Pronominal subjects at
the interfaces:

evidence from American English learners of
Spanish in the CEDEL2 corpus.

THE PHENOMENON: sss:

Pronominal subjects in o
L1 English - L2 Spanish

e Early findings (1980s)
e Licensing mechanisms: acquired early
Learners of L2 Spanish know from early stages that overt

Cristobal Lozano ::: ° and null prn subjects can alternate.
Universidad de Granada | 999 ® -
eo0o e Recent findings (late 1990s, 2000s):
L& e Discursive properties acquired late and persistently
® problematic
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e Formal features: Learners omit (=license) pronominal subjects from earl
stages of acquisition
e Liceras 1989, Phinney 1987, Lozano 2002b
El/ @ come pasta
‘He /| @ eats pasta’

e Discursive features: Learners acquire the discursive constraints (topic, topic-
shift) late: persistently problematic = overproduction in topic contexts
e Perez-Leorux et al 1999, Perez-Leroux & Glass 1997, 1999, Al-Kasey & Perez-Leroux
1998, Lozano 2002a, 2003, 2006, Montrul & Rodriguez-Louro 2006.
La abuela piensa que #ella regara las plantas
Grandma thinks that she will water the plants

e Unidirectionality:
o Most studies have found overproduction of overt subjects in topic contexts
o But some bidirectionality attested as well (Montrul & Rodriguez-Louro 2006)

e “Morphosyntactic aspects are learned before discourse-pragmatic
properties of the distribution of null/overt subjects” (Montrul
& Rodriguez-Louro 2006)

o “Knowledge of the marking of the topic/focus distinction is
acquired over time and experience” (Perez-Leroux & Glass
1999:242

Previous studies: Attrition

e e.g., Toribio 2000, Satterfield 2003

Overproduction of overt subjects in topic contexts:

Yo no lo vi, #¢l estaba en Massachussetts ... #¢l estaba en Nueva
York ... #El estaba donde Eugenia ...

‘| didn’t see him, he was in Massachussetts ... he was in New York ... He
was at Eugenia’s place ...

Cuando #ellos vienen aqui, #ellos lo pierden
‘When they arrive here, they lose it (i.e., they lose their mother tongue Spanish)




The wider context: .
Syntax before discourse o2

e The “syntax-before-discourse” phenomenon
e Observed in 2 properties of pro-drop parameter

e Observed in other acquisition contexts:
e L2 acquisition of pronominals (other than L2 Spa):
L1 SPANISH - L2 GREEK: Lozano (2003)
L1 ENGLISH - L2 ITALIAN: Sorace & Filiaci (2006)
L1 ITALIAN — L2 SPANISH: Bini (1993)
L1 CROATIAN — L2 ITALIAN: Kras (2006)
L1 JAPANESE — L2 ENGLISH: Polio (1995)
e L2 acquisition of SV inversion
Lozano (2006a, 2006b), Belletti & Leonini (2004), Camacho (1999)
e L1 bilingualism of pronominals

Serratrice (2004), Serratrice & al (2004), Tsimpli et al (2004), Pinto (2006), Paradis &
Navarro (2003)

e L1 attrition of pronominals and SV inversion:
Montrul (2004), Satterfield (2003), Tsimpli et al (2004), Helland (2004)
e L1 acquisition of pronominals
Grisntead (2004), Chien & Wexler (1990), Grodzinsky & Reinhart (1993)

e See Sorace (2004) for overview:

5
o ‘“interfaces, because they are more complex than narrow syntax, are inherently more difficult
to acquire” (p. 144)

Explaining the causes :

e Sorace (2004, 2005, 2006), Sorace & Filiaci (2006)

e 2 main approaches:

OREPRESENTATION DEFICITS: Deficits with features at
syntax-discourse interface (L2 Spa: Lozano 2002, 2003)

= Underspecification of (interpretable) features like [Topic], [Focus],
[Topic-Shift]

®PROCESSING DEFICITS: Processing deficits at syntax-
discourse interface (L2 Spa: Lozano 2006c¢)
= Default processing mechanism: overt pronoun

STILL MISSING IN THE sett

LITERATURE :

e In previous studies:
e Most evidence comes from 3rd sinqular only

e BUT claims about the whole pronominal paradigm
(singular: 1st, 2nd, 3rd; plural: 1st, 2nd, 3rd)

e This study:
e Evidence from the whole paradigm
e Deficits are selective:

Not all persons in the paradigm are equally vulnerable at
syntax-discourse interface

e Birectinoality:
Both overt and null pronouns are used apragmatically.

FEATURE GEOMETRY ANALYSIS |3::°

Harley & Ritter (2002) :

e Pronominal feature geometry: part of UG = hierarchically organised

Referring Expression (=Pronoun)

Speaker Addressee Group Minimal .-CLASS "
(=1" person) (=2"'person) (=mon-sing) (=sing) *..(—gender) ./

Anjmate Inaminate/Neuter

Fem Masc...

e Traditional distinction (Jespersen, Biihler, Bloomfield, Benveniste, etc):
e Speech-act participants vs. non-participants
Speech-act participants: Deictic use of pronouns (1st, 2nd) } Implications
Speech act non-participants: Anaphoric use of pronouns (3rd) [ ' for SLA




PRONOMINAL DISTRIBUTION §:::
at SYNTAX-DISCOURSE: 2

TOPIC

e Topic = known information
e Topic continuity is marked via null pronoun

° [Prewous context: talking about the main character of a film]

[RSZ, Spa native, CEDEL?2 corpus]

‘In the film “Hidden”, the main character has a fam||y and he works ina TV program
One day he starts receiving anonymous videos...

Theoretical basis for pronominal distrib in discourse:
Alonso-Ovalle et al 2002, Lozano 2003, Lujan 1999, Rigau 1986, Picallo 1994,

Alonso-Ovalle & D’Introno 2000, Fenandez-Soriano 1989, 1993, 1999,
Montalbetti 1984, 1986, etc, etc.

PRONOMINAL DISTRIBUTION | iii:
at SYNTAX-DISCOURSE: :

TOPIC-SHIFT

e Change of referent requires topic-shift: use of overt pronoun or full NP

o [Previous context: talking about the main characters of the film “The illusionist”, a man and a
woman]

{ OVERT PRONOUN:

[SPH, Spa native, CEDEL2 corpus]

“The last film | saw is “The illusionist” ... The main characters are two young Feople who meetand fallin 3
love. He comes from a working-class famlly whereas she comes from a noble famil :

[SPH, Spa native,

CEDEL2 corpus]

“One day, the Prince and his fiancé go to see the show ... The Prince suspects that his fiancé is
cheating on him and he tells one of his henchmen to follow her ... At the end, the illusionist and the girl
prepare their escape ... The Prince ends up committing suicide and at the end the illusionist and the g|r|
get together”.

DATA: ses:

CEDEL2 corpus o
[Corpus Escrito del Espanol L2]

L1 English — L2 Spanish
e Also: native Spanish subcorpus (for comparative purposes)

e All proficiency levels

e 3 online forms:
e Learning background

e Spanish placement test (UWPT: University of Wisconsin
Placement Test)

Composition

VAR i START CEDEL?2 - learners w

o ) Corpus Escrito del Espafiol L2
—z ] (CEDEL2)

=] Tnstructions

EMBERS
Please click on step 1 and fill in the online form. Then do the same with step 2 and step 3.

E] [MOTE: vou will be asked for a username & password in Step 3: if you do not have them already, please email

cedel2login@yahoo.com now to receive them].

= STEP 1: Your learning background
v

= STEP 2: Brief composition in Spanish

v
= STEP 3: Spanish placement test




DATA:
CEDEL2 corpus:

CEDEL2 corpus
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SOFWARE:
UAM Corpus Tool, v. 1.0

e FREE SOFTWARE: http://www.wagsoft.com/CorpusTool/

e Developed by Mick O’Donnell (Universidad Autonoma de Madrid)

e Annotates segments
e A segment can be any linguistic unit:
Morpheme
Word
Phrase
Sentence
Text

Start Feature: Depth: &8 Zoom %: Options lﬂ'ﬂ'l

np
SYNTA

pronoun

ol

subjects

1sing
S]NGU'LAR 5
*TTPE S‘_"g
HUMBER
1ph
pharal W{&ﬂu
3pla
ANIMACTY [ammate
nanimate
topic
NEO Hocus
topic-shift

contrastive-focus

pragratic
PEAGMATICS

apragmatic — np-when-mll-required

OVERPRODUCTION- rovert-when-null-required
APRAGMATIC. [ verproduction m—[
TYPE

underproduction

2 i 8; 8% 2 § % g; i % % E E E g E e Each annotation is a tag.
£ 222 3> 2 8§02 483 &= 2
e XML-compatible.
13 14
(X X J (X X J
ANNOTATION SCHEME (tags) __ &:i: SOFTWARE: TAGGING HE
Ttk

= Subjects analysis for: LibroRogerNatives\CMM. bxt:

intenté suicidarse a causa de problemas laborales y amorosos. La familia debe desplazarse al

— —

completo, por sorpresa, a un concurso de talentos infantiles en el que debe participar la nifia a mas de

—
1000 km. de distancia {desde Alburguergue a California). En el wiajs han de lidiar con problemas
—
personales muy importantes, aquellos que han marcado suvida hasta el momento: el fio se encuentra
con el amante que lo traiciond, el padre se da cuenta de que su socio lo ha engafiado y 1o ha dejado
— — —

en la bancarrota, el hijo mayor descubre que es daltonico y ello le impedira ser piloto, su suefio, y el
— — —

abuelo, el peor parado de la historia, muere por sobredosis de cocaina cuando era lo Unico que lo

hacia salir de una vida ""anodina"... Curiosaments, las Unicas personas que no sufren un gran chogque

emaocional por lo que les ocurre son las mujeres: la madre y la nifia (aunque &sta no gana el concurso).I =

S ﬂ ﬁ A eASEENES SIS el sERESSRSNS
Assigned




HYPOTHESES

e 2 HYPOTHESES

e Based on previous research and the Feature Geometry:

o H1: Deficits at syntax-discourse interface are selective:

Robustness and native-like knowlege:
= speech-act participants: 15t and 2nd

» 3 neutral

Vulnerability: 3" animate

e H2: Bidirectionality
Overuse of overt pronouns in topic contexts
Underuse of null pronouns if topic-shift contexts

SUBJECTS :

e 2 learner groups (L1 AmEng — L2 Spa): Students of L2 Spa at
American Universities, placement program in Spa-speaking country.
o Upper Advanced: 98%-100% proficiency
o Lower Advanced: 91%-95% proficiency

e 1 Spanish native control group

e Proficiency measure: UWPT (University of Wisconsin Placement Test,
1998)

e Written compositions:
For this study, mostly:
= 1. Talk about one of your recent travels. [»1st person]
2. Summarise a film you have seen recently. [ Topic, Topic-Shift, 3rd person]
= 3. Talk about your last holidays. [ 1st person, 3rd person, Topic, Topic-shift]

17 18
Group Initials  Proficie Age Age ExpcVarietyEng Yrs instruct Stay (yrs;mths) # words # tags % subjects
UppAdv ELS 100% 25 15 AmEng 5 18 647 40 6.2%
JsSD 100% 20 12 AmEng 9 13 819 41 5.0%
KEM 100% 28 20 AmEng 8 10 1032 65 6.3%
KEM2  100% 28 20 AmEng 8 10 866 50 5.8%
OPE 98% 48 15 AmEng 1 17 798 43 5.4%
cPB 98% 21 11 AmEng 1 3 1010 45 4.5%
MEA 98% 52 3 AmEng ? 204 865 38 4.4%
JGP 98% 58 13 AmEng 7 6 554 27 4.9%
LP 98% 51 16 AmEng 6 4 781 46 5.9%
JEL 98% 20 13 AmEng 8 7 816 58 7.1% m
RESULTS
Group Initials  Proficie Age Age ExpcVarietyEng Yrs instruct Stay (yrs;mths) # words # tags % subjects
LowAdv ARGL 95% 49 16 AmEng ? 9 981 63 6.4% m
SAR 95% 58 20 AmEng 3 12 858 46 5.4% c
DKH 95% 28 6 AmEng 15 3 870 65 7.5%
AK 95% 23 13 AmEng 10 1 907 63 6.9% m o000
SMG 93% 19 16 AmEng 3 1 840 65 7.7% P E RS O N 0000
KMH 93% 21 10 AmEng 1 4 834 47 5.6% o a n d
cco 93% 20 14 AmEng 5 0 849 44 5.2%
SMM 91% 18 13 AmEng 6 0 705 50 7.1% q 00060
CN 91% 55 26 AmEng 3 228 871 42 4.8% [ XX}
ACC 91% 25 12 BrEng 2 7 806 43 5.3% m
NUMBER |ee
Group Initials Age # words # tags % subjects .
SpaNats MSCL 33 642 17 26% n
GDC 51 392 15 3.8% o
CAC 33 377 17 4.5%
MCL 40 667 38 5.7% :
AHN 33 470 30 6.4%
ENB 39 442 21 4.8% [
MHMR 56 335 17 5.1% = DATA ANALYSIS:
cLB 32 456 17 3.7% q q
RSZ 26 538 27 5.0% Q- analysis of frequencies
MDD 32 422 28 6.6% S A i N
S a0 o P oo 19 X2 inferential stats to check significance 20
CMM 33 841 40 4.8%

5954 299 5.1%




RESULTS: 1sing Animate
yo/@ ‘I

e All groups: Animate

GROUP

RESULTS: 1plu Animate
nosotros/nosotras/@ ‘we’ o

e All groups: Animate

W LOWEADY GROUP
B LDy [ W LOW-ADY
0 o muwreaov  © All groups:
e All groups: mostly 0 spansH %a;ggfucauy
. pragmatically correct
: « No sig differences ) « NO Sig differences
between groups ] between learners and
5 Spanish
o B e CONCLUSION: » CONCLUSION:
:ﬁ:;mcmnnrmn:mm e Low-Adv = Spa b(:)v;)l-ﬁ:z i 22:
e Upp-Adv = Spa
2 PRAGMATIC DDA‘APRADC:\:AT\C . 2
PRAGMATICALITY of 1plu Animate
RESULTS: 2sing, 2plu e, . i e,
. o RESULTS: 3sing Animate
ta/@ ‘you oo eee
[ J

vosotros/vosotras/@ ‘you all’
e 2nd sing: tu ‘you’
e Al groups: Animate
o All groups: pragmatically correct
o All groups: Extremely low freq, though:
Upp-Adv: N=1

Low-Adv: N=1
Spanish: N=0

e 2nd plu: vosotros / vosotras ‘you all’

o All groups: Animate
e All groups: pragmatically correct

e All groups: Extremely low freq, though:
Upp-Adv: N=1
Low-Adv: N=1
Spanish: N=0
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Percent

NP/él/ella/d ‘hel/she’ o

e Learners: considerable
% of pragmatically
s incorrect (17%, 15%)
| UPP-ADV
O SPAMISH

o Natives: pragmatically
correct

o Sig differences between
learners and Spanish

e CONCLUSION:
Low-Adv # Spa

Upp-Adv # Spa

APRAGMATIC

24

PRAGMATIC
PRAGMATICALITY of 3sing Animate




RESULTS: 3sing Inanimate

NP/ello/@ ‘it

100.0% —

80.0%—

GROUP
B LOW-ADV
B UPP-ADY
O SPAMISH

All groups:
pragmatically
correct

NO sig differences
between learners and
Spanish.

RESULTS: 3plu Animate

NP

/ellos/ellas/@

100.0%

‘they’ :

e All groups: mostly
pragmatically correct

crove o  NO sig differences
W LOW-ADY
@ UPP-2DV between learners and
0O SPAMISH

Spanish.
BUT: learners higher

apragmatic than
Spanish (10%, 10%)

E 60.0%— E
5 5
o CONCLUSION: : o CONCLUSION:
Low-Adv = Spa b‘;";’:ﬁgz : 22:
0w Upp-Adv = Spa
0.0%— 2 N
PRAGMATIC APRAGMATIC PRAGMATIC APRAGMATIC
PRAGMATICALITY of 3sing Inanimate PRAGMATICALITY of 3plu Animate
(X X J (X X J
[ X X X ( X X X
RESULTS: 3plu INANIMATE secs SUMMARY OF RESULTS: HH
(X J (X J
1 ] ° )
NP/@ ‘they PERSON & NUMBER
All groups: SINGULAR PLURAL
. pragmatically correct P ——
i s (except for 4.5% in 1st Lopro Zmﬁ tatistically like Spanish Lopro th; tatistically like Spanish
ESEZGSHV Low-Adv, which earners behave statistically like Spanish. earners behave statistically like Spanish.
B00% corresPonds to 1 an No problem. No problem.
example only) Learners behave statistically like Spanish. Learners behave statistically like Spanish.
[BUT more research needed due to low [BUT more research needed due to low
fg 0% NO sig differences frequencies] frequencies]
g between learners and S :
005 Spanlsh. 3rd Problematic: Animate No problem: Animate

200%—

APRAGMATIC

PRAGMATIC
PRAGMATICALITY of 3plu Inanimate

CONCLUSION:
Low-Adv = Spa
Upp-Adv = Spa
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Learners behave differently from Spanish.

No problem: Inanimate

Learners behave statistically like Spanish.

Learners behave statistically like Spanish.

BUT learners more apragmatic than Spanish
(n.s.)

No problem: Inanimate
Learners behave statistically like Spanish.
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RESULTS: Apragmaticality of Topic
e Overproduction of overt pronoun in topic-continuity context:
RE S U LTS ° [Context: Talking about two characters in the film “Volver”: the mother and Penélope Cruz]
i La madre ha vuelto para pedirle perdén a Penélope, porque #ella no sabia que
i Penélope habia sido abusada por su propio padre... [JEL, Upp-Advanced, CEDEL2
P R G M TI C L I TY ’ . . . e
A A A A 'YXX) o : [Context: Talking about the main character of the film “Spanglish”]
o000 : La madre no puede hablar inglés pero @ es muy trabajadora. #Ella empieza a trabajar ...
®o0 : #Ella no puede comunicar|se] con esta familia ... [SMM, Low-Advanced, CEDEL2 corpus]
(=types of errors) |q
e Overproduction of full NP in topic-continuity context
° §[Context: Talking about the main character in the film “Spanglish”]
gLa trabajadora esta muy celosa y no le gusta la situacion. A pesar de la situacion,
H#la trabajadora se queda en la casay @ continla a trabajar... [SMM, Low-Advanced,
:CEDEL?2 corpus]
29 Heeteete e e et e e et e bt et e bt et e et e e e s et e et e st et e Rt e b e et e s h e et e e st e be s st e eae e b eeaae s eentensaenes 0.
] o RESULTS: RESULTS: A ticality of see
e © _ : Apragmaticality of | ::::
Apragmaticality of Topic Tobic-Shift %
Both learner groups differ sngnlflcantly from IC= | M
Spanish ( 12/g 9% vs. 3%) op c
° UppAdv # Spa
e LowAdv # Spa . . . .
« UppAdv = LowAdv e Underproduction of overt pronoun in topic-shift
BUT Learners: trend towards native norm. _ . S
Learners significantly produce more overt contexts (—pl’OdUCtIOI’] of @) > amblgwty
material when null is required
i o [Context: Describing the film “Amores possiveis™ they are various
- JSRowp 2 overproduction types: ¢ characters: Carlos, Julia, Maria, la madre (de Julia), el padre (de
» 2 s o Overt PRN > Full NP (when null is required).

OVERT nsteadol HULL P innseadof AL
QOVERPROD_TYPE with TOPIC

No sig differences in overproduction
rates.

CONCLUSION

e To mark topic continuity, learners
significantly overproduce overt material
when a null pronoun is required.

Carlos)]

En la tercera [pelicula], #2 deja su romance con Julia y #J regresa
a su esposa, que en mi opinién #@ sabia lo que estaba pasando
€on Su esposo pero nunca #J quiso decirle nada sabiendo que #@
tenia [que] hacer su propia decision de volver a estar con ella.
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Percent

RESULTS: Apragmaticality of

Topic-Shift

1000% GROUP
W LOW-ADY
@ UPP-ADY

60.0% [ SPANISH

60.0%

40.0%

200%

APRAG TOPSHFT

PRAG TOPSHFT
PRAGMATICALITY

e Learners: very low
percentages of
underproduction (3%, 8%)

Natives: no underproduction
(0%)

e Learners do not statistically
differ from natives:
e Upp-Adv = Spanish
o Low-Adv = Spanish

e BUT learners do commit some
underproduction violations.

e CONCLUSION
e Technically, learners behave
like Spa natives, though they
produce some
underproductions.
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CONCLUSION

e Chomsky’s ‘Avoid Pronoun Principle’
This study:
Deficits at syntax-discourse interface are SELECTIVE:
e Robust 1st and 2nd persons (sing & plu)
speech-act participants
deictic use of pronouns
e Robust 3rd person inanimate (sing)
e Vulnerable 3rd person animate (sing & plu)

Previous research:

Deficits when overt/null pronouns are constrained by topic and topic-shift at syntax-
discourse interface

Implication: Deficits with Economy Principle at syntax-discourse interface

Anaphoric use of pronouns

BIDIRECTIONALITY:

Overproduction of overt pronoun (and full NP) to mark topic-continuity
Mild underproduction (use of null to mark topic-shift)

Further research:
Pronominal Feature Geometry (Harley & Ritter 2002) and SLA of pronominals
Limitations of corpus data. Experimental data needed (whole pronominal paradigm)
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