses on
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the cases in which the non-native speakers have acquired thmemgrabut their
judgments differ systematically from native speaker judgmentsertain respects. He
presents several alternatives: there are cases in whiahathve speakers’ and L2ers’

judgments completely converge and will be consistent with both UC and SC (Figure 51

COMMON SET OF JUDGMENTS
(SHARED BY NSs AND NNSs)

1 J,

SURFACE UNDERLYING
COMPETENCE COMPETENCE

Figure 51. Full convergence (UC and SC generate the same set of grammatical
sentences, NSs and NNSs converge on this set).

On the other hand, L1 and L2 judgments might reflect only one ofpe
competence (i.e. convergence on SC only (Figures 52) or convergantkC only

(Figure 53)).

COMMON SET OF JUDGMENTS
(SHARED BY NSs AND NNSs)

SURFACE UNDERLYING
COMPETENCE COMPETENCE

Figure 52. Convergence on SC only.
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COMMON SET OF JUDGMENTS
(SHARED BY NSs AND NNSSs)

SURFACE UNDERLYING
COMPETENCE COMPETENCE

Figure 53. Full convergence on UC only.

Finally, the two last alternatives are what he calls f&rdlsjoint convergence
Type 1 and Type 2. Parallel disjoint convergence Type 2 represe&snario in which
non-native speakers’ judgments represent SC and native speakignsients represent
UC. This is in line with the Fundamental Difference HypotheBisy-Vroman, 1989,
1990), which argues that L2 acquisition is fundamentally different tlaadquisition
since L2ers do not have access to the same principles and mechtaisthey did when
they were learning their first language. Parallel disjoorivergence Type 1 illustrates
the opposite scenario in which native speakers’ judgments repreéSetdSnon-native
speakers judgments represent UC (Figure 54). This is thehassshcerns us right now
since it illustrates the situations in which near-native spealeensto outperform native

speakers.
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NATIVE NON-
SPEAKER NATIVE
JUDGMENTS SPEAKER
JUDGMENTS
SURFACE UNDERLYING
COMPETENCE COMPETENCE

Figure 54. Parallel disjoint converge (Type 1: NSs converge on SC ldactbhverge on
uUC.

NON- NATIVE
NATIVE SPEAKER
SPEAKER JUDGMENTS
JUDGMENTS

SURFACE UNDERLYING
COMPETENCE COMPETENCE

Figure 55. Parallel disjoint converge (Type 2: NNSs converge on SC ldaccbdhverge
on UC.

Next, | will argue that this parallel disjoint convergence p@yl) actually
enlightens the results of the current experiment. To recap, dhenative speakers
showed a more marked distinction in the use of word orders acréssenliftypes of
contexts. This indicates that, for the near-native speakers, thelggéere-new principle
holds strongly in their grammar, which results in more categorodgments.

Additionally, because this principle holds crosslinguistically, we ckim that it is
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derived from UG. Then, their judgments seem to be a reflectiaimenf underlying
competence. In contrast, the native speakers are more leniéntrespect to their
judgments in the sense that the given-before-new principle iohotvéd strictly. This
results from the interaction of contextual factors (i.e. topic fesus/old vs. new
information) and the overall preference for the unmarked order (EVT). This siectod
is language-specific, so it cannot be derived from UG but, ceelye has to be acquired
on the basis of input. The interaction of these factors make tive speaker judgments
more gradient than the near-natives’ and thus, they seem to rédikact surface
competence. As a side note, | should underscore that the nearjndgueents are not
strictly categorical, they also show some measure of gradiencegiittma lesser extent.
So, we cannot say that their judments are inconsistent withh@&@ver, they are more
categorical than the control group’s judgment. Their judgments aeegént from the
control participants but they are so in a systematic way, nano@irreliance on
pragmatic factors that inflate the ratings for the TVE word order. Thiswwgue for near-
natives being less competent than the native controls since thégsarable to integrate
the multiplicity of factors that play a role in the choice ajra order for psych-verb
constructions. Other researchers in the literature have applidtel®sf model to L2
acquisition, for instance, Slabakova, Rothman & Kempchinsky (2011) turndasto t
model of gradient competence to explain the behavior of their neae-nrticipants
with regard to the phenomenon of Clitic Right Dislocation in Spanish.

Having elucidated the behavior of the near-native speakers and tidiat
performance judgments reflect about their competence, weprmaideed to answer the

second question: is the syntax-pragmatics interface a locussfiZation? Even if the
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near-native data is not completely consistent with native perfarené.e. they don’t
grant EVT a privileged status in T-contexts), their behavior diffessich a minimal way
from the control group, that | believe it is fair to say that #gscific syntax-discourse
property has in fact been acquired and it is not subject to fossilization.

Next, | will describe the process of acquisition of these préagnmoperties
taking into account the criteria established by the IntegrativeleM of Bilingual
Acquisition but adding some remarks about the role played by instrtcmuniversal
principles. The fact that L2ers are able to master these propertiemitetehoteworthy;
not only because this is an external interface, and thus supposed fiacbk ot acquire,
but because there is a series of confounding factors that ma&edghisition process an
extremely challenging enterprise. First of all, as | poirdad the input is extremely
confusing since psych-verb construction word order is not simpulategl by the given-
before-new principle, but this principle is usually overridden sined ©Brder, the
unmarked order, is felicitous regardless of the pragmatic conditi@isregulate the
context in which a sentence is embedded. Secondly, because of #sia@olbf factors
(i.e. given vs. new information and unrestricted use of the unmarkethumims) that
influence psych-verb word order and because of the intricateoredhtp between these
factors, the judgments of the native speakers are far fromgoratal (i.e. both TVE and
EVT receive very similar ratings). So, even for the control grthig,is an extremely
nuanced distinction. In the third place, because the word order choigsyabf-verb
constructions are regulated by pragmatic factors, choosingrtregword order is only
infelicitous, not ungrammatical. Because of this, using the wrongl waoder will not

hinder comprehensibility. This fact will make the task of redogefrom this type of
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error extremely challenging for the L2ers since there wéiler be any type of corrective
feedback on these mistakes. And this leads us to the last confouactioig ¥hich is the
fact that pragmatic skills, especially those connected with informatioctste, are never
part of instructed second language acquisition. Because of alleeé factors, it is
remarkable that L2ers master these properties as wkpslo, even if they do not so in
exactly the same way as native speakers. For me, this indicatélse syntax-pragmatics
interface (at least this property) is not an inevitable locdsssilization (contra Sorace,
2005; Sorace and Filiaci, 2006; Belletti et al., 2007; Valenzuela, 2006pnkrast, | can
claim that these properties can be acquired at the highestdf attainment (Rotheman,
2009; Bohnacker, 2010). Not only that, they seem to be ‘acquired’ (i.efeimaa also
by low-proficiency speakers and, as | indicated before, this tbagdo with the
accessibility to universal pragmatic principles like the giiefore-new principle that are
instantiated in both the L1 and the L2.

Finally, | would like to comment on some methodological problems tleaé w
discovered after the experiment was run. There are certaotasy this experiment that
were not taken into account when designing the test items, whgit hmve influenced
the response patterns. First of all, Bock & Warren (1985) preggpitieal evidence on
how the hierarchy of grammatical relations (i.e. subject, dobjgct, indirect object) is
connected to what they call the accessibility hierarchy fieehigher an element is in the
accessibility scale, the easier it is for a speaker tesadt and retrieve it from memory).
Consequently, the grammatical category subject should be easiecdss than direct
object, and direct object should be easier to access than indirexit dlbjese hierarchies

are also connected with word order, since the most accessiphengtical roles tend to
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occupy earlier positions in the sentence (e.g. subject). Tdmssamething that was not
controlled for in this experiment since the Theme and the Experighd not have a
uniform grammatical function in the contexts in which they weresg@mted: their
functions ranged from subject to object. If subject is a mordyeasiessible category
than object, this might have influenced the way participants ratedethiences that
followed the context in the experiment (i.e. test items): falamse, a constituent could
be easily recognized as the topic of discourse if it is theesubf the preceding context.
Secondly, the animacy of the Experiencer and the Theme was not controlled fdactThis
could have also influenced participants’ responses since aninatEigants are
considered to be more prominent and so are expected to appearenpesilions in the
sentence. Because of the shortcomings of the methodology of thisnesmprihese
results should be taken with caution. | will work with these prelary results until an
updated version of this experiment is able to provide more reliabldts once animacy
and grammatical roles are taken into consideration in the expegahaesign. This will
be a future undertaking.

In conclusion, the findings in this chapter show that properties detate¢he
syntax-pragmatics interface pose challenging learnabitiyplpms for some L2ers. On
the other hand, some second language learners are able to hmesgeproperties to an
almost native-like level, which leads me to claim that the syntax-discmiesface is not
an inevitable locus of fossilization. The surprising behavior ofdiegroficiency group
seems to be connected to the fact that these properties i@exidesm a crosslinguistic
principle. These data are partially consistent with the proposalthe Interface

Hypothesis, which claim that it is external interfaces thes dhatmight be subject to
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variability and optionality (although they don’t necessarily need to lbagdtighest level
of second language attainment. However, these results warn ustlamegcessity to
analyze the acquisition process with a more articulated mbdelcbuld allow us to
understand the behavior of learners at different proficiency leVéis issue will be

discussed in detail in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 6
A THEORETICAL ACCOUNT FOR PSYCH-VERB ACQUISITION

For the past two decades, numerous researchers have constructeglsdatch
programs around the idea that at least some learnability andiompance challenges in
SLA are connected with interface properties. Specificalbya& and colleagues (e.g.
Sorace, 2005, 2006; Tsimpli & Sorace, 2006; among others) initiated this trend by putting
forward the argument that there are some intrinsic charstaterof interface properties,
which render them particularly vulnerable in L2 acquisition. Lakes, theory evolved to
include a more articulated dichotomy in relation to interfaces thangt status in L2
acquisition. The most updated version of the Interface Hypothesiespthe locus of
residual optionality in near-native grammars in external fetes; those in which
language modules interact with cognitive modules. On the other imd@chal interfaces
(i.e. interfaces between linguistic modules) are paired up witbwayntax as areas that
could be developmentally problematic but robust in near-native grammars.

An appealing aspect of this theory is that it represents an okargrmodel of
bilingualism that encompasses second language acquisition (B&latiati & Sorace,
2007; Sorace & Filiaci, 2006), L1 attrition (Tsimpli, Sorace, HeycoliBaci, 2004)
and, bilingual first language acquisition (Serratrice, Paoli &a&sr 2004; Sorace,
Serratrice, Filiaci & Baldo, 2009). In this way, it presentsaiarcomprehensive analysis
of the general phenomenon of bilingualism than other theories in teMikich tend to

focus exclusively on one of these areas. Additionally, Sorace (201)ddses clear that



the Interface Hypothesis is not a theory about language developmenthmdry about
end-state grammars. Thus, according to her, the claims dHtld® not concern low,
intermediate, or even advanced speakers (although she does natsddewelopmental
implications). Rather, the main gist of this hypothesis, thatheg, external interfaces
might be the locus of variability and optionality refers exclusivedy near-native
speakers.

The reason for the inherent difficulty of external interfaceslbeen claimed to be
related to the processing difficulties associated with ptgsethat belong to interfaces
that include connections between linguistic and cognitive modules. Thuk] thekes
two very clear predictions: (1) narrow syntax and internal faxter properties should be
less problematic than properties that belong to external inestf§2) external interface
constructions should be harder to process than constructions that beltegnirmow
syntax or internal interfaces. Unfortunately, the current project will nableeto confirm
or disprove the second predictighinstead, | will focus on analyzing (1) and leave the
analysis of (2) for future research.

As | pointed out, the IH is an attractive theoretical accourdusecit attempts to
combine observations of issues across a multitude of cases otidllemy and offers a
single solution based on complexities to processing that obtain equdllfor the same
reasons in all bilinguals. However, tempting as it might be totjee proponents of such

an appealing theory, the empirical results of the present stumhptbe straightforwardly

*® As | pointed out in chapter 1, reaction time data was collected in this study in order to evaluate the
claim that external interfaces are harder to process than internal interfaces/narrow syntax. However,
because of some methodological flaws with the measurements of RT, these data had to be discarded. As a
consequence, | can neither confirm not disprove this claim.
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explained solely on the basis of what the IH claims. More a@tyrat is notuniquely
within interfaces where attested problems reside since thereestain aspects of the
acquisition process than remain unexplained by appealing to the noterfiace
vulnerability alone.

Before | discuss how the findings in this study partially cmtitt the 1H, | will
explain how, analyzed independently, none of the experiments in thiertaizm
actually conflict with the IH’s claims. At this point, | need to highlidtdttbecause of the
way the IH is formulated, its tenets have become difficuttaistradict. This has led the
theory to a loss of predictive power. For instance, Sorace cldamguage structures
involving an interface between syntax and other cognitive domaingsadikely to be
acquired completely than structures that do not involve this intér{&mwace, 2011,
p.1). So, if we look at this issue from the point of view of fossitimatthe fact that
external interfaces arkess likelyto be acquired doesn’t mean that they cannot be
acquired or that they necessarily have to fossilize. Howevere ikenothing in this
statement that is inconsistent with fossilization of extemtakface structures; that is, the
fact that external interface properties fossilize does notaxint Sorace’s claim. Hence,
there is not a clear stance on whether these structures wiNilomot fossilize.
Furthermore, not all structures that involve interaction betwaegulage and cognition
have been claimed to be equally problematic (see Rothman drmek®la 2011; White
2011 for further discussion). As a consequence, empirical evidence tlettaanal
interface property is acquired/processed with ease is alsmewisistent with the IH
since it might be the case that that particular properticigally not one of those that

causes processing problems. Unfortunately, the IH to date hasdofie calculus for
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determining a priori which structures would and would not be subject to such
vulnerability either in purely linguistic or processing termi would seem then that
determining this only comes posterioriafter empirical investigation, which renders the
entire claim cyclical at best and ad hoc at worst (see Ruottand Slabakova 2011). It is
this cyclicity of argumentation that renders the ever cimgnigice of the IH less and less
strong in explanatory power. The fact that the IH can be eesilfirmed, in the sense
that most data can be said to have various levels of consistericytsmtague claims,
reveals that its predictions have become too broad to the pointsthpmedictive power
has become significantly reduced.

Bearing this in mind, | will review how each of the experinseot this study
taken independently seem to be consistent with the IH. Experimemt éxperiment
testing narrow syntax is actually completed with ease loyoal-native groups. This fits
the predictions of the IH since narrow syntax is not considered tpakeularly
problematic for non-native learners. Experiment 2 also testsrannayntactic property
(i.e. clitic and verb agreement). However, here the low-profigigmoup is not able to
make the right distinctions among the categories presented. tBisll would not go
against the tenets of the IH, sindechnically its claims only apply to near-native
grammars. Experiments 3A and 3B, which test syntax-semantgerties do not pose
major difficulties for non-native participants. This is the expeédehavior based on the
fact that internal interface properties are considered to bepteblematic than external
interface properties in L2 acquisition. Finally, experiment 4stes syntax-discourse
interface property (i.e. an external interface). The fa&t $ome groups (particularly, the

advanced group) did not behave exactly as the native controls is enhgigh the claim
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that external interfaces might be subject to variabilityhat highest levels of second
language proficiency.

However, an interesting pattern arises with the low-proficiegiup, which
raises some interesting points of discussion related to the lidreBdiscussing that, |
will clarify how specific aspects of the IH are going to ib&erpreted following not
necessarily Sorace’s stance on these issues but the standpomtbyakeany other
researchers in the field of second language acquisition. Sorace [R@H), has clearly
stated that the IH is not a theory about language development anefwently, does not
apply to lower levels of second language proficiency. In cantmreny researchers have
opposed such an unequivocal claim (Lardiere, 2011; Montrul & Polinsky, 2011e,Whi
2011). White (2011) argues that, because the experiments supportingateeldased on
empirical data from near-natives and advanced L2ers, the conagitradte attainment
is not clearly defined. The line between end-state grammars and devefabgnammars
is blurred within this framework. Another argument put forward bgdhesearchers is
that if external interfaces are challenging for nearveadpeakers, it is only reasonable to
assume that they would also be especially problematic at llmwels of proficiency,
even more so given that their mastery of the second languagesidalget-like.
Accordingly, if there is an asymmetry between internal artdreal interfaces at the
highest level of language proficiency, there is notaapriori reason to discard this
asymmetry at lower levels of L2 development, as has beenedatm be shown in
several studies, for example Rothman (2009). So, if external irderfae the most
problematic, we expect them to also be so at the lower leveler&taddably, lower-

proficiency L2ers could have additional difficulty with internal ifdees or narrow
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syntax depending on their mastery of the L2 at any given point inageweht. With this
in mind, and, taking into consideration that Sorace could contradictauarscivhen not
referring strictly to near-native speakers, | proceed toagxphy argument based on the
above assumptions.

Throughout the entire study low-proficiency learners consistatgiyate from
native judgments more abruptly than their more advanced counterpsptsiadly
showing lower means and less categorical distinctions. Nevesthehe interesting issue
is the pattern that arises when we compare the behavior of th@rdbwaiency
participants across experiments. Particularly revealinghes ¢omparison between
experiment 2 and experiment 4. Experiment 2 was a syntacti¢ch@aiskested learners’
understanding of clitic and verbal agreement issues in psych-vediraections. Low
proficiency speakers not only failed to perform at the native spéaka in experiment
2, but they also failed to make the appropriate distinctions betweanntical and
ungrammatical items. In particular, they did not distinguish gramaldest items from
those with clitic agreement violations and clitic and verb agraemelations in the 3sg.
Experiencer-3pl. Theme condition. So, sentences like (1b) and (ldyveecdings
roughly equal to the grammatical test item (1a).

(1) Maria tiene 4 hijos y no tiene mucho tiempo libre pero necesita un trabajo

Maria has 4 children and does not have much free time but she needs a job.
A Maria le convienen trabajos de media jornada
*A Maria les convienen trabajos de media jornada
*A Maria le conviene trabajos de media jornada

*A Maria les conviene trabajos de media jornada
Part-time jobs are convenient for Maria

apop

This is an indication that the syntactic property presented iregpsriment had

not been mastered by this group of learners. As | mentioned ptect® | cannot discard
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the possibility of a mapping problem; however, it seems likelgcigly in conjunction
with the results of experiment 4, that there is a problem atlethel of syntactic
representations. On the other hand, experiment 4 tests a syntaxsbBsooi@rface
property, that is, a property related to an external interfacgarticular, the experiment
sets out to test the influence of pragmatic factors on word afugces of Class Il
psych-verb constructions. The two possible word orders EVT and TViegutated by
the salience of the topic in the preceding context, which estabhghat the pre-verbal
element is. That is, TVE sentences are more likely to follontexts in which the Theme
is a salient topic and EVT sentences are more common when theotdpie previous
context is the Experiencer. However, an important caveat to Weaskorder patterns is
that EVT, as the unmarked order, can actually surface in any tortgedless of the
pragmatic conditions established in that specific context. Integést low-proficiency
speakers showed a striking resemblance to native speaker resdtesaspin this
experiment. They were perfectly aware of the pragmatic dondithat regulate both
TVE and EVT configurations with Spanish psych-verbs. Their only shartgpwas that
their overreliance on pragmatic factors made them overlook therkedhstatus of EVT
in certain contexts (i.e. they rated TVE and EVT equally inomtexts). This was
actually also the case for the near-native speakers. Hovas/éexplained in chapter 5,
the behavior of the near-natives and the low-proficiency speakeessdifith respect to
their command of L2 syntactic patterns: whereas the neaergieakers seemed to have
mastered the L2 syntactic patterns, the low-proficiency speakepgped pragmatic

notions onto a semantically-derived syntax based on L1 syntactic patterns.
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It seems like low-proficiency participants’ understanding of ayualiscourse
conditions was more target-like than their understanding of agntassies. Even if
they have not completely been able to integrate the syntax armmludiscside of the
property tested, at least, their understanding of the L2 pragprafperties is native-like
in spite of their syntactic deficiencies. This is exatklg opposite of what we would
expect based on the predictions of the IH, which claims that spnéggnatic properties
should be intrinsically more challenging than syntactic (or mateinterface) properties.
As | previously discussed, if we expect structures dependent amaxtgerfaces to be
acquired later and less completely than those dependent on inteartdces/narrow
syntax at the near-native level, there is no reason to expdiffeeent trend at lower
levels of second language proficiency. The fact that this trendnipletely reversed at
the lowest proficiency level tested in this experiment indikdhat there is something
other than the assumed difficulty of external interfaces enhgrbis group’s linguistic
choices. At least, | can say that, for this particular grouppefisers, knowledge of
pragmatics can, in fact, precede syntax like Lozano & Mendikae(2010) claim in
their study of postverbal subjects.

Consequently, the next step in our discussion is to ascertain what caused this trend
in the low-proficiency learners, what this says in genalpalut non-native grammars, and
what theoretical models we should use in order to account for thétsnpa In
particular, | will argue that Pires & Rothman’'s (2011, p. 74) Irstiege Model of
Bilingual Acquisition is able to account for these patterns of behavia more accurate
and sophisticated way than the IH. They acknowledge that externéaete could be a

source of difficulty for bilinguals. However, they believe tloaly a more articulated
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model (2), which takes into account multiple factors in the acquigtiocess, will allow
us to explain the subtle and intricate patterns of behavior that arise in thissproces
(2) Pires & Rothman’s (2011, p. 74) model postulates that L2 knowledge is
determined by a series of factors:
a. The complexity of multiple linguistic domains at stake, involving among
others not only the syntax-pragmatics interface, but also ihietegaces
(e.g. syntax-semantics);
b. The nature of the parameter mapping between different L1s and L2s;
c. The role played by processing factors among bilinguals; and

d. The properties of the primary linguistic data (PLD).

First of all, 1 will discuss the findings of experiment 2 in twntext of Pires &
Rothman’s model. This experiment tested knowledge of clitic and agrement in
psych-verb constructions. These predicates show a reverse agreglatent. This is so
because the verb agrees with the less prominent argument (iTdeime) and, the clitic
agrees with the more prominent argument (i.e. the Experiendas.i§ the opposite
pattern that we see in other types of predicates (e.g. ivansiérbs) where the verb
agrees with the more prominent thematic role (e.g. Agent, Cdtsperiencer). Thus,
what we find in these predicates is a reversal of the mappingde thematic roles and
syntactic positions. In (3) we have an example of a transtéwence where the Agent
maps to the subject and the Theme maps to the objects positionwla (@ve a Class |
psych-verb construction where the Experiencer maps to the suylgsition and the

Theme maps to the object position. Finally, (5) is an exampleGdass 11l psych-verb
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construction where the Experiencer maps to the indirect objectgooaitid the Theme

maps to the subject position.

(3) Maria compro unos zapatos
Maria bought-3sg. some shoes
Maria bought some shoes
AGENT/SUBJECT THEME/OBJECT
(4) Maria adora los zapatos
Maria loves-3sg. the shoes

Maria loves shoes
EXPERIENCER/SUBJECT THEME/OBJECT

(5) A Maria le encantan los zapatos
To Maria le-dat. cl. love-3pl. the shoes
Shoes are pleasing to Maria/Maria loves shoes

EXPERIENCER/INDIRECT OBJECT THEME/SUBJECT

So, the agreement issue in psych-verb constructions is a very gofopieal
property in that it is connected with the misalignment of thematies to syntactic
positions. Even if | am clamimg to test a narrow syntactic gntgp(i.e. agreement as
instantiated in feature checking) it is undeniable that both semantics and morgtiajogy
an important role in the functioning of the agreement system. Smathew syntactic
aspect of agreement (i.e. feature checking) added to itsatetrielation with morphology
(i.e. the clitic and the inflectional morphemes in both the verb thedclitic) and
semantics (i.e. the mapping of semantic roles to syntacticigmit make this an
extremely complex property to acquire.

Furthermore, we have to take into account how this phenomenon is repdeise

the L1. Because the participants in this study were Anglophorfaghar complication

arises; namely, the fact that English lacks a clitic syst®o, not only do L2 learners
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have to learn the reverse agreement relations on psych verbs,dotlitegidrave to learn
the issues related to the use of the clitic and what rolaysph the agreement relations.
Furthermore, English is a language with a very poor agreenjst@ns as compared to
Spanish; so agreement relationships are not easily transfehahlially, very advanced
learners (and heritage speakers) show problems with agreemehtSpahnish (Montrul,
Foote & Perpifian, 2008). As for the reversal between semantic anbbssyntactic
positions, English Class Il predicates present the same tymésafignment (e.gShoes
please Maria However, as we saw in chapter 2, Class Ill psych-verbsgligh and
Spanish do not fully overlap (e.g. fixed word order in English v& Wwerd order in
Spanish, absence vs. presence of the clitic). Additionally, thereasfaund here of the
input as well, which is also highlighted by Pires and Rothmanndéed there are
productive Class Ill predicates in English, they are veryequent if not an artifact of a
formal register that no one actually speaks nativ@lystar however, is an extremely
productive verb. So, the possibility of transferring this knowledg@&at completely
evident.

Finally, with regard to the L2 input, | have to admit that gtisicture is fairly
transparent and consistent with the rules just explained. Additiorthlly,issue of
agreement in psych-verb constructions is consistently drilled icldsdrooms. However,
this does not appear to help our learners. On the other hand, it isual$leat non-native
speakers, constantly exposed to non-native L2 input (e.g. classmates,timen-na
instructors), are not guaranteed to hear only structures theb@asestent with the native
input (see Rothman & Guijarro Fuentes 2010 for discussion) and, every diadh¢hey

also receive as much if not more target deviant input from fe#rs at the same
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proficiency levels (e.g. during group work). However, this is calgtatrue of any
construction, and this should be analyzed independently if we wanitedéaoa clear idea
of the role that input plays in L2 acquisition. For now, we will juser to PLD with
regard to the ease or difficulty of extracting the appropriate pattesm the L2 input.
Secondly, | will proceed to discuss the results of experiment @l of the
Integrative Model of Bilingual Acquisition. Without a doubt, the syntexgmatics
interface is the interface that has received the most atteinm researchers working on
the IH. This is so because it is thema facieexample of an external interface. And so,
integration of information at this interface requires more dogniresources that will
delay the successful processing of its properties. Howeveg #iecspecific property
examined in this experiment was not particularly vulnerable atatwest proficiency
level that | tested, in the sense that these participants aldgeto find mechanisms to
cope with the pragmatic side of the construction, we need tolueéxdhis concept of
syntax-pragmatics interface properties (and more generdbynaxk interface properties)
as the pinnacle of the acquisition struggle. It is true thatythievs-pragmatics interface
poses a challenge that has to do with the probabilistic natut®e mbperties (Carroll &
Lambert, 2003; von Stutterheim, 2003; Rothman, 2009). In other words, néditther o
sentences presented in experiment 4 were completely ungraamEtiey were actually
placed on a scale of pragmatic felicitousness; that is, takingaccount that all of the
sentences (both EVT and TVE) were perfectly grammatical With respect to their
syntax, morphology and, semantics), the sentences could be more fefitéssis with
regard to the context that preceded them. This probabilisticechma&es this experiment

intrinsically more difficult than the rest. In contrast, | be# that the key aspect to
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understanding the ease with which the low-proficiency learnerdt ae@th this
experiment is related to access to a specific universamatagprinciple. The pragmatic
factors that regulate the word order alternations in Spanislin{vgyb constructions are
connected to the given-before-new principle; that is, the tendeqdgide arguments that
represent old/given information at the beginning of the sentence amdtlfagepresent
new information at the end of the sentence. Being a principle, hibisls
crosslinguistically. Because this principle is also pervasive in Endlismot completely
surprising that L2 learners are able to make use of this in L2 Spanish e3kiso, as |
discussed in chapter 5, the fact that this ability seems to benltdse intermediate and
advanced stages is connected with the fact that, unlike low-grdicispeakers, these
more advanced participants are getting familiar with the LfRasyic patterns and are
struggling to map this universal principle into the actual L2 grammar.

Finally, 1 will evaluate the role that the primary linguistiata plays in this
experiment. The L2 input is intricate mainly because theréwayepatterns that seem to
contradict each other. Whereas it is true that EVT senteneepreferred in contexts
where the Experiencer is a salient topic, and the opposite i®trli&E sentences, EVT
sentences seem to overwhelmingly violate the pragmatic conditr@tsregulate its
appearance. That is, EVT sentences actually override the lggfere-new principle by
surfacing in contexts in which the Theme, not the Experienddreisalient topic. This
idiosyncrasy of Spanish psych-verb constructions has to be acquitkée basis of input
since there is no universal principle that stipulates that behdRather, it is simply a

peculiarity of the Spanish language system. It is actuallyagpgct of word order where

*tis also predicted that speakers of other languages where the given-before new principle holds will acquire this
property with relative ease.
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speakers show a slight deviance from the native behavior. Another amp@sue to
highlight is that pragmatic conditions are rarely introduced inLthelassroom. It is
definitely the case that instruction of psych-verbs never inslugley allusion to
pragmatic conditions but is completely focused on agreement issues.

Table 29 summarizes the negative and positive factors that tfeeacquisition
of psych-verb constructions with regard to agreement relations agihatia-influenced
word order. In particular, | included formal complexity, the statfighe parameter
mapping between the L1 and the L2, the PLD and finally, instruction.Ifitegrative
Model of Bilingual Acquisition also incorporates the role of procgssHowever, this
element cannot be evaluated with respect to the current. SNelertheless, | have
included another factor, instruction, which refers to the availalolit not of explicit
classroom teaching with regard to a particular property. Althongtiuiction has been
claimed not to affect underlying representations (Schwartzubkala-Ryzak, 1992), |
can't discard the possibility that participants in this experimesmire showing
metalinguistic knowledge, which is why it is important to understtre role of
instruction with regard to these particular constructions.

Table 29. Negative and positive factors that affect acquisition of Spanish psych-verbs

Formal Parameter Processing PLD Classroom
Complexity mapping Instruction

Exp. 2:
Clitic & vb. ? + +
Agreement

EXp. 4:

Pragmatically _ + ?
derived word

order

8 Processing factors will have to be addressed by future research.
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In sum, in experiment 2 (clitic and verb agreement) we fiqogperty that is
formally complex and cannot be transferred from the L1. On the b#mel, two positive
factors that could have influenced the L2ers (but did not) wereahsp@rency of the L2
input and the fact that these issues are studied and practitkd L? classroom. In
contrast, in experiment 4 we have only one positive factor ailetgairners: reliance on
L1 transfer (i.e. access to a universal pragmatic princiaeis instantiated in the L1).
On the other hand, we have a property that is complex, never explairtheé iL2
classroom and hard to decipher from the L2 input. Consequently, itsstwin L1
knowledge is the most powerful tool these learners have availabkliand what helps
their acquisition of this specific syntax-pragmatic property. iridgcates that pragmatics
can come for free in L2 acquisition while the learner stiuggles with the target
syntactic templates.

These results point to the fact that the asymmetry betwdemal and internal
interfaces is not represented at lower levels of developmar# properties that belong
to external interfaces were acquirsdeminglymore successfully (i.e. these properties
were actually transferred from a universal principle butfalbg acquired with all of its
L2 reflexes) than properties that belong to internal intesfalcemy specific experiment,
this external interface test was performed successfullyuseaa L2ers’ ability to rely on
a principle also available L1 grammar. However, we could ineagither possible
scenarios in which an external interface property is easily r@td@ibecause of its lack
of formal complexity or ease of processing.

The fact that the asymmetry between internal and extermafaoes is inverted in

these learners in the sense that knowledge of pragmatics gsdasalwledge of syntax
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forces us to reevaluate the validity of the division between internal anmdaxteerfaces
in second language acquisition. In the same line of reasoning, O’Grady (Eds) that
a resource-based processing account could displace the IH. Whahehns is that
constructions that are hard to process should be acquired later arddesssfully than
constructions that are easy to process. However, this does not haverlap with
external vs. internal interfaces. In other words, it does na@yalwave to be the case that
internal interface properties are easy to process and dxtaaréace properties are hard
to process. So, the latter division does not help us make the righotypedictions. It
would be interesting to confirm this claim with the present expgrts. Particularly, if |
found that the agreement test items posed a higher processing barttee learners than
the test items in the syntax-discourse experiment, thisfawithr an explanation based
solely on processing. A methodology that includes different mesisoin processing
resources (e.g. reaction time) will be necessary to confirm this hymothéise future.
These issues that emerged in the current study warn us abounhdeadg to
overextend the challenges of a particular external interface npydfeeg. null vs. overt
subjects) to all of the properties that belong to that partidotarface (e.g. syntax-
pragmatics) or type of interface (i.e. external interfad@scause there are many factors
that influence the acquisition of a particular property, we could remtigirits potential
challenges until all of the factors have been properly evalu&erace could contradict
the results of experiment 4 in the current project by sayiaigthiss is one of the external
interface properties that actually does not cause problems $iadeas not contended

that all properties at this interface should be equally problentatiwever, if that is the
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case, we are back to a property-by-property (White, 2011) asmafysd the IH really
loses any power of predictability and, consequently, its appeal as an aoquisstry.

My results highlight the fact that internal interfacesratexempt from causing
difficulty and, that external interfaces do not necessarily haviee more difficult to
acquire than internal interfaces. In particular, my resultsansistent with Slabakova’'s
(2008, 2009) Bottleneck Hypothesis, which argues functional morphology to be the
‘bottleneck’ of acquisition since functional morphology is not only harddguire but
also processed differently than syntax and semantics. Moreover,effiests could be
lasting, and problems with functional morphology (mainly absence (am)ssr
replacement (commission)) have been claimed to occur at hégfess of language
proficiency (Lardiere, 1998; White, 2003; Prévost & White, 2000; Valenzuela,
Kozlowska-MacGregor, & Leung, 2004). This contradicts the predictiottsedH since
internal interfaces, and not exclusively external interfadesy gesidual optionality at
high levels of development and are prone to fossilization. | canaté¢ & directly
support this claim with my research since the near-nativekepean my project did
overcome the problems connected with morphology. However, as | justgourttethe
claims in the literature about fossilization of functional morphplage extensive and
they put into question the validity of the internal/external interffigide as a measure of
vulnerability in L2 acquisition.

There are different theoretical accounts that ascribe thecutly with
morphology to either a representational deficit (RepresentatioaftiDHypothesis;
Bley-Vroman, 1990; Hawkins, 2005), an inability to retrieve specifiicd items in

real-time processing (Missing Surface Inflection HypotheRigvost & White, 2000) or
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the inability to disassemble the features of the L1 and assehdstein a way that is
compatible with the L2 grammar (Feature Re-Assembly Hypisthieardiere, 2008). In
my particular experiments, it was impossible to state with completentgméhat type of
problems underlay the morphological errors. | argued for a repraeaatgiroblem due
to the patterns of behavior that arose in experiment 4. However,rftetitmg is needed
to confirm this claim.

| have questioned the predictions of the IH based on the empiricétkres this
study. However, there are multiple problems with this proposahetldvel of the
theoretical constructs it uses, which need to be reconsidered thefdté¢ can be used as
a sound and testable theory. The first problem, and one that cameamass | started
designing the experimental tasks, has to do with the concept ofwnapmtax. The
concept of narrow syntax is highly controversial, mainly becage questionable if
there is really such a thing as narrow syntax (Gurtel, 2011; Mor@1l1), in other
words: are there operations that exclusively depend on syntax with complegamdisce
morphology, semantics or any other linguistic or extralingumsticlule? Although there
are certainly some movements motivated by purely syntacéisons that have no
morphological reflex, much of what has been claimed to be narrowxsgnt@at since at
least morphology and/or the lexicon is at play. The question is not@elant in itself
but it also leads us to another question: can we really classiperties as belonging to a
specific interface (e.g. syntax-pragmatics, syntax-sengftks we saw in the different
experiments of this study, it is difficult to classify egment as a narrow syntactic
property without looking at how it interfaces with morphology or semsnliavas also

difficult to talk about syntax-semantic properties without alludinghtar relation with
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morphology and pragmatics. This is not only a problem at a thesdrietv@! but also one
that might render the IH untestable if there are no cleatslirmgarding the definition of
narrow syntax, internal and external interfaces and the propéraeshould be classified
within each of these. As Bohnacker (2010, p. 135) claims, the way ssfglatructures
into different interfaces is intimately connected with the $eniodel of the language
faculty to which each researcher subscribes. Thus, the conclusitimssefresearchers
will be evaluated within those particular models. Some authors dwoepresent
pragmatic categories in the form of features and functional gii@ps within the syntax
proper (Belletti at al., 2007), while others will vouch for a compontati system free of
discourse categories and will place these categories outsittee ajrammar (Prince,
1998; Neeleman & de Koot, 2008). Even without mentioning the empirical mhalido
the external vs. internal interface division, there seems todreldem stemming from
the multiplicity of models of the language architecture alsdgland how this division is
envisioned in each of them. Another of the main issues that have hsed 88 a
criticism of the IH is the problem of circularity (Duffiel@011; Gurtel, 2011; Pérez-
Leroux, 2011 among others). That is, because the IH does not haveamtecavell-
defined criteria that allow us to define what an interfacevlnst the specific difference is
between internal and external interfaces, and why some irderf@@a priori more
difficult to acquire than others, external interfaces could sirbplgquated with learner
difficulty andvice versa

As we have seen in this study, certain external interfaoperties are not
insurmountable in L2 acquisition while the reverse can be truenfernal interface

properties. This was true in this study, to a certain extent, |darproficiency
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participants. Since the empirical evidence is contradictory on iskae of the
problematicity posed this internal/external interface divisionthede seems to be o
priori reason to claim that external interfaces should be more pronaitmality than
internal interfaces or narrow syntax; | can state that thaldHe is unable to capture the
patterns found in this project. As we have seen, there are othpgrees having to do
with the formal complexity of a construction, crosslinguistiaisfar, and input, which
would actually help us predict more accurately the degree ohdedity/ease of
processing of certain areas of the L2 grammar (Pires & Roth2011; Pérez-Leroux,
2011). These facts put into question the theoretical foundations on whict liks (e.g.
the division between internal and external interfaces) and warns Himuydredictive
power of this otherwise very appealing hypothesis.

Having established that the results of the present study canacttmodated
by the tenets of the IH but by a more comprehensive model of seaogdabe
acquisition (Pires & Rothman, 2011), | will proceed to entertain somthe main
theoretical questions that drive any study of second language #oguisbunded in the
generative paradigm:

1) Do the findings in these experiments show evidence of second larigaagers’
ability to access to UG?

2) What is the structure of non-native grammars as compared to native ones?

3) How do native grammars develop?

4) How can we characterize the state of ultimate attainment?

Neither the Interface Hypothesis nor the Integrative Model Bdingual

Acquisition take a stance on the issue of access to UG. Acttradl Interface Hypothesis
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claims to be “agnostic on the ‘access to UG’ question” (Sorace, 2011, p. 25). On the other
hand, the Integrative Model of Bilingual Acquisition does not reféhéorole of UG into
the acquisition process.Mainly, these models focus on areas of divergence that do not
need to lie within the realm of UG. Regardless, | will appraachissue with respect to
my research since the question of access has been a mairg davee in second
language acquisition research from its advent.

Two major (and opposing) theoretical accounts have been proposed about the
issue of access to UG, the Representational Deficit Appro@ky-{/roman, 1990;
Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Tsimpli & Dimitrakopulou, 2007) and the Full TrarSédr/
Access (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1996). The Representational Befcdach states
that second language learners (specifically those that havedethe second language
postpuberty) are not able to acquire grammatical featureardait instantiated in their
L1. Particularly, for the proponents of the Interpretability HypsthéHawkins, 2005;
Tsimpli & Dimitrakopulou, 2007), it is uninterpretable features thatinaccessible to
the L2 learner post-critical period. With regard to non-nate@esentations, they argue
that non-native speakers’ representations of properties contingentnew L2
uninterpretable features will not be native-like. On the other hand;ulh&@ransfer/Full
Access position argues that second language learners hawededls to the features of
UG. The proponents of this account believe that at the initial efalt®, learners are

strictly guided by their L1. However, this does not imply that they cannot acqaiteds

* The Integrative Model of Bilingual Acquisition needs to be understood in the context of an assumption
that UG is accessible. The model is intended to explain the observations of differences outside of the
confines of UG accessibility proper since, even if UG is accessible, we must still explain the asymmetries
between native and non-native speakers (Rothman, personal communication).
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that are not instantiated in the L1. Otherwise, native-like reptasens are claimed to
be attainable for L2ers even in the case of features thabarpletely absent in their
native language.

The results of the present experiment lead me to assert that thespaaiciere
able to rely on UG principles in their acquisition of Spanish psychsvebiven the
complexity of the structures tested and, in some cases, thecalifecertain structures in
the L1, participants had to be constrained by some universal prinonghesh helped
them restrict their available options. Furthermore, L2ers in thitysseem to be able to
access functional categories and features of the L2 that airestasttiated in their L1. In
experiment 1, non-native speakers showed an understanding of datogeiclipsych-
verb constructions. In particular, they showed familiarity with thegatdry nature of the
clitic, its case restrictions, and its position. In experimenttifgy showed an
understanding of the reverse agreement relations of psych-vihbesgpect to clitic and
verb agreement. This is another property that is not manifestée iL1. In experiments
3A and 3B, non-native speakers showed their ability to categoriteredhft classes of
psych verbs according to their aspectual properties and their mgnpéctsc behavior.
Although the specific morphosyntactic reflexes of these cldssesto be learned on the
basis of input, UG could have aided these participants in their catggm of different
semantic classes of predicates. Finally, in experiment 4, ls2ers to rely on the given-
before-new principle, which is not only a principle that holds irr theiand their L2, but
also crosslinguistically.

Thus, the L2 learners in this study show knowledge of functionaj@ags and

features that are not instantiated in the L1, particularly thelaged to the clitic. Even in
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the cases where they deviate from the native rule, theimgaasnshow evidence of being
constrained by UG (e.g. problems with the clitic in experinierdr high ratings of
sentences with antipassiwe with Class Ill predicates). Their mistakes, | argue, are
caused by an overreliance on the L1, which is also consistent wiEulh&ransfer/Full
Access Hypothesis.
The next question has to do with the development of non-native grammars. |

believe that Herschensohn’s (2000) model, Constructionism, gives antaqoori@ayal
of the patterns found in the current study and how these patterns develop over time. In the
first stage, participants seem to be relying on their L1. Thisbe seen in the lowest-
proficiency group’s difficulty with clitic agreement. Sinceéticlagreement is not present
in their L1 (English), these participants seem not to have coshpletquired this
property of the L2. This stage is actually equivalent to the Fwahsfer/Full Access
Hypothesis and makes the same predictions: starting point basktl features and
parameters. Then, in the intermediate stage there is some optionas is illustrated
by the intermediate and advanced group who approach the nativer@eréer while still
showing some variability in their judgments (e.qg. difficulty wittscourse properties).
Finally, the near-native speakers really seem to have acqbeeld?t constructions and
the pragmatic conditions that regulate them and show a gramnaotheerges with the
native speaker grammmar.

This takes us to the next question, the issue of ultimate attainkvih respect to
end state grammars, Valenzuela argues that “an end statengrais one that had
reached the final stage in development regardless of proficamtys not necessarily a

near-native grammar” (2006, p. 284). Identifying an end state grammacomplicated
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task. However, several criteria can help us make this task as objectiveiake ptieagth
of residency in a country where the L2 is spoken, frequency of ube &R, proficiency
level, or degree or native-like performance” (White 2003, p. 244). On te band,
White (2003) asserts that longitudinal data of the type collectedaldiere (1998), in
which the subject was recorded nine years after the firstdiagprs probably the most
accurate measure in order to identify a fossilized grammar.

Since longitudinal data was not available in these experiments)aimemeasure
| used to classify participants into groups was a proficiendy(B#SLE), which shows
L2ers’ mastery of L2 vocabulary and grammar. Thus, my non-npavecipants were
classified into 4 groups: near-native, advanced, intermediate @meproficiency.
However, | believe that although | have considered the near-ngtmgp as the
participants with a grammar that represents ultimate attatiere is reason to believe
that certain participants in the advanced group might actuaty illistrate that final
stage. If we take into account that these are university itstsuevhose careers are
dedicated to both the teaching and the research of the Spanish E@gaags literary
and cultural manifestations and, bearing in mind that some of thegrblean doing these
for over 20 years, it is very unlikely that their grammait @volve at this point. Since
these participants varied considerably according to the otherizrihat have been
mentioned before (i.e length of residency in a country wherkeZhe spoken, frequency
of use of the L2, proficiency level, or degree of native-like perémre), | cannot put
forward the claim that the advanced group as a whole had reatleed state grammar.
However, it is something to take into account for future reseakcimodel that

incorporates several of the criteria necessary to evaluatieipants whose grammars
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have reached an end state will allow us to have more uniform gaogpshake stronger
claims about ultimate attainment.

For the time being, | will restrict my claims about ultimattainment to the near-
native speaker group. The fact that their behavior in all of the tasks remarkably
similar to the native speakers leads me to conclude that tlasmgars converge with
native grammars. That means that their grammars represensathe functional
categories and features, and that parameters have been thedi2setting. However, it
is clear that performance is not always a reflection of spgakeompetence.
Additionally, Duffield (2003) proposed that performance could expose twa tgpe
competence: underlying competence, which is categorical, and sufacpetence,
which is gradient. As | argued in chapter 5, the judgments of éhemative speakers,
particularly because near-native speakers’ distinctions terie tmore categorical than
those of the native controls, are a reflection of their underlyorgpetence (see also
Slabakova, Rothman and Kempchinsky, 2011). On the other hand, native participants’
judgments, which are more diffused, reflect their surface etenge. All in all, | can say
that the near-native speakers have not only reached an endrstamar but one that is
convergent with native rules. This shows that L2 grammars arelwiaysainevitably
prone to fossilization, not even with respect to structures that depernide syntax-
pragmatics interface and, by extension, external interfaces.

Up to this point | have been discussing the issue of variabilitgom-native
speakers and | have entertained several possibilities that cmaldré for this variability
(e.g. L1 transfer). But optionality also takes place in natpeakers, which is an issue

Prévost (2011) warns us about. Some studies that have actually foupdeth@menon
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are Hertel (2003) and Lozano (2006), who found relatively high acceptande
production rates of SV order with focused subjects by native spe#&kedrss study, |
found a similar phenomenon in experiment 3A, where native speakersedhow
surprisingly high ratings for Experiencer-Verb-Causer seetemndath Class Il verbsA(
Nico asusté AndAna scared Nico’), which are assumed to be ungrammaticairding

to theoretical accounts (Parodi-Lewin, 1990; Franco, 2000; Franco & Huidobro, 2003,
2007). |1 claimed that the reason for this could have been a coeyced fronting
interpretation A NICO asustdé AndAna scared Nico’) in which the sentence would
actually be grammatical. However, this hypothesis couldnityré confirmed in the
current study. The interesting thing is that non-native spealsarslabwed higher ratings
than expected for these constructions. If judged in isolation, it ¢w@ud been claimed
that they had not mastered this property. However, in realityn wbenparing L2ers’
responses to the native controls’, we realize that there is somethimg speacit this type
of construction that causes unexpected responses even for the paikerggroup. The
methodology of the experiment tried to take this into account bydiecpthe sentences
with neutral intonation; however, this was not enough to disambiguate theisensstf,
additionally, | had also recorded the sentences with focus fronttngaition, | could
have really ascertained if this was the key issue, whichceuasing variability both at the
native and non-native level. These facts warn us about the imporéraealyzing
carefully the behavior of native controls, acknowledging the poggibilivariability and
deviance from theoretical proposals, finding an explanation for itguieg experimental
tasks in ways that account for this variability, and judging ndiabehavior in

accordance with native optionality.
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Another issue that | want to address before concluding is how tmescfaut
forward in this dissertation relate to the previous research2oacluisition of psych
predicates and also, in particular, to the acquisition of Spanisth gegdicates. In
general, | confirmed the main claim in the literature thatbl@ms with psych-verbs
stemmed from an incomplete understanding of the morphology of tireskcates
(White et al., 1998; Montrul 1998, 2001). We saw this in the problemselear
experienced with the morphological reflexes of agreement in iexper 2 and the
multiplicity of se morphemes in experiment 3B. This is intimately related tactmeept
of crosslinguistic variation in the Minimalism Program, whicls i@ morphology and the
lexicon and outside of the syntax proper. Furthermore, the L1 wasedamnplay an
exceptional role in the acquisition of these predicates in thedies (Juffs, 1996; White
et al., 1998; Montrul 1998, 2001). This was also replicated in the currgetiprOne
aspect of L2 acquisition of psych-verbs that this project intendedldeess was the
categorization problem that arises from the need to classifghppyedicates into
different aspectual classes with distinct morphosyntactic piepealthough one aspect
of this issue (i.e. clitic case) had been studied by Rubio (2000, 2001 afpmtdagogical
perspective, | expanded our knowledge of this categorization progessidying two
different constructions (i.e. word order and antipassg/ewhich help us understand this
phenomenon from a broader perspective. Particularly because the prigstetd by
Rubio was subject to dialect variation, | decided to test two prepdehat were standard
across dialects. L2 learners’ responses showed their abildgiassify verbs according to
their semantic, morphological and syntactic properties. The issuwhether the

acquisition of these properties is also enhanced by processingciizs (VanPatten,
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1996), the pedagogical method used by Rubio in his experiments, retoains
determined by future research.

Another issue this dissertation wanted to settle was the ditférelings with
respect to the invariablgusta(dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo, 2011) and invatable
proposals (Toribio & Nye, 2006). Actually, the issue remains unsettied the findings
of this dissertation support neither of those proposals in the L2 popul@hmnmight
have resulted from the fact that the previous authors tested hesjtegleers but it might
also indicate that more research is needed in order to find adungi@son for these
phenomena. Finally, | will compare the findings of my study withibior& Nye’s
(2006) data on heritage speaker acquisition of psych-verbs sincetulig is also
couched in terms of the Interface Hypothesis. They found problems withsiotax-
semantics and syntax-pragmatics. My findings actually divieoge their findings. First
of all, the syntax-semantics interface property they allude ® tbado with the
restructuring of the argument structure of psych-verbs towaardsre direct mapping of
thematic roles to syntactic positions. This restructuring of aegaistructure did not take
place as a general phenomenon in the current project (neithdriit the data presented
by dePrada Pérez & Pascual y Cabo, 2011). On the other hand, toeltdiffiith the
syntax-pragmatics interface was only partially replicatethe current experiment since
the near-native speakers and, to a certain extent, low-proficieadicipants were
sensitive to pragmatic factors. However, as | pointed out in aisagteand 5, their
experimental design does not seem to really capture part€ipantierstanding of
discourse properties. Since my own experiment counts with sewwthlodological

problems as | explained in chapter 5, these conclusions need to kedrafter the
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appropriate adjustments have been made to the experiment. It iblgpdbat the
differences between my project and Toribio & Nye’s (2006) itiethe different
methodologies used, or in the different nature of the acquisition grigek2ers and
heritage speakers. This question will have to be ascertained by futurehesea

The results of this study lead me to conclude that the developnpeotdéms
related with the acquisition of psych predicates cannot be fufamed through the
principles of Sorace’s Interface Hypothesis. On the contrary, ohgnwve evaluate
these facts within a framework that encompasses differentssteguifactors (e.g. formal
complexity, parameter setting in the L1 and the L2), are wetaldgplain the patterns
found in the experimental phase. Unfortunately, this study does matd@rempirical
evidence on processing. Thus, | am unable to completely evaluatgrdpesal that
external interfaces are more vulnerable than internal interfacee to the higher
processing load required to integrate material coming fromuiktig and cognitive
modules in real time. Future research should undertake this endeaaosd&cnot only
would allow us to fully assess the validity of the IH, but als@ould allow us to make
use of Pires & Rothman’s (2011) overarching model of acquisition in its full potential.

In order to have a complete analysis of processing, the experrmenikl need
to measure reaction time with the appropriate methodology. Additypisadice the claim
is that non-native speakers’ problems with external interfaga fom a cognitive
overload that hinders processing of these structures in realitimeimportant to test
L2ers under situations that tax their cognitive load. This can be flanmstance, by
having the participants hold digits in their memory while cagyout the task, which

places additional burden on participants’ processing resources. Ob&@mindependent
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measure of other factors that affect processing such as womkémgory would be
strongly encouraged in order to have a more general idea of the processimge®sised
by an independent subject and how that affects his processing of linguisticiconiss:.
To conclude, the empirical results of these experiments amonsistent with the
main tenets of the IH, namely, that external interfaces piiepeare less likely to be
acquired than internal interfaces properties. On the other hanti Hees highlighted the
importance of using psycholinguistic techniques in second langusggarch and,
collaborating with other disciplines (e.g. psychology, cognitivense) in order to
achieve a more sophisticated understanding on how second languagsipgotases
place. These new models will allow us to address not only issueprm@sentation and
access to UG, but also issues of how language is used imreal believe that Sorace

has certainly opened the door to the future of second language acquisition research.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

This dissertation provides a detailed account on how acquisition fefeait
linguistic properties related to Spanish psych-predicates take ptaoss four different
proficiency levels. Furthermore, it allows us to predict tlaenability conditions of these
different properties by looking at a model, the Integrative Modkl Bilingual
Acquisition, which encompasses several criteria to describe tpaeisaon process:
formal complexity, L1 transfer, processing resources and L2 input.

In particular, it needs to be underscored that, in spite of theaioyrposed by the
tasks in this study, L2 learners (especially near-native spaerformed remarkably
similar to the control group. This led me to argue that L2 legrperformance was in
fact a reflection of their competence, which was UG-constraifiaé claim is not
extremely controversial since most researchers (althoughirdgrhot all) contend that
UG is accessible in part (Partial Accessibility theorsegh as the Interpretability
Hypothesis, Tsimpli & Dimitrakopulou, 2007) or entirely (Full AcedgWpiTheories,
Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996). This means, if | am on the right tnatkhé explanation
to the ubiquitous differences between native and non-native speakers r&svudtside
UG access. The Interface Hypothesis made an appealing césénfjuals’ variability at
the level of ultimate attainment, which ultimately responds to tieied to find an
underlying source for variability that does not stem from astb#isy vs. lack of
accessibility to UG. Particularly, the IH proposes thatdeesi optionality at the near-

native level, when present, will be connected with properties relatedxternal



interfaces. This has been claimed to be the result from therhigbaitive load that is
required to integrate material from linguistic and cognitivedales successfully in real
time processing.

The current study did not find empirical evidence for the argumerntedH. On
the contrary, | claimed in chapter 6 that the division betweenrmattend internal
interfaces lacks both explanatory adequacy and predictive power. Jmfadindings
point to a reversal in the challenges posed by this interfagbsinternal interfaces
proving to be more problematic than external interfaces and knowledgegrhatics
preceding syntactic knowledge. Consequently, we need to assunteetieastsomething
different from the predicted processing conditions of this divide ithdtiving L2ers’
acquisition process. Specifically, the claim put forward in thidysts that, even if there
is evidence to believe that external interfaces cause sunmesic processing difficulties
for second language learners, this criterion alone will nig be provide an accurate
account of the acquisition process, at least not of the acquisitiopasfish psych-
predicates. Only when a more sophisticated model (which takesacdount the
influence of several other factors: formal complexity, L1 transf2 input, processing
resources) is considered, will we be able to depict a commsieieeaccount of L2
acquisition phenomena. This will lead us to uncover the underlyingnmedsr non-
native deviance from native behaviors at different levels of L2 @eoity. Because the
different factors that underlie the acquisition task interacttcomplex ways, their
presence and interplay needs to be evaluated thoroughly before making coschisiut

the acquisition process.
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Specifically, the findings in this dissertation show that the afepsych-verb
acquisition that turned out to be more problematic is clitic and agréement. On the
other hand, understanding the restrictions in the use of the piiticse categorizing
different classes of psych-verbs according to their semamiit raorphosyntactic
characteristics, and, to a certain extent, respecting the discoamgitions that regulate
word order in psych-verb constructions; was successfully achievedobly non-native
groups (to different degrees according to proficiency).

The interesting fact is that the question of psych-verb agreemaéhbugh
complicated because it is influenced by an argument structurechiadlenges the
canonical mapping from thematic roles to syntactic positions,abntinually presented
and drilled in L2 classrooms and, it follows consistent patterns ateatrepresented
faithfully in the L2 input. In contrast, some of the other properfeeg. discourse-
conditioned word order) tested were subtler in the sense thawwreyneither easily
extracted from the input nor supported by L2 instruction. Consequentlylatheis that
the acquisition of the latter properties is rendered less opagaadecthe learners were
guided by some universal principles that they were able to apcessmably through
their L1. In contrast, the inability to resort to the L1 (e.g. lacé olitic system in the L1)
as a scaffold to the L2 properties caused these second langaagers to struggle
particularly hard with agreement issues.

These findings connect to the earlier literature on L2 psychaaghisition (e.g.
Juffs, 1996; Montrul 1998; White et al., 1998, 1999) that coincided that, in opn@mwa
another, morphology was what was hindering the acquisition of thesegiesdiAs |

said in chapter 6, this is consistent with Slabakova’s (2008, 2009) rimtkiéHypothesis
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and her idea that functional morphology is actually the ‘bottlenetldcquisition. We

saw this clearly in the low-proficiency group, who had not mastdredagreement

relations in psych-verb constructions. This is remarkable bedhissgroup, although

labeled ‘low’ proficiency group, was actually not at the beginneellesince these

students were in their sixth semester of Spanish and, most of thdnravelled abroad
by the time of the experiment. Then, it is fair to say thaptioblems with agreement are
quite persistent and also, resistant to instruction. However, sigcenone advanced

participants were able to perform at the native-speaker levan argue that these
properties do not necessarily have to fossilize.

In conclusion, this dissertation has helped us advance our understandimeg of
acquisition of Spanish psych-verb constructions by testing a adg of properties
related to these predicates with participants at four diffguesficiency levels. | have
extended the past literature by addressing some questions thatemadnaexplored or
had been left unanswered such as the L2ers’ ability to categdifierent classes of
psych-verbs or the adequacy of the Interface Hypothesis to explairacquisition
patterns found by L2 Spanish L1 English learners. Because oathewess of some of
the theoretical constructs of the IH and because the findings & &xgeriments are
inconsistent with its main tenets, | have raised awareness thboexplanatory adequacy
of the IH as theory of language acquisition. In turn, | have prapdsat a more
articulated model that takes into account the interaction of diffefiactors (formal
complexity, L1 transfer, L2 input, and processing resources) (Rifesthman, 2011) is
a more adequate tool in order to uncover the reasons that underlprottess of

acquiring a second language. Finally, this project did not addhesgjuestion of
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processing resources and how they influence bilingual acquisitiochwias a central
matter for the IH argument and also part of the Integrative MadeBilingual

Acquisition. Certainly, an analysis of processing resources isekielogical step for the
current line of research, not only because it would allow us to dskgss the validity of
the IH but because it will allow us to provide a more in-depth arsabf the acquisition
of psych-verb properties. Finally, it will allow us to confil®Grady’s interesting
proposal that the external vs. internal interface divide does notsagite®verlap with

difficulty vs. ease of processing. The door is open for future research.
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APPENDIX A
TEST ITEMS

EXPERIMENT 1
Test Items

1. Tenemos que elegir donde vamos de vacaciones este afio. Tengo que ponerme de
acuerdo con mi hermana porque yo quiero ir a las montafas pero...
We have to choose where we are going on vacation this year. | haveussdisc
with my sister because | want to go to the mountains but...
a. Laplaya le encanta a mi hermana
b. *La playa la encanta a mi hermana
c. *La playa encanta a mi hermana
d. *La playa encantale a mi hermana
My sister loves the beach

2. Mercedes acaba de volverse vegetariana. Asi que no come nadaedperarno

€s una vegetariana estricta

Mercedes just became a vegetarian. So, she does not eat meat but she is not vegan
a. A Mercedes le gusta el pescado
b. *A Mercedes la gusta el pescado
c. *A Mercedes gusta el pescado
d. *A Mercedes gustale el pescado

Mercedes likes fish

3. Daniel tiene un examen el viernes. Su carrera profesional depende nota.

Lleva tres meses estudiando
Daniel has an exam on Friday. His career depends on his grade. He has been
studying for 3 months.

a. A Daniel le importa el examen del viernes

b. *A Daniel lo importa el examen del viernes

c. *A Daniel importa el examen del viernes

d. *A Daniel importale el examen del viernes

Daniel cares about the test on Friday

4. Jaime se lleva bien con todos sus compafieros menos con uno.
Jaime gets along with all of his colleagues except for one
a. Manuel le cae mal a Jaime
b. * Manuel lo cae mal a Jaime
c. * Manuel cae mal a Jaime
d. * Manuel caele mal a Jaime
Jaime does not get along with Manuel
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Fillers

5. Ana estaba muy agradecida por todo lo que Marcos habia hecho por ella
Ana was very grateful for everything Marcos had done for her

apop

Ana le dio un regalo a Marcos
*Ana lo dio un regalo a Marcos
Ana dio un regalo a Marcos
*Ana diole un regalo a Marcos
Ana gave Marcos a present

6. EIl profesor de Maria estaba preocupado por ella. No habia venidseadesde
hacia una semana y ninguno de sus compaferos sabia nada de ella
Maria’s teacher was worried about her. She had not come to class in a week and
none of her classmates knew anything about her

apop

A Maria le mandé un email el profesor
*A Maria lo mandé un email el profesor
*A Maria mando un email el profesor
*A Maria mandole un email el profesor
The teacher sent an email to Maria

7. La universidad se comprometio a recaudar fondos para el hospital infantile
The university undertook to raise money for the children’s hospital

apop

La universidad le dono6 900 dolares al hospital infantil
*La universidad lo dono6 900 dolares al hospital infantil
La universidad don6 900 ddlares al hospital infantil
*La universidad donole 900 dolares al hospital infantil
The university donated $900 to the children’s hospital

8. Nico estaba en el Caribe y se acord6 de su amiga Rocio
Nico was in the Caribbean and thought of his friend Rocio

a

b.
C.
d.

A Rocio le escribié una postal Nico
*A Rocio la escribié una postal Nico
*A Rocio escribio una postal Nico
A Rocio escribiole una postal Nico
Nico wrote a postcard to Nico

EXPERIMENT 2

Test items

1. Marta esta buscando formas de aliviar su estrés. Le he recalnanqaza vaya a
la piscina porque.?°
Maria is looking for ways to releve her stress. | recommendedtdego
swimming because...

0 ltems 1, 2, 7 and 8 were eliminated from the analysis since there was not a number mismatch between

Experiencer and Theme
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A Marta le relaja la piscina

*A Marta les relaja la piscina
*A Marta le relajan la piscina
*A Matrta les relajan la piscina
The pool relaxes Martha

apop

. Juan tiene que intentar tener una dieta mas equilibrada porque comsadiem
fuera de casa
Juan has to try to have a more balanced diet because he eats out too much

a. La comida rapida le encanta a Juan

b. *La comida rapida les encanta a Juan

c. *La comida rapida le encantan a Juan

d. *La comida rapida les encantan a Juan

Juan loves fast food

Maria tiene 4 hijos y no tiene mucho tiempo libre pero necesita un trabajo
Maria has 4 children and not a lot of time but she needs a job
a. A Maria le convienen trabajos de media jornada
b. *A Maria les convienen trabajos de media jornada
c. *A Maria le conviene trabajos de media jornada
d. *A Maria les conviene trabajos de media jornada
Temporary jobs are convenient for Maria

. Claudia suele ir a un bar bar cubano porque tienen bebidas tipicas de la isla
Claudia usually goes to a Cuban bar because they have drinks from the island
Los daiquiris le gustan a Claudia

*Los daiquiris les gustan a Claudia

*Los daiquiris le gusta Claudia

*Los daiquiris les gusta a Claudia

Claudia likes daiquiris

apop

Los estudiantes creen que la clase de espafiol es la mejor popjotesmra es
muy divertida
The students believe that Spanish class is the best because thear tisacery
fun

a. A los estudiantes les cae bien la profesora de espafiol

b. *Alos estudiantes le cae bien la profesora de espafiol

c. *Alos estudiantes les caen bien la profesora de espafiol

d. *Alos estudiantes le caen bien la profesora de espaiiol

Students get along with the Spanish teacher

Estan haciendo obras justo fuera de mi clase
There is construction right outside my class
a. El ruido les molesta a mis alumnos
b. *El ruido le molesta a mis alumnos
c. *El ruido les molestan a mis alumnos
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d. *El ruido le molestan a mis alumnos
Noise bothers my students

7. Los estudiantes estan obsesionados con cual sera su nota media cuando terminen
la universidad. En todas partes...
Students are obsessed with which will be their final grade wheyn finish
school. Everywhere...
a. A los alumnos les preocupan las notas
b. *Alos alumnos le preocupan las notas
c. *Alos alumnos les preocupa las notas
d. *Alos alumnos le preocupa las notas
Students worry about grades
8. Ha habido muchisimas tormentas de verano ultimamente
There have been a lot of storms lately
Las tormentas les asustan a los nifios
*Las tormentas le asustan a los nifios
*Las tormentas les asusta a los nifios
*Las tormentas le asusta a los nifios
Storms scare children

apop

Fillers

9. Tengo que decidir que vestido llevaré a la fiesta el verde
| have to decide which dress | will wear to the party
a. oelrojo
b. olasroja
c. olos rojos
d. olasrojas
or the red one

10. Cristina vio la pelicula de Almoddvar
Cristina saw Almoddévar’s movie
a. y Palmala de Woody Allen
b. y Palma el de Woody Allen
c. y Palma los de Woody Allen
d. y Palma las de Woody Allen
and Palma the ones by Woody Allen

11.Maria Rosa ley0 los libros que le recomendé
Maria Rosa read the books | that | recommended
a. Y Belén leyo los que le recomendo Pablo
b. Y Belén leyo el que le recomendo Pablo
c. Y Belén ley6 la que le recomendd Pablo
d. Y Belén leyo las que le recomendd Pablo
And Belén read the ones Pablo recommended

12.Maria se va de viaje una semana. No sabe si llevarse la maleta pequefia
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Maria is going on vacation for a week. She does not know if she should take the
small suitcase
a. O llevarse la grande
b. O llevarse el grande
c. O llevarse los grandes
d. O llevarse las grandes
Or the big one

13.No sé si empezar a hacer los deberes de fisica
| am not sure if | should start my Physics homewaork
a. o los de matematicas
b. o el de matematicas
c. o la de mateméticas
d. olas de matematicas
or the Chemistry one

14.Mi novio y yo estamos redecorando salon. El eligié unas cortinas verdes
My boyfriend and | are re-decorating the living room. He chose some green
curtains

Y YO unas rojas

Y YO un rojo

Y YO una roja

Y YO unos rojos

and | chose red ones

apop

15.Tengo que escribir un trabajo de francés
| have to write a French essay
a. Y Maria uno de economia
b. Y Maria una de economia
c. Y Maria unos de economia
d. Y Maria unas de economia
And Maria a Economics one

16.El fin de semana pasado vimos una obra que tenia buenas citicas
Last weekend we saw a play that had good criticisms
a. Y otra que nadie conocia
b. Y otro que nadie conocia
c. Y otros que nadie conocia
d. Y otras que nadie conocia
And another one nobody knew
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EXPERIMENT 3A

Test items

Class|I: Eventive psych-verbs

1.

Nico estaba estudiando silenciosamente cuando de repente Ana en@d e
habitacion
Nico was studying quietly when, all of a sudden, Ana come into the room
a. Ana asusto6 a Nico
b. *A Nico asust6 Ana
Ana scared Nico

Maria preparé una fiesta sorpresa para su hermano. Cuando él giuerta
iSorpresa! Todos sus amigos estaban alli
Maria is prepared a surprise party for her brother. When he opened the door:
Surprise! All of his friends were there
a. Maria sorprendio a su hermano
b. *A su hermano sorprendié Maria
Maria surprised her brother

Irene le dijo a Nacho que no habia sido aceptado en la Facultad deniledic
Nacho empez6 a pensar que haria ahora con su vida
Irene told Nacho he had not been accepted in Med School. Nacho started
wondering what he was going to do with his life
a. Irene preocup6 a Nacho
b. A Nacho preocupé Irene
Irene worried Nacho

Pedrito tenia que practicar para su examen de flauta. Tocatk plara su madre
durante dos horas seguidas
Pedrito had to practice for his flute exam. He played the flute for two entire hours
a. Pedrito aburrié a su madre
b. *A su madre aburrié Pedrito
Pedrito got her mother bored

Después de estar en una clinica durante un afio, Claudia perdié 50kilos. Cuando
sus amigos la vieron no podian creer lo delgada que estaba
After being in a clinic for a year, Claudia lost 50 kilos. When hentts saw her,
they could not belive how skinny she was
a. Claudia impresioné a sus amigos
b. *A sus amigos impresiond Claudia
Claudia impress her friends

Manuel le dijo a Ana que habia suspendidé el examen de conducir
Manuel told Ana she had failed her driving test
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a. Manuel disgustd a Ana
b. *A Ana disgusté Manuel
Manuel made Ana sad

ClassllI: Stative psych-verbs

7. Durante toda su infancia, Nico le tenia miedo a la profesora de Matematicas
During her whole childhood, Nico was scared of the Math teacher
a. A Nico le asustaba la profesora de Matematicas
b. La profesora de matematicas le asustaba a Nico
The Math teacher scared Nico

8. En la universidad Ana estaba muy agobiada y se apunt6 a un grupo de terapia.
In college, Ana was very stressed out and she signed up for a therapy group
a. A Anale relajaba el grupo de terapia
b. El grupo de terapia le relajaba a Ana
The therapy group relaxed Ana

9. Victoria cree que a su hermano le pasa algo. No esta haciendieblres y esta
faltando a clase. Eso es muy raro en €l porque siempre ha sidocanmahy
responsible.

Victoria thinks that something is going on with her brother. He is natgdbis
homework and he is missing class. It is very weird because he rsdieen a
very responsible boy
a. Su hermano le preocupa a Victoria
b. A Victoria le preocupa su hermano
Her brother worried Victoria

10.Desde que su vecino se mudé a la casa de al lado, Ana siemgstada
enamorada de él
Since her neighbor moved to the house next door, Ana has always been in love
with him
a. A Ana le encantaba su vecino
b. Su vecino le encantaba a Ana
Ana loved her neighbor

11. Cristina necesita aprender ingles rapidamente porque va a erafdeaiaajar para
una empresa americana
Cristina needs to learn English quickly because she is going to staringddt
an American company
a. A Cristina le conviene un profesor de inglés
b. Un profesor de inglés le conviene a Cristina
An English teacher is convenient for Cristina

12. Alberto tiene un nuevo compafero de piso, Rodrigo, y parecen llevansé/are
a clase juntos y juegan al futbol por la tarde en el mismo equipo
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Alberto has a new roommate, Rodrigo, and they seem to get along. They go to
class together and they play soccer in the evening in the same team
a. A Alberto le cae bien Rodrigo
b. Rodrigo le cae bien a Alberto
Alberto gets along with Rodrigo
Fillers

13.Irene se ha perdido yendo a una fiesta y esta dando vueltas @ochelcomo
loca
Irene got lost going to a partu and she is driving around
a. *lrene esta buscando a la casa de Maria
b. Irene esta buscando la casa de Maria
Irene is looking for Maria’s house

14.Eduardo ha terminado las clases y tiene mucho tiempo libre
Eduardo has finished classes and has a lot of free time
a. *Eduardo vio a una pelicula ayer
b. Eduardo vio una pelicula ayer
Eduardo watched a movie yesterday

15. Ultimamente me paso horas hablando por teléfono
Lately | spent hours talking on the phone
a. Ayer llamé a mi hermana durante 1 hora
b. *Ayer llamé mi hermana durante 1 hora
| called my sister yesterday for an hour

16.Mi jefe es muy agradable y es facil trabajar con él
My boss is very nice and very easy to work with
a. *Mi jefe esta buscando a una nueva secretaria
b. Mi jefe estd buscando una nueva secretaria
He is looking for a new secretary

17.Mi coche lleva estropeado una semana. Por fin...
My car has been broken for a week
a. *Ayer arreglé a mi coche
b. Ayer arreglé mi coche
Yesterday | fixed my car

18.Me mudo a una nueva casay...
| am moving to a new house
a. *Tengo que comprar a un sofa nuevo
b. Tengo que comprar un sofa nuevo
| have to buy a new Couch

19. Voy a volver a casa durante el verano porque...
| am going back home for the summer because
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a. Adoro a mi familia
b. *Adoro mi familia
| love my family

20. Estoy cansadisima con tanto trabajo
| am exhausted with so much work
a. *Necesito a una nifiera
b. Necesito una nifiera
| need a babysitter

21.No puedo dormir porque hay mucha luz en mi habitacién por las mafianas
| can’t work at night because there’s too much light in my room in the morning
a. *Tengo que comprar a unas cortinas para el cuarto
b. Tengo que comprar unas cortinas para el cuarto
| have to buy curtains for the room

22. Tengo que ir de compras hoy
| have to go shopping now
a. *Necesito a un ordenador
c. Necesito un ordenador
| need a computer

23.No puedo decidir qué cocinar para la fiesta de mafiana
| can’t decide what to cook for tomorrow
a. Necesito a mi madre
b. *Necesito mi madre
| need my mom

24.Carlos ha decidido apuntarse a e-harmony
Carlos decided to join e-harmony
a. *Carlos estéa buscando a una novia
b. Carlos esta buscando novia
Carlos is looking for a girlfriend

EXPERIMENT 3B
Test items
Class|l psych-verbs
1. Los padres de Maria de estan haciendo mayores. Se les olvidasdasy Maria
teme que tengan Alzheimer
Maria’s parents are becoming old. They forget things and Maria is afraid they
have Alzheimer

a. A Maria le preocupan sus padres
b. Maria se preocupa por sus padres
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Maria worries about her parents

2. Ultimamente Roberto esta de lo méas insoportable. Siempre eatiadaf No sé
gue le pasa.
Roberto is being unbearable lately. He is always mad. | don’t know what happens
to him.
a. A Roberto le molesta cualquier cosa
b. Roberto se molesta por cualquier cosa
Everything bothers Roberto

3. Tenemos que elegir una pelicula para ver esta noche pero requed&bcio es
una miedica
We have to choose a movie for tonight but remember that Rocio is a coward
a. A Rocio le asustan las peliculas de miedo
b. Rocio se asusta con las peliculas de miedo
Scary movies frighten Rocio

4. Todos los departamentos de letras en las universidades estan cermantocos
ya no quieren estudiar arte o literatura. Ahora todo el mundo estudia negocios
All of the humanities departments are closing in every university. Studoe’t
want to study art or literature. Now, everyone Studies business
a. Alos jovenes no les interesa la cultura
b. Los jévenes no se interesan por la cultura
Young people are not interested in culture

5. Joaquin tiene muchas aficiones pero lo que mas disfruta del mundo es el fatbol
Joaquin has many hobbies but he specially enjoys soccer
a. A Joaquin le divierten los partidos de futbol
b. Joaquin se divierte con los partidos de futbol
Soccer games amuse Joaquin

6. Estabamos pensando ir a la Opera el sdbado pero creo que vamoscuedener
pensar en otra cosa porque Clara va a odiar este plan
We are thinking of going to the opera on Saturday but | think we are going to
have to think of something else because Clara is going to hate that plan
a. A Clara le aburre la musica clasica
b. Clara se aburre con la musica clasica
Classical music bores Clara

Class |1 psych-verbs

7. Jorge se va a vivir a Estados Unidos el mes que viene y nesqgstaler inglés
cuanto antes
Jorge is moving to the US next month and he needs to learn English as soon as
possible
a. A Jorge le conviene un profesor nativo
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b. *Jorge se conviene con un profesor nativo
A native teacher is conveniente for Juan

8. Juan ha conocido a una chica en su trabajo y esta loco por ella
Juan has met a girl at work and he is crazy about her
a. A Juan le gusta Maria
b. *Juan se gusta con Maria
Juan likes Maria

9. En esta universidad todo el mundo quiere salir de fiesta pero nadee aisscion
a las cosas importantes
In this school everyone wants to go party but nobody ever pays attentios to
important issues
a. A nadie le importa la politica
b. *Nadie se importa sobre la politica
Nobody cares about politics

10.Pepe trabaja 12 horas al dia y no tiene mucho tiempo para dgesé¢arseso, su
parte favorita del dia es la siesta
Pepe works 12 hours a day and he does not a lot of time to rest. Betdhat
his favorite part of the day is siesta
a. A Pepe le agradan las siestas
b. *Pepe se agrada por las siestas
Pepe likes naps

11.Macarena acaba de empezar a trabajar en un colegio nuevo
Macarena just started working in a new school
a. A Macarena le caen bien sus comparieras de trabajo
b. *Macarena se cae bien con sus comparieras de trabajo
Macarena gets along with her colleagues

12.Alicia siempre ha tenido muy mala suerte con sus vecinos. ef8bargo, la

familia que se ha mudado al lado de su casa es un encanto. Sexdunagos y
nunca hacen ruido.
Alicia has always been very unlucky with her neighbors. Howevefary just
move in the house next door is great. They are very polite and never noisy

a. A Alicia le encanta sus vecinos

b. *Alicia se encanta con sus vecinos

Alicia loves his neighbors

Fillers
Change-of state unaccusatives

13. Mi hijo estaba jugando al fatbol en el jardin. Cuando tir6 la pel@garked, vi la
pelota yendo directamente a la ventana
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My son was playing soccer in the back yeard. When he threw the badl walh
| saw the ball going straight to the window
C. *La ventanarompio
d. Laventana se rompio
The windows broke

14.Ya estaba lista para ir a la fiesta. Iba a comer ur tdezpizza antes de salir de

casa. Pero la pizza se me cay6 encima del vestido. Asi queuee@mmbiarme
rapidamente.
| was ready to go out. | had to get a slice of pizza before going out of the. hous
But he pizza fell into my dress. So, | had to change quickly

a. *El vestido ensuci6

b. El vestido se ensuci6

The dress got dirty

15.Enrique no habia corrido una maratén en cinco afios. Cuando termind, estaba
muerto
Enrique had not r n a marathon in 5 years. When he finished, he was dead
a. *Enrique canso
b. Enrique se cansé
Enrique got tired

16. Olvidamos poner el hielo en el congelador
We forgot to put the ice in the freezer
a. *El hielo derritio
b. El hielo se derritio
The ice melted

17.Gonzalo odiaba hablar francés. El dia que tuvo que hacer una presentagién de
hora...
Gonzalo hated speaking French. The day he had to do a presentation for an
hour...
a. *Gonzalo puso rojo
b. Gonzalo se puso rojo
Gonzalo got red

18.Ernesto sabia que tenia que aprobar el proximo examen o no podriasgraduar
Dejo de mirar su Facebook y decidié ponerse a estudiar
Ernesto had to pass the next test or he could not graduate. He stopped looking at
Facebook and decided to start studying
a. *Ernesto concentro
b. Ernesto se concentrd
Ernesto got focused
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Unergatives

19.Maria iba a casarse el domingo pero el novio nunca fue a la iglesia
Maria was going to marry on Sunday but the groom never went to the church
a. Maria lloré delante de todos
b. *Maria se lloré delante de todos
Maria cried in front of everyone

20.La semana pasada Ana bati6é su propio record de natacién
Last week Ana broke her own record in swimming
a. Ana nado 500 metros
b. *Ana se nadd 500 metros
Ana swam 500 meters

21.Rosario no esaba contenta con la nota de su examen asi que ffieindale su

profesor
Rosario was not happy with the grade of her test so she went to hersprifes

office
a. Rosario hablé con su profesor
b. *Rosario se habl6é con su profesor
Rosario talked to her professor

Unaccusatives

22.1ba a recoger a mi amiga a la estacioén de tren pero lusstre funcionan muy
bien ultimamente asi que cuando llegué, el tren todavia no estaba alli
| was going to pick up my friend at the train station but tamgrdid not work
very well lately so when | got there, the train was still not there
a. Eltren llego6 tarde
b. *El tren se llegé tarde
The train arrived late

23.Alhunos piensan que Jesus es una personaje ficticio y otros que esamajee
historico. Yo personalmente creo que...
Some people think that jJesu
a. Jesus existio
b. *Jesus se existio
Jesus existed

24.Creia que el examen terminaria a las cinco pero era muchamagle lo que

esperabe
| thought the exam would finish at 5 but it was a lot Langer than | expected

a. El examen dur6 3 horas
b. *El examen se durd 3 horas
The exam lasted 3 hours
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EXPERIMENT 4
Test items
E-contexts

1. En los tiempos que corren, ¢de qué se preocupan los bancos del dinero o del
cliente?
Nowadays, what do banks care about, money or clients?
a. Alos bancos les importa el dinero no el cliente
b. El dinero les importa a los bancos, no el cliente
Banks care about money, not the client

2. Mi hermana no queria que invitara a una chica a la boda, ¢.era Lola o Sara?
My sister did not want that | invited one girl to the wedding, was it Lola or Sara?
a. A mi hermana le cae mal Sara, no Lola
b. Sarale cae mal a tu hermana, no Lola
My sister does not get along with Sara, not Lola

3. ¢Te acuerdas que Sofia estaba loca por ese chico de la;agéfR era Sergio o
Mateo?
Do you remember Sofia was crazy from that guy in our class?Wikde Sergio
or Mateo?
a. A Sofia le gustaba Mateo, no Sergio
b. Mateo le gustaba a Sofia, no Sergio

4. Tengo que hacerle un regalo a tu madre. ¢Qué le compro flores o0 bombones?
| have to buy a present for your mom. What should | buy flowers or chocolate?
a. A mi madre le encantan los bombones, no las flores
b. Los bombones le encantan a mi madre, no las flores
My mom loves chocolate not flowers

5. Mafana voy al cine con Pablo, ¢Qué crees que le preferira, una @ameti de
ciencia ficcion?
Tomorrow | am going to the movies with Pablo. What do you think he wilk prefe
a comedy or sience fiction?
a. A Pablo le divierten las comedias, no la ciencia ficcion
b. Las comedias le divierten a Pablo, no la ciencia ficcion
Comedies amuse Pablo, not science fiction

6. Maria es una miedica. ¢ De qué tenia miedo de las arafias o de los ratones?
Maria is a coward. What was she scared of spiders or mice?
a. A Maria le asustan los ratones no las arafias
b. Los ratones le asustan a Maria, no las arafas
Mice scare Maria, not spiders
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7. Tengo que saber cuales son los intereses de Catalina cuantg @Quéegprefiere
ella el cine o el teatro?
| have to know what are Catalina’s hobbies immediately. What does she prefer
the movies or the theatre?
a. A Catalina le interesa el cine, no el teatro
b. El cine le interesa a Catalina, no el teatro
Movies interest Catalina, not theatre

8. Juan parece preocupado ultimamente, ¢cual es el problema su trabajo o
familia?
Juan looks worried lately, what'’s the problem his work or his family?
a. A Juan le preocupa mucho el trabajo, no su familia
b. Eltrabajo le preocupa mucho a Juan, no su familia
His family worries Juan, not his family

T-contexts

9. Las cosas americanas estan de moda ¢ quiénes tienen una fascinacién con las cosas
americanas los franceses o los espafoles?
American things are in vogue. Who has a fascination for American things the
French or the Spanish?
a. Alos espafioles les fascinan las cosas americanas, no a los franceses
b. Las cosas americanas les fascinan a los espafioles, no a los franceses
The Spanish love American things, not the French

10.La profesora de biologia tiene muy buena fama ¢ Quién adorprafésora de
biologia Alejandro o Marta?
The Biology teacher has a good reputation. Who likes the Biology teacher
Alejandro or Marta?
a. A Alejandro le cae bien la profesora de bilogia, no a Marta
b. La profesora de biologia le cae bien a Alejandro, no a Marta
Alejandro likes the biology teacher, not Marta

11.He oido que necesitas un profesor de fisica para uno de tus Qiinén necesita
el profesor Carmen o Juan?
| have heard you need a Physics tutor for one of your children. Who needs the
professor Carmen or Juan?
a. A Juan le conviene un profesor particular, no a Carmen
b. Un profesor particular le conviene Juan, no a Carmen

A tutor is convenient for Juan, not Carmen

12.La musica clasica es aburridisima ¢ Quién odia la musis&alfu madre o tu
padre?
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Classical music is really boring. Who hates classical music your moyowr
dad?
a. A mi madre le aburre la muasica clasica, no a mi padre
b. La musica clasica le aburre a mi madre, no a mi padre
My mom hates classical music not my dad

13.Si Maria viene a mi casa tengo que encerrar a mis perrekjamlin porque es

alérgica y ademas le dan miedo. Espera, ¢0 era su hermadaéaddaque tenia
miedo de los perros?
If Maria comes to my house | have to put the dogs in the garden beteuse
allergic and also is scared of dogs. Wait, or was it her sister Clauti@a was
scared of dogs?

a. A Claudia le asustan los perros, no a Maria

b. Los perros le asustan a Claudia, no a Maria

Dogs scare Claudia, not Maria

14.Podriamos jugar a algun deporte porque Carlos viene este fin drasepiaa
Carlos o Pablo el que adoraba los deportes?
We could okay some sports this weekend since Carlos is coming,Gealog or
Panblo who loved sports?
a. A Pablo le divierten los deportes, no a Carlos
b. Los deportes le divierten a Pablo, no a Carlos
Sports amuse Carlos, not Pablo

15.Hay una vacante en Zara. Puedes decirselo a tus amigas. ¢@arehaamoda
Isa o Paula?
There is a job opening in Zara. You can tell your friends, who loves fashion Is
Paula?
a. A Paulale encanta la moda, no a Isa
b. La moda le encanta a Paula, no a Isa
Paula loves fashion, not Isa

16.Necesitamos a alguien mas para nuestro equipo de fatbol, ¢quién jhabalal
Juan o Pedro?
We need someone else for our soccer team, who plays soccer Juan or Pedro?
a. A Pedro le gusta el futbol, no a Juan
b. EIl futbol le gusta a Pedro, no a Juan
Pedro likes soccer not Juan
Pedro likes soccer, not Juan
Fillers

Unaccusativesin neutral contexts
25.En esta casa hay ladrones

There are thieves in this house
a. El dinero desaparece
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b. Desaparece el dinero
Money disappears

26. ¢ Cuanto dura la pelicufd?
How long is the movie?
a. 5 horas dura
b. Dura 5 horas
It lasts 5 hours

27.iQué ruido!¢,Qué ha pasado?
So noisy! What happened?
a. Eljarron se haroto
b. Se haroto el jarron
The vase broke

28.¢Qué paso ayer?
What happened yesterday?
a. Antonio se fue
b. Se fue Antonio
Antonio left

Unaccusativesin subject-focused contexts

29. ¢ Alguien sobrevivié al accidente?
Who survived the accident?
a. 5 personas sobrevivieron
b. Sobrevivieron 5 personas
5 people survived

30. ¢ Quién llego ayer?
My cousin arrived yesterday
a. Miprima llego
b. Llegd mi prima
My cousin arrived

31.¢Qué se derritio?
What melted?
a. El helado se derritid
b. Se derriti6 el helado
The ice melted

32.¢Quién vino ayer a la fiesta?
Who came to the party?

* This item is actually does not represent S-V combination but S-O. So, it will be eliminated from analysis
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a. Natalia vino
b. Vino Natalia
Natalia came

Unergativesin neutral contexts

33.Javi es muy deportista
Javi is very athletic
a. Javi juega al baloncesto
b. Juega al baloncesto Javi
Javi plays basketball

34.¢Qué hace la gente en los bares en Chapel Hill?
What do people do in Chapel Hill?
a. La gente baila hasta las 12 de la noche
b. Baila la gente toda la noche
People dance all night long

35.Hay mucha gente en esta universidad que estudia derecho
There are lots of people in this university that study law
a. Pablo estudia derecho
b. Estudia derecho Pablo
Pablo studies law

36.Hacia tanto frio cuando subimos a la cima de la montafia que...
It was so cold when we got to the top of the mountain that...
a. Maria estaba temblando
b. Estaba temblando Maria
Maria was shaking

Unergativesin subject-focused contexts

37.¢Quién estornudd en medio del examen?
Who sneezed in the middle of the test?
a. Maria estornudé
b. Estornud6 Maria
Maria sneezed

38.¢,Quién hablé en la conferencia?
Who spoke during the lecture?
a. Garcia Maquez hablé
b. Hablé Garcia Marquez
Garcia Marquez hablo

39. ¢ Quién minti6 en el juicio?
Who lied in court?
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a. Elabogado mintio
b. Minti6 el abogado
The lawyer lied

40. ¢ Quién corre todas las mafanas?
Who runs every morning?
a. Mi hermana corre
b. Corre mi hermana
My sister runs

279



APPENDIX B
ADDITIONAL CALCULATIONSFOR EXPERIMENTS1AND 2

EXPERIMENT 1

Control group

Mean Std Chi- Pr >
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisqg
WRONG: TVE vs|-0.0417 0.0533|0.61 0.4347
ETV
DAT: TVE vs. ETV |-0.1944 |0.0816 5.67 0.0172
ACC: TVE vs. ETV|0.1250 10.1152/1.18 0.2777
NO: TVE vs. ETV |0.9167 |0.1382/44.00 <.0001

Near-native group

Mean Std Chi- Pr >
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisq
WRONG: TVE vs|-0.1563 0.1228|1.62 0.2032
ETV
DAT: TVE vs. ETV |-0.4688 |0.2479 3.57 0.0587
ACC: TVE vs. ETV|-0.1250 |0.1499|0.70 0.4042
NO: TVE vs. ETV |0.4688 |0.25953.26 0.0708

Advanced group

Mean Std Chi- Pr >
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisqg
WRONG: TVE vs/-0.1190 0.1162|1.05 0.3055
ETV
DAT: TVE vs. ETV |-0.6667 |0.2267 8.65 0.0033
ACC: TVE vs. ETV|0.0714 | 0.1026|0.48 0.4863
NO: TVE vs. ETV 0.2857 |0.1371|4.34 0.0371
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I nter mediate group

L ow-proficiency group

EXPERIMENT 2

Control group

Mean Std Chi- Pr
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisq
WRONG: TVE vs/0.1176 0.1838|0.41 0.5222
ETV
DAT: TVE vs. ETV |-0.9118 |0.2572/12.57 0.0004
ACC: TVE vs. ETV|-0.2353 |0.1819/|1.67 0.1957
NO: TVE vs. ETV |0.3235 |0.2238/2.09 0.1482
Mean Std Chi- Pr
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisqg
WRONG: TVE vs/0.0833 0.1649|0.26 0.6134
ETV
DAT: TVE vs. ETV |-0.7917 |0.30886.57 0.0104
ACC: TVE vs. ETV|-0.2500 |0.3200|0.61 0.4347
NO: TVE vs. ETV |0.1250 |0.2643/0.22 0.6363
Mean Std Chi- Pr
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisqg
*CL+VB: TVE vs.|0.0208 0.0830|0.06 0.8017
ETV
RIGHT: TVE vs.-0.5903 |0.107730.07 <.0001
ETV
*CL: TVE vs. ETV |0.5764 |0.1132|25.93 <.0001
*VB: TVE vs. ETV |-0.6181 |0.1366|20.47 <.0001
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Near-native group

Advanced group

I nter mediate group

Mean Std Chi- Pr
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisq
*CL+VB: TVE vs.|0.0645 0.0738|0.76 0.3822
ETV
RIGHT: TVE vs/-0.0968 |0.1246 0.60 0.4372
ETV
*CL: TVE vs. ETV |0.0000 0.1185|0.00 1.0000
*VB: TVE vs. ETV |-0.2258 [0.1198|3.55 0.0594
Mean Std Chi- Pr
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisqg
*CL+VB: TVE vs.|0.0610 0.0958|0.40 0.5246
ETV
RIGHT: TVE vs/-0.0488 |0.13970.12 0.7269
ETV
*CL: TVE vs. ETV |0.0244 | 0.0453|0.29 0.5903
*VB: TVE vs. ETV [-0.0122 [0.1164|0.01 0.9166
Mean Std Chi- Pr
Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisqg
*CL+VB: TVE vs.|-0.4091 |0.1152|12.62 0.0004
ETV
RIGHT: TVE vs.0.1212 |0.2080|0.34 0.5602
ETV
*CL: TVE vs. ETV |-0.1364 |0.1056|1.67 0.1965
*VB: TVE vs. ETV |-0.5303 |0.1528|12.04 0.0005
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L ow-proficiency group

Mean Std Chi- Pr

Contrast Diff. Err Square Chisq
*CL+VB: TVE vs.|0.1522 0.2458/0.38 0.5359
ETV

RIGHT: TVE vs.,-0.1304 |0.3577|0.13 0.7154
ETV

*CL: TVE vs. ETV |-0.1957 |0.1726|1.29 0.2569
*VB: TVE vs. ETV [-0.3696 |0.2552|2.10 0.1476
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