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ABSTRACT

THIS DISSERTATION EXAMINES THE DEVELOPMENT OF LONG-DISTANCE WH- MOVEMENT
QUESTIONS IN THE L2 ENGLISH OF (CANADIAN) FRENCH AND BULGARIAN SPEAKERS. THE
MAIN PHENOMENON UNDER INVESTIGATION IS MEDIAL WH- CONSTRUCTIONS (WH- SCOPE
MARKING AND WH- COPYING). SUCH CONSTRUCTIONS ARE OF PARTICULAR INTEREST
BECAUSE THEY ARE UNATTESTED IN BOTH THE L1 AND THE L2 OF THE TWO LEARNER
POPULATIONS; AT THE SAME TIME, THEY ARE LICENSED OPTIONS IN A NUMBER OF OTHER
TYPOLOGICALLY DISTINCT LANGUAGES, OF WHICH THE PARTICIPANTS REPORT NO
KNOWLEDGE. AS SUCH, MEDIAL WH- CONSTRUCTIONS POSE A LEARNABILITY PROBLEM IN L2
ACQUISITION: HOW CAN A LEARNER “KNOW” SOMETHING THAT IS NOT SUPPORTED BY
EITHER THE NATIVE LANGUAGE OR THE TARGET INPUT, BUT IS ATTESTED IN OTHER
LANGUAGES?

TWO EXPERIMENTS, A WRITTEN GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT MULTIPLE-CHOICE
TASK AND AN ORAL ELICITED PRODUCTION TASK, WERE CARRIED OUT WITH THE TWO
DIFFERENT LEARNER POPULATIONS AND WITH ENGLISH NATIVE SPEAKER CONTROLS. THE
WRITTEN EXPERIMENTS SHOWED THAT MEDIAL WH- CONSTRUCTIONS CO-EXIST AND COMPETE
WITH THE TARGET ENGLISH LONG-DISTANCE STRUCTURE AT THE EARLY AND INTERMEDIATE
STAGES OF ACQUISITION OF BOTH THE FRENCH AND THE BULGARIAN SPEAKING
PARTICIPANTS; AT THE ADVANCED STAGES OF ACQUISITION, BOTH POPULATIONS SHOWED
EVIDENCE THAT MEDIAL WH- REPRESENTATIONS HAD BEEN SUCCESSFULLY ELIMINATED
FROM THE INTERLANGUAGE GRAMMAR, AND THE L2 DATA CONVERGED WITH THAT OF THE
NATIVE SPEAKERS. IN THE ORAL ELICITATION EXPERIMENTS BOTH THE FRENCH AND THE
BULGARIAN SPEAKING PARTICIPANTS RESORTED TO MEDIAL WH- AND A NUMBER OF OTHER
STRATEGIES AIMED AT AVOIDING LONG-DISTANCE WH- MOVEMENT; I ARGUE THAT SUCH
STRATEGIES ARE DUE TO BOTH THE DERIVATIONAL COMPLEXITY AND THE HIGH PROCESSING
LOAD ASSOCIATED WITH LONG-DISTANCE WH- MOVEMENT.

THE ACCOUNT DEVELOPED TO ADDRESS THE FINDINGS OF THE DISSERTATION
INCORPORATES INSIGHTS FROM BOTH NATIVIST AND DOMAIN-GENERAL VIEWS ON
ACQUISITION. THE PROPOSAL IS THAT L2 GRAMMARS HAVE TO BE UG-CONSTRAINED IN
ORDER FOR THE LEARNABILITY PROBLEM TO BE RESOLVED. IN ADDITION, THE ACQUISITION
PROCESS HAS TO BE STRONGLY DRIVEN BY THE INPUT, ALLOWING LEARNERS TO MAKE
EXTENSIVE USE OF A GENERAL PROBABILISTIC LEARNING MECHANISM; THIS MECHANISM
HELPS THEM TO GRADUALLY ELIMINATE THE COMPETING REPRESENTATIONS UNSUPPORTED
BY THE L2 INPUT AND TO CONVERGE WITH THE GRAMMATICAL TARGET. THIS APPROACH IS
IN PRINCIPLE APPLICABLE TO BOTH L1 AND L2 ACQUISITION AND ACCOUNTS FOR SOME
RELEVANT SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE TWO.

THESIS ADVISORS: JUANA LICERAS NINA KAZANINA
(UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA)  (UNIVERSITY OF BRISTOL)

EXTERNAL EXAMINER: LYDIA WHITE (MCGILL UNIVERSITY)

INTERNAL EXAMINERS: MARIA LUISA RIVERO (UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA)

ASH ASUDEH (CARLETON UNIVERSITY)
ANDRES SALANOVA (UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA)
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Chapter I
Introduction

= SUMMARY: THIS CHAPTER PROVIDES AN OVERVIEW OF SOME OF THE GENERAL ACQUISITION
ISSUES AS WELL AS THE SPECIFIC L2 PHENOMENA THAT THE DISSERTATION ADDRESSES.

Non-target patterns in L2 acquisition are an extremely interesting and, at the same time,
challenging phenomenon.' Seeking consistent errors within an individual or a population
of L2 learners and trying to account for such systematicity is a key goal in this
dissertation and, indeed, in most other L2 research. The great challenge in this effort is
that L2 errors can arise from a variety of sources: different feature configurations
between the L1 and the L2, morphological mismatches, processing constraints, age
effects, motivational factors, etc. How, then, are we to tease apart the different potential
factors conspiring together to bring about a particular non-target L2 behaviour? Are there
non-target phenomena that allow us a glimpse into the acquisition process without the
confounds just described? Could such insights be generated from spontaneous L2
production or under controlled, experimental circumstances?

The phenomenon that this dissertation investigates is medial wh- constructions in
the L2 English of (Canadian) French and Bulgarian speakers. Before I introduce medial
wh- constructions in more detail, I will explain how they belong to a particular class of
L2 phenomena that pose a special challenge in L2 acquisition theory, and are therefore of
special interest. Generally, non-target utterances can be linked to some properties of the
L1 or the L2. On rare occasions, however, such L2 utterances seem completely unrelated
to any properties of the native or the target language, but surprisingly are attested in other-
natural languages of which the L2 learners do not have any knowledge. This constitutes
an obvious learnability problem in second language acquisition: how can an L2 learner
‘know’ something that does not exist in the L1 or the L2, but is typologically attested in
other languages? Several phenomena described in the L2 literature exemplify this

problem. One such case is the existence of resumptive pronouns in relative clauses as in

(1).

' In this chapter a non-target pattern is broadly defined as any pattern (morphological, syntactic,
phonological, etc.) that deviates from what native speakers of the particular target language (variety) would
produce and/or accept. However, later on in this dissertation the terms target and non-target are used
focusing on purely syntactic phenomena and morphological, lexical, etc. errors are ignored (see chapter 4).
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(1) a. *This is the woman who(m) I love her.
b. ‘This is the woman who(m) I love.’
Equivalent utterances were reported by Hyltenstam (1984) in situations where neither the
L1s (Finnish; Spanish) nor the L2 (Swedish) allow this specific kind of resumption.
However, such structures are attested in other languages such as Persian and Arabic.

Another example where non-target utterances do not seem to be licensed by either
the L1 or the L2 is offered by MacLaughlin (1996; 1998; see also Finer and Broselow
1986), who investigates reflexives in the L2 English of Chinese and Japanese speakers.
She argues that a subset of the participants in her study systematically accepted long-
distance binding of reflexives out of non-finite clauses; this setting is available in Russian,
for example, but not in either the learners’ L1s or in the L2. Schwartz and Sprouse (1994)
discuss yet another example that belongs to this class of phenomena. They claim that a
Turkish learner of L2 German went through a stage of acquisition at which he produced
inverted V2 structures with pronominal subjects and non-inverted structures when the
subject was a full DP. In developing an account in terms of cross-linguistic variation of
case feature checking mechanisms, the authors argue that the systematic differentiation
between pronouns and full DPs with regards to inversion is not found in either the native
or target language of the learner. However, such differentiation is found in French, a
language of which the speaker reports no knowledge.

More details about these data and analyses will be provided in the next chapter. At
this point, however, it is important to mention some of the questions that the above
examples raise. Why is it that L2 learners sometimes show systematic non-target
language patterns that cannot be explained in terms of either the L1 or the L2, but can be
found as grammatical options in other natural languages? Could it be that L2 learners,
just like child L1 learners, explore grammatical options made available to them by
Universal Grammar and gradually determine which ones are licensed by the particular
language they are acquiring? Alternatively, could there be processing reasons that can be
invoked to account for such learnability issues? Finally, could the learnability problem
result merely from a coincidental combination of, or a mismatch between abstract L1 and

L2 features?” These are some of the fundamental questions this dissertation will address.

2 See chapter 2, section 2.1.4, for a specific example illustrating this possibility.
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As already mentioned, the phenomenon on which I focus is known as medial wh-,
and what makes its investigation particularly worthwhile is that it constitutes another
example of the L2 learnability problem. In essence, medial wh- constructions are long-
distance wh- questions (i.e. wh- extraction out of an embedded clause), where an “extra”
wh- word appears in the beginning of the embedded CP, as in (2)-(3). Medial wh-
constructions are divided into two types. The first one is known as wh- copying because
an exact copy of the matrix wh- word appears in the embedded clause, as in (2). The
second type is called wh-scope marking’, as in (3); in this construction the contentful wh-
word appears only in the embedded clause, while an expletive what is inserted in the
matrix to mark scope over the entire sentence’. Both wh- copying and wh- scope marking
are ungrammatical in all varieties of English. The grammatical equivalent of these medial
wh- constructions is given in (4) where a single (contentful) wh- phrase has undergone
successive cyclic movement to the specifier of the matrix clause.

(2) *Who; do you think who; John kissed #?

(3) *What do you think who; John kissed #?

(4) Who; do you think ¢ John kissed #?
Despite the fact that medial wh- as in (2) and (3) is ungrammatical in adult English,
Thornton (1990) attested such sentences in elicited production experiments in child L1
English. Similar utterances have also been observed in the L1 acquisition of Dutch (van
Kampen, 1997), French (Oiry, 2002; Oiry and Demirdache, 2006), Spanish (Gutierrez,
2004a; 2006) and Basque (Gutierrez, 2004b), even though medial wh- is not part of the
adult grammar in these languages either.

More recently, medial wh- has also been reported in the L2 acquisition literature
(mostly in elicited production experiments): Okawara (2000), Wakabayashi and Okawara
(2003), Yamane (2003), and Schulz (2006) attested such structures in the L2 English of
Japanese speakers; and Gutierrez (2005) observed medial wh- utterances in the L2
English of Spanish/Basque bilinguals. Interestingly, while medial wh- constructions are

not a grammatical option in any of the languages mentioned so far, they are a well-

3 Sometimes also referred to as partial movement.

* There is a debate in the literature on whether the wh- element in the matrix clause is an inserted expletive
or a phonological realization of a feature that has moved to Spec matrix CP. See next chapter for more on
this issue.
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documented grammatical phenomenon in other natural languages such as (dialects of)
German, Frisian, Hungarian, Romani, Afrikaans, Hindi, etc.’

In terms of the learnability problem described above, and working within a
generative framework, it is tempting to evoke Universal Grammar in proposing an
explanation for medial wh- constructions in language acquisition. It can be argued that
since this phenomenon is attested in a number of natural languages, it represents a valid
option in UG; this option is available and can be selected in the acquisition process
regardless of whether it is licensed or not in the target language; eventually, medial wh-
utterances disappear from the target language, if they are not part of its grammar, due to
indirect negative input (i.e. medial wh- utterances are absent from the input). Such a
scenario can in principle apply to both first and second language acquisition, and a
version of it has been proposed by most of the researchers mentioned above (but see
discussion of Schulz (2006) in Chapter 2 for an example of a different account). Naturally,
this scenario would need to address questions such as why medial wh- seems to be more
likely to occur under experimental circumstances rather than in spontaneous production,
and why exactly medial wh- (as opposed to wh- in situ, for example) was attested in the
experiments mentioned above.

Furthermore, while the assumption that UG plays a crucial role in L1 acquisition
is in general well-established, it is subject to much more controversy in L2 acquisition.
Some researchers argue that L2 learning is UG-constrained (e.g. White 1985, 1989a,
2003; Schwartz and Sprouse 1996; Flynn 1987, Epstein, ‘Flynn and Martohardjono 1996,
Gregg, 2003, inter alia), while others claim that the mechanisms involved in L1 and L2
acquisition are entirely different and UG has very limited or no role in the latter (e.g.
Bley-Vroman, Felix and loup 1988, Bley-Vroman 1990, Bates and MacWhinney 1989,
Clahsen and Muysken 1986, Schachter 1988, among others; see also O’Grady 2001b,
2008, among others). Proponents of this view usually explain L2 acquisition in terms of
more general cognitive rather than strictly linguistic processes. While at first sight the
class of L2 non-target phenomena that show no relation to the properties of the native or

the target language seem to be most naturally explained in terms of a UG-constrained L2

* Note that Schulz (2006) also attested medial wh- constructions in the L2 English of Germans speakers.
However, this fact does not pose a learnability problem as such constructions are licensed in (dialects of)
German and can thus be straightforwardly accounted for in terms of L1 transfer.



Chapter 1: Introduction 5

model, they can also be accounted for assuming a non-access view. For example, it could
be argued that such phenomena result from specific L2 processing constraints or memory
load effects. In addition, although unlikely with the particular construction under
investigation in this dissertation, it is possible that different L2 learning strategies, or
explicit instruction might also be responsible for the emergence of such paradoxical
phenomena.

The issue of whether or not L2 acquisition involves access to UG is further
confounded by the high number of additional variables involved in L2 learning. Age of
exposure, L1 transfer, length of studies, type of acquisition setting, and motivation are
just a few of the many factors that distinguish L2 from L1 acquisition. Moreover, the
different degrees of success in language learning as well as the greater variability
generally attested in L2 studies compared to L1 studies, make the task of providing
empirical support for or against access to UG in L2 even more challenging.

One of the general goals of this dissertation is to provide new empirical data and a
discussion relevant to the issues outlined above. An important task in this respect is to
address the question of what type of data can support the claim that an L2 grammar is
constrained by UG and what kind of evidence would point to the null hypothesis (i.e. that
UG is not involved in L2 acquisition). A more specific goal, on the other hand, is to
demonstrate that medial wh- is attested in the interlanguage of (Canadian) French and
Bulgarian speakers acquiring L2 English. A crucial question that I investigate in this
respect is whether medial wh- in the L2 English of these two populations represents a
direct or an indirect dependency. The direct dependency [c» Whi-... [cp Whi-...1]]
constitutes a complex (biclausal) question with long-distance (LD) wh- movement. In this
case, pronouncing an intermediate wh- word in the embedded clause is indeed
ungrammatical in the two L1s (French; Bulgarian) and the L2 (English), and is of great
interest with regards to the learnability problem discussed earlier. On the other hand, the
indirect dependency [cp Wh-i... ti] [ce Wh-... t;] constitutes two independent local
movements corresponding to two simple (monoclausal) sequential questions with
separate wh- phrases, as in (5)-(6).

(5) Who do you think... who did John kiss?
(6) What do you think? Who did John kiss?
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Such questions can occur in both the L1 and the L2 of the two populations, and therefore
do not bear relevance to the 1.2 learnability problem. However, they are still of interest as
it could be argued that L2 learners go through a stage where they favour sequential
questions and avoid long-distance movement because the latter is a more complex
syntactic operation and is more difficult to process.

In addition to the question of the nature of the dependency, this dissertation also
focuses on the inter-relation between medial wh- and the complementizer that. In
particular, I investigate whether medial wh- utterances with an overt complementizer, as
in (7)-(8), are more or less likely to occur than utterances without such complementizer,
as in (2)-(3).

(7) *Who do you think that who John kissed?

(8) *What do you think that who John kissed?°
This comparison arises from Thormton’s 1990 pioneering research on this topic where she
proposed that medial wh- words in child L1 English occupy complementizer position.
Thus, if a medial wh- word and an overt complementizer that compete for the same
position in L2 English, utterances like (7) and (8) should be unlikely to occur or even
impossible. ,

Another important issue that I investigate is whether negation in the matrix clause
poses an intervention effect on medial wh- utterances in the L2. It has been noted in the
literature on German that negation in the matrix clause renders medial wh-
ungrammatical, as in (9), even though medial wh- utterances without negation are
licensed in (dialects) of this language, as in (10).

(9) *Was glaubst du  nicht mit wem Maria gesprochen hat?
what believe you not with who Maria  spoken has
Who don’t you believe Maria spoke to?’

(10)Was glaubst du mit wem Maria gesprochen  hat?
what believe you with who Maria spoken has
‘Who do you believe Maria spoke to?’

Based on this observation for German, I test whether negation might have similar effects

on medial wh- in the L2 English of French and Bulgarian speakers.

® For a detailed explanation of why the complementizer that appears to the left of the medial wh- word in
these examples, see section 3.2.4.2.
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To summarize, this chapter provides an overview of both the general and the more
specific questions that the dissertation addresses. These will be re-introduced and

elaborated upon in the following chapters.



Chapter II
Background

®  SUMMARY: THIS CHAPTER BEGINS BY DISCUSSING CASES IN THE ACQUISITION LITERATURE
WHERE AN L2 PHENOMENON CANNOT BE ACCOUNTED FOR IN TERMS OF THE PROPERTIES OF
EITHER THE NATIVE OR THE TARGET LANGUAGE; THIS IS FOLLOWED BY AN OVERVIEW OF THE
TYPOLOGY OF WH- QUESTIONS, PAYING PARTICULAR ATTENTION TO MEDIAL WH-
CONSTRUCTIONS; FINALLY, THE CHAPTER LOOKS AT THE MEDIAL WH- LITERATURE IN L1 AND
L2 ACQUISITION.

2.1. Cases of L2 patterns showing properties of neither the L1 nor the L2
As Eckman (2004) points out, cases of consistent L2 error patterns that cannot be
accounted for in terms of either the native language (NL) or the target language (TL) of

the learners are of particular interest in L2 research:

One of the most interesting phenomena in second language acquisition (SLA) is a pattern
of learner utterances—often, though not always, errors—in which the regularity is not
explainable either in terms of the native language (NL) or the target language (TL), but is
nevertheless an attested pattern found in other human languages. (p. 89)

Typically, such phenomena are interpreted as evidence for access (full or partial) to UG
in L2 acquisition. However, it is also possible to explain them in terms of L2 processing
constraints or other mechanisms in combination with or independent of UG. Below is a

(non-exhaustive) survey, of some of these phenomena and the issues they raise.’

2.1.1. Resumptive pronouns

Hyltenstam (1984) discovered that second language learners systematically
produce resumptive pronouns in relative clauses, even when such pronouns are not
licensed in either the L.1 or the L2. The target language in his study was Swedish, and the
four L1s were Finnish, Spanish, Greek and Persian. Note that resumptive pronouns in a
relative clause can in principle occur in a number of different positions along what is
known as the Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan & Comrie 1977; later revised by Lehmann
1986; Croft 1990). The original version of the AH is represented in (1), and the idea
behind it is that the degree of difficulty with which relative clauses are formed increases
from left to right; on the other hand, the likelihood of availability of a particular type of

relative clause in a given language decreases from left to right.

! Some of the discussion in the following sections is based on White’s (2003) review of L2 patterns that
reflect parameter settings of neither the L1 nor the L2.
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(1) Accessibility Hierarchy (AH)
Subj > DO > 10 > Obliqgue > Gen > Object of a comparative
A resumptive pronoun in any position of the AH is ungrammatical in English, as
illustrated in (2)-(7).
(2) *There is the woman who she is my sister. (subject)
(3) *There is the woman who(m) I registered her. (direct object)
(4) *There is the woman fo whom I sent her an application. (indirect object)
(5) *There is the woman whom I read about her in the newspaper. (oblique)
(6) *There is the woman who her sister graduated last year. (genitive)
(7) *There is the woman who I am older than her. (object of a comparative)
(examples adapted from Eckman 2004)
Resumptive pronouns in any of the AH positions are also ungrammatical in Swedish, the
L2 in Hyltenstam’s study, as well as in two of the L1s: Finnish and Spanish. However,
the other two L1s, Greek and Persian, allow or require resumptive pronouns in several
different positions of the AH. The total number of speakers of the four languages was 45,
and the author used a picture-naming task to elicit relative clauses in L2 Swedish. The
results showed that participants from all four speaker populations produced resumptive
pronouns in Swedish relative clauses. Of particular interest are the results of the Spanish
and the Finnish participants because in their case resumptive pronouns in relative clauses
are not licensed in either the NL or the TL.? The results were especially systematic
among the Spanish group, where eleven out of 12 subjects consistently produced
resumptive pronouns in at least one kind of relative clause listed in (2)-(7), and the
majority of the subjects produced such pronouns in several different kinds of relative
clauses. As predicted, the Greek and the Persian groups also produced resumptives
widely and systematically, presumably due to L1 transfer; but what is especially
interesting is that some participants produced resumptive pronouns in contexts where
their L1 does not require or does not allow them. Overall, these data seem to suggest that
L2 learners have access to and make use of grammatical options provided by the
languages of the world, regardless of whether these options are instantiated in either the
NL or the TL. Such data are often considered to be evidence that adult L2 learners resort

to the same mechanisms of language acquisition as child L1 learners. An important

assumption in such claims is that both children acquiring their L1 and children or adults

21t has been shown that Spanish allows some resumptive pronouns but they appear in different contexts.
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acquiring a second language would not produce structures that are outside of the realm of
UG:; this assumption finds support in Hyltenstam’s data (see also chapter 4).

In a recent interpretation of Hyltenstam’s study, Eckman (2004) proposes a
constraint-based account of resumptives using the Optimality Theory (OT) framework.
Focusing on the question why second language learners produce constructions which
cannot be accounted for in terms of either the L1 or the L2, but are attested in other
natural languages, the author assumes the following: a) the grammars of all languages are
subject to the same inventory of universal constraints but differences between languages
occur as a result of different ranking of the constraints; b) if a given constraint contains a
hierarchy of sub-constraints (e.g. the AH described above), the ordering of these sub-
constraints remains invariable across languages (i.c. a version of the AH would be
universal); ¢) the initial state of interlanguage grammars is dominated by a set of
markedness constraints, which ultimately have stronger determining power over the
nature of L2 utterances than the effects of L1 transfer. This last assumption is crucial in
explaining the puzzling resumption phenomena. Essentially, the idea, shared by both
Hyltenstam and Eckman, is that IL grammars are initially characterized by unmarked
structures, even though both the NL and the TL may contain their marked counterparts.
Based on this assumption, Eckman proposes a family of constraints, as in (8), penalizing
constructions that contain non-adjacent dependencies caused by relative clause formation,
reordering of constituents, co-referential relationships in binding, etc.

(8) *Non-Adjacent Dependencies (*NAD): penalize structures with non-
adjacent dependency relations.

The proposal is that in the initial state of the interlanguage grammar, the non-
adjacent dependencies constraint outranks all other constraints, including the ones
operative in the NL grammar. In other words, L1 transfer is outranked by *NAD, as
illustrated in (9).

(9) *NAD >> NL ranking

This constraint ordering is what accounts for structures not attested in the L1 or the L2.
Since non-adjacent dependencies create gaps that are difficult for the learners, structures
containing such gaps are expected to be avoided in the initial stages of acquisition. In the

specific case under consideration, the formation of relative clauses creates such gaps, and
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depending on the kind of relative clause listed in the AH, the degree of difficulty varies.
Since non-adjacent dependencies are penalized by the system, the learners find a way of
filling or “bridging” them by using resumptive pronouns, despite the fact that such
pronouns are not licensed in either the NL or the TL. The more difficult the relative
clause along the AH, the more likely it is that the non-adjacent dependency will be
penalized (i.e. AH dictates a particular order of sub-constraints) and that a resumptive
pronoun would be used. This explains the general pattern observed in the data, whereby
resumptive pronouns occurred more often in the lower positions of the AH (i.e. the more
difficult and more marked types of relative clauses).

Note that this account is essentially a processing one. It assumes that during the
initial stages of acquisition learners try to shorten long-distance dependencies by filling
the gaps they create. Thus, even though phenomena which cannot be accounted for by the
properties of either the L1 or the L2 are typically taken for evidence that the learners are
accessing UG in the acquisition process, Eckman makes a convincing case for a
processing explanation. He argues that the proposed constraint types and ordering fits
well within the literature that accords a significant role to processing in explaining L2
phenomena (e.g. Clahsen 1984; Pienemann 1989; O’Grady 200la&b, 2008, among
others). Interestingly, while some researchers argue that processing effects show
important differences in the acquisition mechanisms used by child L1 learners and adult
L2 learners, Eckman suggests that within the markedness framework incorporated in OT,
interlanguage grammars are constrained in the same way as L1 grammars. He further
argues that IL grammars and L1 grammars should be viewed as the same kind of systems,
obeying the same kind of general principles and differing systematically from each other
in the same way natural languages differ from each other.

Eckman’s (2004) proposal is relevant to this dissertation in several ways. Apart
from providing an example of an L2 phenomenon unavailable in both the NL and the TL,
it also evokes a processing account of shortening long-distance dependencies by inserting
or overtly pronouncing material in syntactic gaps. This idea is applicable to the empirical

data that this dissertation provides and will be revisited and evaluated in chapters 3 and 4.
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2.1.2. Reflexives

Another case of systematic L2 errors which cannot be explained on the basis of
either the L1 or the L2 is discussed by MacLaughlin (1996, 1998). The author
investigated the acquisition of reflexives in L2 English by Chinese and Japanese speakers,
and argued that a subset of the participants restructured their grammar to a setting
unavailable in either the L1 or the L2, but attested in another natural language, Russian.
The key facts about MacLaughlin’s claim are as follows. Crosslinguistically, reflexives
can be of two types with regards to their morphological properties: simplex
(monomorphemic, i.e. a head, X% or complex (polymorphemic, i.e. a phrase, XP).
English has only polymorphemic reflexives (e.g. myself, himself, etc.). Chinese and
Japanese, on the other hand, have both polymorphemic and monomorphemic reflexives.
Complex reflexives must always be bound locally. Simplex reflexives, however, can
engage in either local or long-distance binding, depending on whether the particular
language expresses overt morphological agreement or not (see also Bennet 1994;
Progovac 1992, 1993). In cases where agreement is never overt, like in Chinese and
Japanese, long-distance binding of simplex reflexives is always possible. In languages
like Russian, however, morphological agreement is expressed overtly in finite clauses,
but not in non-finite clauses. Therefore, Russian allows long-distance antecedents for
monomorphemic reflexives, but only out of non-finite clauses.

MacLaughlin’s experiment involved a co-reference judgement task in which the
Chinese and Japanese participants were asked whether or not a reflexive can refer to
different antecedents in a sentence in English. The results showed the following: 6 out of
the 15 participants were treating the reflexives in accordance with the TL settings (i.e.
local antecedents); two of the fifteen participants applied the settings for monomorphemic
reflexives from their L1 (i.e. long-distance antecedents); and seven participants showed a
pattern characteristic of Russian (i.e. long-distance binding of reflexives only in the case
of non-finite clauses). Since both the type of reflexive (simplex or complex) and the
presence or absence of overt morphological agreement play a role in the distribution of
reflexives across languages, MacLaughlin suggests that the subset of participants who
showed the Russian pattern mistakenly treated English reflexives as monomorphemic,

and at the same time correctly identified English as a language with (some)
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morphological agreement in finite clauses and null agreement in non-finite clauses. Thus,
these participants arrived at a setting which is unavailable in either their L1 or L2, but
allowed by the principles of UG and attested crosslinguistically.

White (2003), while considering MacLaughlin’s data to be evidence of access to
Universal Grammar in second language acquisition, raises the legitimate question of why
certain learners arrive at this new setting, which is not instantiated either in the native
language or the target input. Essentially, what MacLaughlin’s participants seem to have
done is correctly re-set the agreement parameter to the English setting but at the same
time they have failed to restructure the reflexive parameter to the polymorphemic-only
setting. According to Progovac and Connell (1991), speakers of languages that do not
realize morphological agreement overtly can discover that English does have overt
agreement from input containing third-person-singular agreement. However, by the same
logic, the learners should be able to discover from the input that English reflexives are
polymorphemic, which, as White points out, seems to be a fairly transparent fact.

Despite these unresolved questions, MacLaughlin’s data are still seen as a strong
case for access to UG in L2 acquisition. Further evidence in favour of this argument
comes from McDaniel, Cairns and Hsu (1900) and Thomas (1994), who claim that
children acquiring English as their first language also initially fail to recognize reflexives
as polymorphemic and to restrict them to local antecedents only.

The main point that this research demonstrates is that L2 learners can be sensitive
to complex abstract linguistic properties whose source is difficult to trace. The medial
wh- data that will be presented in chapter 3 of this dissertation will show evidence of
similar abstract grammatical knowledge in the L2 English of (Canadian) French and
Bulgarian speakers and an appropriate explanation of its source will be pursued at that

point.

2.1.3. Case checking

Another example of an L2 pattern that is not attested either in the NL or the TL is
offered by Schwartz and Sprouse (1994) who examine production data from an adult
Turkish speaking learner of German as a second language. The authors divide the

speaker’s L2 development into several distinct stages, claiming that during each of them
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the interlanguage obeys a number of different constraints or makes use of different
syntactic mechanisms. In stage one, the speaker produces SOV order, which is typical of
both Turkish and German. In stage two, the speaker begins to acquire the V2 order (a
main clause structure in which a constituent other than the subject is fronted, and the verb
is obligatorily placed in second position). This order is characteristic of German and
some other Germanic languages, but not of Turkish. Thus, it appears that at this stage the
Turkish speaker of L2 German is in the process of restructuring his grammar in a way
that meets the requirements imposed by the L2 word order. Interestingly, however, the
speaker consistently makes an extra distinction with regard to V2, which German does
not have: in the cases where the target V2 order is produced, the subject position is
almost always filled by a personal pronoun (10); on the other hand, when the subject
position is filled by a full DP, the learner consistently fails to place the verb in second
position (11), which is ungrammatical in German.

(10) Dann trinken wir bis  neun Uhr. = pronominal subject, Target V2
then drink we until nine o’clock
‘Then we will drink until nine o’clock.’
(11) *In der Tiirkei der Lehrer kann den Schiiler schlagen. >  full DP, V2 fails
in the Turkey the teacher can the pupils beat
‘In Turkey, teachers can hit pupils.’ (adapted from Schwartz and Sprouse 1994)
The account that Schwartz and Sprouse propose in explaining the puzzling
distinction that the learner applied with regards to pronouns and full DPs is in terms of
crosslinguistic mechanisms of case feature checking. Since DPs have case features that
need to be checked, different languages provide various options of meeting this
requirement. Assuming that case feature checking in German is achieved through
agreement between a specifier and a head, a subject DP should raise to AgrP to check its
case feature against a corresponding Agr feature. Schwartz and Sprouse further assume
that the same mechanism must also be used in Turkish. However, a different mechanism,
namely incorporation, is available in French (Rizzi and Roberts 1989). In this language,
subject clitics are incorporated into the verb in order to check case features. As Schwartz
and Sprouse suggest, the Turkish learner of L2 German, seems to have arrived at the

French option of subject clitic incorporation. This would explain his production of

inverted structures with a pronominal subject as in (10), and uninverted ones with a full
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DP as in (11), where the incorporation option is in principle impossible. The authors
claim that in the next stage of L2 development, the learner acquires the mechanism that
enables him to achieve the TL setting, regardless of whether the subject is pronominal or
a full DP.

Schwartz and Sprouse’s proposal assumes that such data are best explained in
terms of a UG-constrained view of adult L2 acquisition. White (2003) also supports such
an account, while once again pointing out that the reasons for the Turkish learner to go
through an incorporation analysis of German pronominal subjects in target V2 contexts
remain unclear. Questions such as whether the L2 input might contain a trigger for the
incorporation mechanism, or whether some unknown properties of the L1 can somehow
lead the learner to this unexpected analysis are still to be resolved.

Once again, a parallel can be drawn between the above data and the results on
medial wh- in the L2 English of French and Bulgarian speakers that will be presented in
the following chapters. Crucially, the learners are able to “unlearn” non-target
constructions in the later stages of acquisition of the L2, despite the lack of any obvious
triggers or direct evidence against such constructions in the input. The details of a
proposal accounting for such facts will be presented in chapter 3 and then reinforced in

chapter 4.

2.1.4. Null subjects

The last example in this section comes from null subjects and is indicative of an
interesting controversy in the literature. It is based on a study by Clahsen and Hong
(1995) meant to show evidence for failure of parameter re-setting and lack of real access
to UG® in L2 acquisition. The study is subsequently re-interpreted by White (2003),
however, who claims that the results actually provide support for fully operative UG in
L2, and represent another example of an L2 phenomenon that cannot be explained in

terms of the properties of either the NL or the TL.

? Clahsen and Hong (1995) grant that limited access to UG is available to L2 learners, but only through
their first language. In other words, principles of UG remain accessible to L2 learners to the extent
provided to them by their native grammar; however, learners cannot access UG to reset any of their L1
parameters to meet the requirements of the TL.
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The view that Clahsen and Hong take is that parameters in L2 acquisition do not
apply in the same way as they do in L1 acquisition. They evoke the idea, advanced under
the GB framework, that parameters “co-vary”. In other words, a parameter does not apply
in isolation, but consists of a set of different properties closely related to one another;
alternatively, separate parameters may be very closely related and interdependent in the
grammar. In L1 acquisition, it is commonly assumed that once a child acquires one
property of a particular parameter, she will simultaneously, or soon thereafter, acquire the
rest of the properties of this parameter or the interdependent parameter(s). The authors
propose, however, that in L2 acquisition this is not the case because full access to UG has
been lost and parameters no longer “co-vary”.

To test this hypothesis, Clahsen and Hong focus on the null subject parameter in
the L2 acquisition of German by adult Korean learners. It should be noted that the L1,
Korean, is a null subject language, whereas the L2, German, requires overt subjects. It is
commonly assumed in the GB literature that null subjects are a grammatical option in a
given language if they can be a) licensed and b) identified (Jaeggli and Safir 1989; Rizzi
1886). The licensing condition refers to a particular property in the grammar that allows
null subjects in principle. The identification condition, on the other hand, refers to the
availability of a mechanism to recover the missing referent in the empty syntactic
position. It is claimed that null subjects can be identified in certain languages via
sufficiently rich overt verbal agreement morphology (e.g. Spanish, Italian, Bulgarian,
etc.). Languages with poorer agreement (e.g. English, French, etc.) typically do not allow
null subjects because the identification requirement cannot be met. However, there are
languages lacking overtly expressed verbal agreement altogether, such as Korean and
Chinese, which allow null subjects to be identified through preceding topics in the
discourse (Huang 1984). Finally, there are also languages, such as German (see below),

that do not allow null subjects despite having a rich agreement paradigm.*

* Note that in Minimalism certain assumptions about null subjects have changed. In a recent L2 account of
null subjects Park (2004) assumes that their licensing is conditioned by the interpretability of agreement
features. Assuming Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1998) proposal, when a language has
[+ interpretable] agreement features, the verb can raise to T and satisfy an EPP requirement. Thus, a null
subject would be allowed. However, if a language has [- interpretable] agreement, a subject must be
merged in the specifier of TP in order to check the EPP feature (i.e. a subject is obligatory). The discussion
in this section follows the GB framework in keeping with the analysis provided by Clahsen and Hong
(1995), as well as the subsequent reanalysis by White (2003). Recasting these analyses in minimalist terms
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To return to Clahsen and Hong’s study, both the L1 and the L2 are assumed to
license null subjects. However, while Korean can identify null subjects, using the topic
mechanism, German cannot identify null subjects. Thus, if licensing and identification
are considered to be two interdependent parameters, Korean and German have the exact
same value with regards to licensing, but differ with regards to identification. One might
legitimately argue that German has relatively rich morphology and, just like in Spanish
and Italian, the null subject can be recovered based on the phi-features (person and
number) expressed overtly in verbal agreement. To address this, it is claimed that
agreement in a language must have the feature [+pronominal] in order to identify null
subjects; German, unlike Spanish and Italian, is [-pronominal] which makes it impossible
to identify null subjects.

In order to acquire the relevant target grammatical representations in L2 German,
the Korean learners can transfer certain properties of their NL, but must restructure others
according to the TL settings. On the one hand, they can transfer their implicit knowledge
of null subject licensing, as this setting is the same in both the NL and the TL. On the
other hand, the learners must discover that German, unlike Korean, is a language with
overt agreement, which is a property that in principle allows null subject identification.
They must also discover that Agr in German is non-pronominal, which is a property that
would lead them to the target grammar requirement for subjects to be expressed overtly.
In Clahsen and Hong’s terminology, the latter two properties described above “co-vary”
(i.e. are inter-related). Their claim finds support in L1 studies (Clahsen 1990/91; Clahsen
and Penke 1992) where children were found to allow null subjects in German, but only
until correct verbal agreement morphology was acquired. Thus, it is argued that acquiring
Agr made the children realize that its value is [-pronominal}, which in turn caused them
to stop allowing null subjects. Based on this finding, Clahsen and Hong propose that if
parameter re-setting in L2 acquisition mirrors parameter setting in L1 acquisition, L2

learners should also disallow null-subjects as soon as they acquire the German agreement

paradigm.

is beyond the scope of this literature review whose main purpose is to show cases in which an L2 pattern is
not attested in either the NL or the TL.
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The authors use a sentence-matching procedure where the participants are asked
to identify pairs of sentences as same or different. Since it takes native speakers longer to
recognize ungrammatical sentences as same (Freedman and Forster 1985), Clahsen and
Hong predict that if learners have correctly acquired the value of the identification
parameter in the L2, when they are faced with pairs of identical sentences containing
incorrect agreement they should have a longer response time than when they are faced
with pairs of sentences containing correct agreement. Furthermore, incorrect sentence
pairs with null subjects should take longer that correct pairs with overt subjects. The
results showed that almost all of the 20 German native controls behaved as expected:
their response latencies were shorter in identifying as identical grammatical sentence
pairs with correct agreement as well as grammatical sentence pairs with overt subjects
(compared with sentence pairs with incorrect agreement and sentence pairs with null
subjects, respectively). The 33 Korean speakers of L2 German responded as follows: a)
the responses of 2 participants seemed to suggest that they treated German as a null-
subject language without agreement (i.e. just as Korean); b) 13 participants were able to
identify grammatical sentence pairs with agreement and grammatical sentence pairs with
overt subjects faster than their ungrammatical counterparts with incorrect agreement and
null subjects (i.e. a pattern equivalent to the German native controls); c) 5 participants did
not differentiate in their response times between sentence pairs with null subjects and
sentence pairs with overt subjects, but did have slower responses to sentence pairs with
incorrect agreement versus pairs with correct agreement; d) 13 participants showed
longer latencies on null-subject sentence pairs versus overt subject sentence pairs, and
shorter latencies on sentence pairs with correct agreement versus pairs with incorrect
agreement.

The last pattern is of particular interest, as it suggests that the L2 learners treat
German as a language which has an overt subject requirement, but at the same time no
morphological agreement. Clahsen and Hong propose that this indicates that the two
properties do not co-vary in the L2 German interlanguage of the Korean speakers the way
they do in child L1 acquisition of German. In other words, the L2 acquisition pattern is
different from the one found in L1 children, who acquire agreement and then disallow

overt subjects because they have realized that Agr is non-pronominal.
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White (2003), however, re-interprets these results and advances a proposal that
runs counter to Clahsen and Hong’s. She argues that the 13 participants described in (b)
above may well have acquired the target responses to agreement and null subjects in 1.2
German through UG-led parameter resetting. Furthermore, she claims that the 5
participants in (c) above have arrived at the Italian setting of overt agreement and null
subjects (i.e. [+pronominal] Agr). Thus, she affirms that these 5 learners have arrived at a
setting unattested in the L1 or the L2, but attested in other natural languages, of which the
learners have no knowledge. Presumably, these learners have accessed UG in order to
achieve this setting. As White (2003) concludes, 20 out of 33 participants showed
behaviour consistent with some correct value of the null subject identification parameter:
2 participants showed the L1 setting; 13 participants showed the correct L2 setting; and 5
participants showed a third setting licensed by UG. With regards to the remaining 13
participants who show a pattern not supported by UG (considered by Clahsen and Hong
to be evidence of failed parameter clustering, i.e. lack of co-variation), White suggests
that abstract agreement can in fact be present in the grammars of these speakers, but it
may not always be realized accurately in the surface morphology. Adopting this view,
which has become known as the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis (see also
Haznedar 2001; Haznedar and Schwartz 1997; Herschensohn 2001; Ionin and Wexler
2002; Lardiere 1998a, 1998b, 2000; Prévost and White 2000a, 2000b, among others),
White (2003) proposes that these learners’ responses may not be as problematic as
suggested by Clahsen and Hong (1995).”

To give a specific example of the MSIH proposal, White (2007) explains that
failure to produce verb inflection for past tense, for instance, does not necessarily mean
that the L2 learner is lacking the [£past] feature altogether; rather, the abstract tense
feature may exist in the learner’s grammar but the link between this feature and its PF
representation /-ed/ (in English) may not always be established. White further explains
that this is due to a breakdown between the syntax and the lexicon, or a problem in

processing or computational terms, rather than a permanent representational deficit in the

’ An alternative explanation would be that these learners, similarly to the ones who seem to show the Italian
setting, have arrived at a representation licensed by other natural languages. Cases of obligatory subjects
and lack of overt agreement have been attested in Creole languages (thanks to Juana Liceras for drawing
my attention to this fact).
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learners’ interlanguage. This breakdown may be seen as a mapping problem (Lardiere,
2000) or as lexical access difficulty (Prévost and White, 2000a, 2000b). Evidence for the
MSIH comes from different sources: missing inflection often alternates with accurate
inflection; copula and auxiliary verbs are often present and inflected appropriately (in
contrast to inflection on lexical verbs), which suggests that abstract features and checking
mechanisms are in place; inflectional substitutions are sometimes reported instead of
omissions, which suggests presence of abstract features and mechanisms but failure in
their overt morphological realization. Additional evidence and discussion of the
predictions of the MSIH compared with some competing proposals is provided by White
(2007, and references therein). For the purposes of this literature review, it is sufficient to
say that the hypothesis can be used to argue against Clahsen and Hong’s proposal
described above. More importantly, the MSIH will be invoked again in this dissertation
in relation to some of the data and the definition of target versus non-target productions in

chapter 4.

2.1.5. Discussion

The purpose of this section was to review cases reported in the literature where a
particular L2 language behaviour cannot be explained in terms of either the NL or the TL,
but is attested in other natural languages. While such cases are relatively few, the issues
that they raise are of great interest. The main question to be asked is how do L2 learners
arrive at these unexpected language representations? Why would they produce or accept
as grammatical a linguistic structure or property that is not attested either in their native
grammar or in the target input, and is presumably not part of L2 instruction? One of the
possible ways of answering this question is by drawing a parallel between child L1 and
adult L2 acquisition. It is well known that children acquiring their native language are
able to correctly derive certain grammatical properties despite insufficient target input;
children are also known to produce language behaviour unlicensed in their target
grammar (i.e. absent from the input), yet attested in other natural languages (e.g.
Thornton 1990). Thus, it seems plausible that UG is implicated in both L1 and L2
acquisition and provides a common framework or a pool of language properties, from

which the target can be derived. In the process of acquisition, the child or the second
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language learner may not always draw the appropriate properties for the TL from this
general pool, and thus certain phenomena may be characteristic of other, unrelated
languages. Following this reasoning, a view assuming that UG is operative in both L1
and L2 acquisition can tackle such learnability issues.

It should be acknowledged, however, that a UG account of 1.2 acquisition can be
problematic. For example, as pointed out earlier, it is almost never clear what exactly
triggers the paradoxical phenomena described above. No property of the target input, the
native grammar, explicit instruction, etc., has been identified as a potential cause for the
learners’ departure from the L1 and obvious misanalysis of the L2 (see White 2003 for
further discussion). Another problem with a UG-constrained view is the variation that
applies across study participants and results. Not all learners produce and/or accept such
unexpected patterns in the L2: some are able to arrive at the target representation
immediately, while others seem to retain their L1 settings. Somewhat similar variability
is also reported in L1 acquisition but it generally occurs at a lower rate, and the ultimate
convergence to the target is essentially guaranteed. Of course, the greater variability in L2
acquisition could be attributed to factors such as the presence of an L1 grammar that can
never be ‘erased’ from the speaker’s mind, the greater burden on the memory, the
interference of learning strategies and explicit instruction, the imperfect proficiency
testing when recruiting participants for a particular study, the higher level of inhibitions
which could affect performance, etc. Overall, while a UG-based account of the above
phenomena often seems appealing, it will also often face criticisms, some of which
remain difficult to address.

An alternative account to some of the above phenomena can be sought in
processing. As suggested by Eckman (2004), such an explanation is especially plausible
in the case of gaps created by long-distance dependencies. This idea is particularly
important as it is applicable to medial wh- constructions, which will be introduced later in
this chapter. Essentially, a processing explanation would assume that due to a high
memory load, especially during the earlier stages of acquisition, L2 learners may overtly
pronounce or insert syntactic elements in certain positions, in order to shorten or ‘bridge’
a long-distance dependency. Thus, accounts along these lines differ from strictly UG-

based views in the sense that the phenomena are explained in terms of some specific



Chapter 2: Background 22

processing pressure, as opposed to an available universal option that can be selected by
the language learner. Crucially, it is often pointed out in the processing literature that L1
and L2 acquisition seem to involve fundamentally different mechanisms, and studies
comparing child L1 and adult L2 participants generally yield distinct results (see Clahsen
and Felser 2006 for a recent overview).

The message that this intermediary discussion aims to convey is that L2
phenomena can be accounted for by using different and often competing mechanisms,
which makes understanding SLA processes an extremely challenging task. A further
discussion of these issues will be provided in the later chapters of the dissertation, and,
ultimately, a stronger and more specific stand will be taken after the results of the present

research are presented.

2.2. Types of wh- questions crosslinguistically

It is well-known that the mechanisms of wh- question formation vary across languages.
The main distinction is drawn between wh- movement and wh- in situ; however, there are
some other interesting wh- properties that show variation in the languages of the world.
Before introducing the phenomenon of medial wh-, below is a brief overview of some

general facts about wh- questions cross-linguistically.

2.2.1. Wh- movement
One of the two basic strategies of wh- question formation is wh- movement. This
is common in many languages of the world and is illustrated in English in (12); in this
simple (monoclausal) question, the wh- word raises from the site of its base-generation,
to a new clause-initial position.
(12) Who; did John kiss #?°
In cases where more than one wh- phrase is involved, wh-movement languages fall into
two distinct categories. On the one hand, languages like English front only one wh- word
and the rest remain in their basic positions (i.e. in situ), as in (13). On the other hand,
there are Slavic languages (see Rudin 1988) which typically front all wh- words, as
illustrated by Bulgarian in (14).

¢ Trace notation is used in most examples for convenience.
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(13) Who; ¢; gave what to John?

(14) Koj; kakvoy t; dade t, na Ivan?
who what gave  tolvan
‘Who gave what to John?’

In complex (biclausal) questions, movement languages raise the wh- phrase from
the site of its base-generation in the embedded clause to an initial position in the matrix
clause (usually intermediate steps in movement are assumed), as illustrated in (15). The
distinction between languages with and without multiple fronting applies in the same way

as in monoclausal questions, as shown in English (16) and Bulgarian (17), respectively.

(15) Who; do you think #; gave the book to John?
(16) Who; do you think # gave what to John?
(17)Koj; kakvoy mislis (Ce) t; dade t, nalvan?
who what think-2sg (that) gave  toIvan
‘Who do you think gave what to Ivan?’
To summarize, movement languages front one or more wh- element to the left periphery
of the matrix clause, regardless of whether the question is simple or complex.
Interestingly, some languages that have wh- movement, may also employ other

mechanisms of forming wh- questions. This option will be illustrated in the following

section and again in the next chapter.

2.2.2. Wh-in situ

The second main mechanism for forming wh- questions is to leave the wh- phrase
in situ. This is the case in Chinese, for example. As illustrated in (18), the object position
of a declarative sentence is the same as the position in which the object wh- word of the
equivalent interrogative appears in (19).

(18) hufei mai-le yi-ben-shu.
Hufei buy-asp.  one-cl.-book
‘Hufei bought a book.’
(19) hufei mai-le sheme
Hufei buy-asp. what
‘What did Hufei buy?’ (Cheng 1990)

Similarly, in complex questions, the wh- word also remains in its base position. This is

illustrated by Japanese in (20).
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(20)John-wa  [Mary-ga dare-o syotaisi-ta to]  omotteiru-no?
John-Top Mary-Nom who-Acc invite-Past Comp think-Q
‘Who does John think Mary should invite?’ (Schulz 2006)
Note that Japanese is an SOV language and the embedded clause containing the wh-
object in situ is located between the matrix subject (John) and the matrix verb (think).
Despite the fact that English was already classified as a wh- movement language,
it also has a wh- i»n situ option in the so-called echo-questions, as illustrated in (21).
(21) John thinks he should buy what?
Although such structures are more marked and uttered only under specific discourse
circumstances, their availability is useful in demonstrating the base-generation sites of

wh- words in wh- movement languages.

2.2.3. Medial wh-

Medial wh- constructions, which constitute the primary focus of this dissertation,
are a typological alternative in complex wh- question formation in certain languages.
Note that I use the term medial wh- to refer to both the wh- copying and the wh- scope
marking constructions described below (sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2, respectively)’. This
reflects the basic insight that in both constructions an “extra” wh- word appears in an
intermediate position of a complex question (i.e. in the embedded clause), regardless of
whether this “extra” wh- word is an exact copy of the one in the matrix clause or not.
Before introducing examples of the two types of medial wh- and discussing some of their
properties, it should be pointed out that whenever attested in a particular language, these
constructions usually co-exist with one of the other two mechanisms for forming complex
wh- questions described above (i.e. movement or in situ). Thus, it seems that medial wh-
can only be an additional mechanism of complex wh- question formation in a given
language (i.e. it is a marked or a secondary strategy within the movement or the in situ
mechanism). This raises a number of issues with regards to the precise sociolinguistic and

semantic status of medial wh-, but these remain beyond the scope of the dissertation.

7 Thornton (1990) uses the term medial wh- to refer to the wh- copying construction only, and uses the term
partial movement (following McDaniel 1986) to refer to the wh- scope marking construction. The
terminology in later research also varies to some degree, especially in the acquisition literature.
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Typically, medial wh- structures are reported in languages that employ wh-
movement in question formation (e.g. German, Afrikaans, etc.); however, they have also
been attested in in-situ languages such as Hindi (wh- scope marking only). A further
observation with regards to the distribution of the two constructions is that if a given
language licenses wh- copying, wh- scope marking is likely to be available as well (e.g.
German). On the other hand, the presence of wh- scope marking does not necessarily
entail the presence of wh- copying (e.g. Hindi). Examples of the two constructions from

several different languages are given below.

2.2.3.1.  Wh- copying
As Felser (2004) points out, wh- copying constructions are attested in the adult
speech of a number of languages, including German (22), Frisian (23), Afrikaans (24),
and Romani (25) (for details see Du Plessis, 1977, Hiemstra, 1986, Hohle, 2000;
McDaniel, 1986; Reis, 2000, among others).

(22) Wen glaubst Du, wen sie getroffen  hat? German
who think you who she met has
“Who do you think she has met?’
(23)Wér tinkejo  wér’t Jan wennet? Frisian
where think you where that-CL Jan resides
“Where do you think that John lives?’ (Hiemstra)
(24) Waarvoor dink  julle waarvoor werk ons? Afrikaans
wherefore think you wherefore work we
“What do you think we are working for?’ (Du Plessis)
(25)Kas 0 Demiri mislenola kas i Arifa dikhla? Romani
whom Demir think whom Arifa saw
“Who does Demir think Arifa saw?’ (McDaniel, 1989, adapted by Felser)

As these examples illustrate, both wh- arguments and adjuncts can participate in wh-
copying. While there are various accounts of these constructions in the literature,
typically, they have been analysed as an example of successive cyclicity, where the wh-
phrase originates in a lower position of the embedded clause and raises through
intermediate steps to the left periphery of the matrix clause. The wh- word in the
embedded clause represents a copy, which has not been deleted in the process of the

derivation, and has been sent to PF spell-out.
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The wh- copying construction has been studied extensively in German, and has
been found to have a number of interesting properties. For example, it is subject to
negative islands, as in (26), and is also blocked in the cases of multiple wh- word
constructions, as in (27), (examples by Reis 2000 and Fanselow & Mahajan 2000,
adapted from Felser 2004).

(26)a. Wen  glaubst du nicht, dass sie liebt?

whom believe you not that she loves
“Who don’t you think (that) she loves?’
b. *Wen glaubst du nicht, wen sie  liebt? (Negative Island)

whom believe you not whom she loves

“Who don’t you think (that) she loves?’

(27)a. Wen hat Peter wann gesagt, dass er besuchen wird?
who has Peter when said  that he visit will
“Who did Peter say when (that) he is going to visit?’
b. * Wen hat Peter wann gesagt, wen er besuchen wird? (Multiple Wh-Phrases)

who has Peter when said  who he visit will

‘Who did Peter say when (that) he is going to visit?’

Another interesting property of the wh- copying construction is that the medial
wh- word can co-occur with an overt complementizer introducing the embedded clause.
That is, the construction is available in certain varieties of German that accept a doubly-
filled complementizer, as in (28). |

(28) Wer glaubst du, wer dass du  bist? (Doubly-Filled Complementizer)
who think you who that you are
‘Who do you think you are?’ (Fanselow and Mahajan 2000)

It is important to note that typically wh- copying constructions have a LD
counterpart where the intermediate wh- copy is deleted, as illustrated in the (a) variants of
the examples in (26)-(27) above. Thus, wh- copying is indeed a sub-option of the more
standard type of LD movement. Nonetheless, wh- copying constructions are widely
attested in many varieties of German®.

While most of the different properties of wh- copying will not be discussed any
further, the two that are relevant to the L2 experiments of this dissertation are the

negation asymmetry illustrated in (26), and the doubly-filled complementizer in (28).

® As Hohle (2000) notes, medial wh-~ constructions have not been reliably correlated with a particular
dialect of German; thus, it seems that they are linked to the colloquial register in many varieties, rather than
to a particular dialectal area.
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The importance of these properties with respect to the present research will be explained

in more detail in the next chapter.

2.2.3.2.  Wh- scope marking

Wh- scope marking’ seems to be more productive crosslinguistically than wh-
copying. It has been attested in a number of typologically distinct languages such as
German (see collection of articles in Lutz, Miiller & von Stechow 2000, among others),
Frisian (Hiemstra 1986; McDaniel 1989), Hungarian (Maracz 1990, 2000; Mycock 2006),
Russian and Polish (Stepanov 2000), Hindi (Dayal 1994, 1996, 2000), Kikuyu (Sabel
2000b), Malay (Cole and Hermon 2000; Mycock 2006), Warlpiri (Legate 2002),
Passamaquoddy (Bruening 2006), etc. In this construction, just as in wh- copying, a wh-
word appears in an intermediate position of the complex question; this wh- word,
however, is not necessarily an exact copy of the one appearing in the matrix. The wh-
scope construction is illustrated in German in (29)a'’; note that, similarly to wh- copying,
wh- scope marking also has a counterpart with full LD movement, as illustrated in (29)b.

(29)a. Was glaubst du wen sie liebt?
what think you who she loves
‘Who do you think she loves?’
b. Wen glaubst du dafp sie liebt?
whom think you that she Iloves
‘Who do you think she loves ?’

Under most accounts wh- scope marking is analysed as follows: the contentful
wh- word appears in the embedded clause; the wh- element in the matrix clause is an
inserted expletive whose purpose is to mark scope. There are analyses, however, where
the matrix wh- word is proposed to be argumental, not just an expletive (Dayal 1994,

1996, 2000), and analyses where the wh- element in the matrix is considered to be just a

® This phenomenon is also sometimes referred to as partial movement. I use the term wh- scope marking, as
it also encompasses ix situ languages where it would be inaccurate to use the term movement.

12 Note that apart from the German type of wh- scope marking where two wh- elements appear overtly (i.e.
one in the matrix and one in the embedded clause), there are also languages in which wh- scope marking
occurs with only one overt wh- element, which is usually located in the embedded clause (Bahasa
Indonseia, Malay, Kitharaka, and Quechua). Such constructions are sometimes called silent scope marking
as the scope marker in the matrix clause (i.e. the equivalent of the matrix was in (29)a above) is claimed to
be covert. For the purposes of this dissertation silent scope marking constructions are treated on a par with
overt wh- scope marking (e.g. German). Relevant examples of silent scope marking are provided in (53)-
(55), and section 2.3.3 provides further discussion (see also chapter 4).
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wh- feature that has separated from the contentful wh- word in the embedded clause and
moved to the specifier of the matrix CP (Cheng 2000).

It is important to point out that some of the key properties of wh- copying
discussed above also apply to wh- scope marking. In particular, negation blocks the wh-
scope marking structure, while the standard LD movement equivalent is grammatical, as
illustrated in German by the contrast in (30)a&b. Furthermore, as shown in (31), wh-
scope marking is compatible with an overt complementizer in the embedded clause (in
dialects where the doubly-filled complementizer is grammatical; see Miiller 1997).

(30)* a. Was  glaubst du nicht mit wem Maria gesprochen hat?
what believe you not with who Maria  spoken has
‘Who don’t you believe that Maria talked to?”
b. Mit wem  glaubst du nicht dass Maria gesprochen hat?
with whom believe younot that Maria spoken has
‘Who don’t you believe that Maria talked to?’ (Rizzi 1991, in Beck 1996)
(31) Was glaubst du  warum (dass) sie das gemacht hat? (Doubly-Filled Comp.)
what think you why that she that done has
“Why do you think (that) she has done that?” (Miiller, p.c.)
Considering that wh- scope marking and wh- copying have certain properties in common,
it can be argued that the two are variants of the same construction (see Bayer 1996; Hohle
2000); at the same time, the two constructions have some characteristics that do not
coincide, which suggests that they can also be treated as separate (see Dayal 2000; Hohle
2000; Felser 2004, among others). I abstract from this debate, as it does not play a
significant role with regards to the L2 acquisition experiments I present in the following
chapters of this dissertation. As already mentioned, I use the term medial wh- referring to
both constructions for convenience, and will draw a distinction between them only when
the L2 acquisition data requires it. However, another distinction that has introduced a

great deal of controversy in the literature is of crucial importance to this dissertation and

will be described in some detail in the following section.

2.2.3.3. Direct versus indirect dependency approaches

The nature of the wh- dependency is one of the key issues in the literature on
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medial wh-."" Under the direct dependency approach, there is a direct relationship
between the wh- phrase in the embedded clause and the one in the matrix CP. Proposals
following this general line of reasoning have been made for German by van Riemsdjik
(1982), McDaniel (1989), Miiller (1997), Cheng, (2000), Sabel (2000a, 2000b); for
Hungarian by Maracz (1990) and Brody (1995); and for Hindi by Mahajan (1990). In all
these analyses, the wh- element in the matrix clause is a vacuous element that serves the
purpose of marking scope and typing the clause as interrogative. Depending on the
specific account, this vacuous scope marker may be: a) inserted directly in the specifier of
the matrix CP and forming a chain with the contentful wh- phrase at some level, b)
replaced by the contentful wh- phrase at LF, or c) represent a feature separated from the
wh- phrase and moved up to the matrix Spec CP.

On the other hand, the indirect dependency approach, represented by Dayal (1994,
1996, 2000), among others, assumes that the wh- element in the matrix CP is not a
vacuous scope marker but a contentful argumental wh- phrase. The analysis is based on
data from Hindi, as in (32), but Dayal claims that it applies cross-linguistically (see also
Bruening 2006).

(32) Jaun kyaa soctaa hai ki ~ mevii kis-se baat karegii?
Juan what think-PR that Mary who-INS talk do-FUT
“Who does John think Mary will talk to?’

Note that Hindi is a wh- in situ SOV language and both wh- words in the example above
appear in object position in their respective clauses. The wh- phrase kyaa ‘what’ in the
first clause quantifies over propositions to which John is in a think relationship; the wh-
phrase kisse ‘who’ is a question over individuals. Essentially, under the indirect
dependency approach, there is a contentful wh- phrase in both clauses, which are adjoined
to each other and interpreted as two independent questions in their own right. In English,
this would be roughly equivalent to two sequential questions, as in (33) or (34).

(33) What does John think? Who will Mary talk to?
(34) What does John think? What will Mary buy at the store?

'! This has been debated mainly with regards to wh- scope marking, and the literature referred to in this
section focuses on this construction. However, the same debate can in principle apply to both types of
medial wh- constructions (i.e. wh- scope marking and wh- copying). This is the case particularly in
language acquisition, as will be shown in the following chapter.



Chapter 2: Background 30

The complex debates between the proponents of the indirect and the direct
dependency approaches in the literature have not been resolved and the question still
stands as to which approach better captures the various properties of wh- scope marking
cross-linguistically. It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to relate the debates in any
more detail; however, the crucial point that will become relevant in the next chapters is
that the direct dependency roughly corresponds to long-distance (successive cyclic)
movement, illustrated in (35), while the indirect dependency roughly corresponds to two
independent local movements as in sequential questions, illustrated in (36).

(B5) [cp Wh-i... [cpWh-i...1]]
(36) [ce Wh-i... ti] [cewh-j... 1]

This (simplified) distinction between the two approaches will be used as a key diagnostic
of whether medial wh- does indeed represent a learnability problem in L2 acquisition (i.e.
a phenomenon unrelated to either the native or the target language) in the following
chapters. That is, the direct dependency medial wh- representation, as in (35), is
unattested in both the L1 and the L2 of the two groups of participants (French speaking
and Bulgarian speaking learners of English) and as such would constitute a learnability
problem if attested in their interlanguage. The indirect medial wh- dependency, on the
other hand, is equivalent to two sequential questions with local movement of independent
wh- phrases and as such poses no learnability problem.

This concludes the discussion of the properties of medial wh- constructions in
natural languages (i.e. adult L1 grammars). The rest of the chapter focuses on this

phenomenon in developing L1 and L2 grammars.

2.3. Medial wh- in L1 acquisition

2.3.1. L1 English

Thormnton (1990) was the first to report medial wh- productions in child L1
acquisition. In an elicited production experiment originally designed to test for that-trace
phenomena, she found that some English speaking children produced both wh- copying
constructions, as in (37), and wh- scope marking constructions, as in (38); such

utterances were attested in subject, object and adjunct extractions in L1 English. As
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shown in (39), Thornton also attested that—trace effects (i.e. utterances with overt
complementizer that in subject extractions which are ungrammatical in the adult grammar
of English).

(37) *Who do you think who’s under there?

(38) *What do you think who ate the cheese?

(39) *Who do you think that’s in the box? (Thormton 1990)
The children Thornton tested were between 2;11 and 5,5 years old (M = 4;3) and some of
them produced the ungrammatical medial wh- and/or that—trace structures consistently,
while others only occasionally. The elicitation task was a guessing game in which the
children were prompted to talk to a puppet and ask him questions about the location or
activity of different toys and props. Interestingly, Thornton found that the ungrammatical
structures with medial wh-, as in (37)-(38), and the ungrammatical structures with overt
complementizer that (i.e. that-trace effect), as in (39), were in complimentary
distribution. In other words, utterances with both a medial wh- word and an overt
complementizer, as in (40)-(41), were never attested.

(40)a. *Who do you think that who’s under there? = > NEVER ATTESTED

b. *Who do you think who that’s under there? > NEVER ATTESTED
(41)a. *What do you think that who ate the cheese? > NEVER ATTESTED
b. *What do you think who that ate the cheese? > NEVER ATTESTED

Since medial wh- and overt complementizers were observed in identical contexts and the
two phenomena never co-occurred, Thornton proposed a unified account for them. She
claimed that the intermediate wh- word is misanalysed by the children as a
complementizer and that it is located in the head of the embedded CP position (just as the
complementizer that). This proposal is grounded in Rizzi’s (1990) idea that in different
languages complementizers may agree overtly or covertly with their specifiers. An
example of overt agreement (limited only to subject extractions) is the que/qui alternation
in French, as in (42).

(42)a. *Qui crois-tu qu’est (= que est) parti?
who believe you that is left
“Who do you think left?’
b. Qui crois-tu  quiest parti?
who believe you thatis left
‘Who do you think left?’
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As illustrated above, the complementizer que changes to qui when the wh- phrase qui
‘who’ is extracted from subject position. Rizzi (1990) proposes that this is an example of
specifier-head agreement; that is, the complementizer in C° agrees with the trace of the
wh- phrase which has moved through the Spec CP position of the embedded clause, as in
(43).

@43) [ quij... [cpti [cqui [ ti..-]]]]-

spec-head
agreement

According to Rizzi (1990), an equivalent agreement process applies to English subject
extractions, but is not expressed overtly because the complementizer is phonologically
null in such contexts, as illustrated in (44).

(44) [ Who;do you think [cp i  [c® [ Z kissed John]]]]?
L S

spec-head
agreement

To return to the medial wh- utterances observed by Thornton, the proposal is that
the children who produced them had not yet realized that English complementizer
agreement is covert. Thus, their medial wh- words are claimed to be overt
complementizers agreeing with the traces of wh- phrases in the specifier of CP.” As
illustrated in (45), under this analysis a medial wh- utterance consists of one ‘real’ wh-
word that has undergone successive cyclic movement and one overt complementizer
located in C; in the children’s grammar, this complementizer undergoes overt agreement
with the wh- word in the specifier of the embedded CP and is thus pronounced as
homophonous with the wh- element. A similar account applies to the that-trace violations
that the children produced.

(45) [cp Who;do you think [cp i [c Wwho [ ¢ kissed John]]]]?
A 4

spec-head
agreement

One of the key proposals that Thornton advances is that children’s productions

may be ungrammatical in the target language, but they are still grammatical options made

"2 Note that this analysis applies to the wh- copying construction only, which Thornton refers to as medial
wh-.
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available by Universal Grammar. That is, even if children incorrectly postulate extra wh-
words as agreeing complementizers, their conjectures about the L1 that they are acquiring
are consistent with other natural languages and, more broadly, with the principles of UG.
Further evidence for this claim comes from the observation that children never produced
medial wh- in infinitival clauses, as in (46).

46)* Who do you want who to eat the pizza? > NEVER ATTESTED
y

Medial wh- in infinitival clauses is unattested cross-linguistically, and the fact that
children did not show evidence of such representations demonstrates that the acquisition
process obeys UG constraints. As Thornton (1990) points out, the reason for medial wh-
to be incompatible with infinitival clauses is that specifier-head agreement, as in (45), is
by definition restricted to finite clauses (Rizzi 1990) and cannot apply to the example in
(46).

Overall, in producing medial wh- utterances in finite clauses, children show a
grammar that is (temporarily) divergent from the target (English) but consistent with UG;
the fact that children did not produce medial wh- utterances in infinitival contexts further
demonstrates their implicit awareness of abstract UG principles. Hypothesising that L2
acquisition is a process similar to L1 acquisition, one would expect the same results to
obtain with‘ a population of L2 English learners. That is, the L2 learners would be
expected, similarly to children acquiring their L1, to show evidence of a grammar
temporarily divergent from the target but consistent with the principles of UG. Medial
wh- in the interlanguage of learners whose L1 and L2 do not support such constructions
would constitute evidence of such a grammar and of a fundamental similarity between L1
and L2 acquisition. A further prediction with regards to the L2 learners is that the non-
target medial wh- constructions would disappear at the advanced stages of development,
as with L1 learners, and that infinitival clauses would be unattested at all stages of
acquisition. These predictions will be tested in the following chapters of the dissertation.
In what follows immediately, however, the discussion returns to other cases of medial

wh- in child L1 acquisition.

2.3.2. LI Dutch
Following child L1 English, medial wh- was attested in the acquisition of Dutch
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by van Kampen (1997). The author reports on two children acquiring Dutch as a first
language who produced complex questions like (47)-(48) both spontaneously and in
elicited production.

(47)Wat denk je  wat ik zie?
what think you what I see

‘What do you think I see?’
(48) Waarom denk je  waarom ik op zwemles zit?
why think you why I onswimming lessons am
‘Why do you think I take swimming lessons?’ (van Kampen 1997)

Even though such sentences are ungrammatical in the target language, the two children
produced them up to the age of 7 and 8, respectively.13 In parallel to the English speaking
children reported on by Thornton (1990), van Kampen’s two Dutch participants produced
medial wh- only in contexts licensed by Universal Grammar. In other words, they never
produced medial wh- in infinitival clauses.

Other studies have recently replicated van Kampen’s findings of medial wh-
utterances in Dutch child L1 acquisition. Strik and Jakubowicz (2005) and Jakubowicz
and Strik (2008) report results from an elicited production task in which groups of
children (ages 3, 4 and 6) produce medial wh- constructions, as in (49)-(50).

(49)Wat zei Billy waarom Kikker weggaat?
what said Billy why Frog  leaves?
“Why did Billy say that Frog leaves?”
(50)Waar zei Lalawaar de vis zwemt?
where said Lala where the fish swims?
“Where did Lala say that the fish swims?” (Strik and Jakubowicz 2005)
The authors reiterate the claim that UG plays an important role in the acquisition of the
native language. They further propose that the Derivational Complexity Hypothesis .
(Jakubowicz 2004, 2005) can account for the medial wh- data obtained. In essence, the
hypothesis predicts that since wh- copying and wh- scope marking involve a lower degree
of derivational complexity, they emerge in child language before the target long-distance
questions.

One problem of proposals based on derivational complexity is that they predict

strong hierarchies, which are rarely fully supported by the data (see Jakubowicz and Strik

13 Recent research suggests that despite being ungrammatical in standard Dutch, medial wh- constructions
are attested in certain dialects or registers of this language (Schippers 2006a&b)
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2008). A further complication arises from the fact that derivational complexity is difficult
to measure in the sense that it is not clear what exactly it constitutes. That is, the number
and the nature of computational operations, the distance of the dependency, and the
intervening elements between gaps and antecedents are all factors that can be taken as
indicative of derivational complexity. However, the way these factors interact and the
way they should be ordered when calculating derivational complexity remains unclear.
Despite these problems, derivatiénal complexity can provide general insights into why
certain structures are preferred to others and why certain structures appear before others
in both L1 and L2 acquisition. Such insights will be sought in the discussion of the

production data in chapter 4 of this dissertation.

2.3.3. LI French
Another case of medial wh- in L1 acquisition is reported by Oiry (2002) and Oiry
and Demirdache (2006). Using an elicited production experiment (see Jakubowicz 2004,
Crain & Thornton 1998), these authors attested medial wh- in L1 French. The children
tested were between 3:02 and 5:11, and an example of a medial wh- utterance is given
below.
(51) *Tu penses quoi que je lis?
you think what C°I read
‘What do you think I’m reading?’ (Oiry, 2002)
Note that (51) differs from the English and Dutch examples above in that the wh- phrase
is not located in the left periphery of the matrix clause. Oiry and Demirdache (2006),
however, propose that despite this seeming difference, (51) is indeed an instantiation of
medial wh-. They argue that this is a scope marking structure in which a silent non-lexical
Q morpheme is present in the beginning of the matrix clause (see Mathieu 1999; Cheng
and Rooryck 2000). This silent Q morpheme, illustrated in (52), marks scope over the
matrix clause and is essentially equivalent to the overt wi- scope marker was ‘what’ in
German, which was discussed in section 2.2.3.2 above, and to overt scope markers
attested in other languages.

(52)[Qi]Tu penses [cp quoi [ que[je lis t]]]?
you think what C° I read (Oiry, 2002)
‘What do you think I’'m reading?’
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The proposal of a silent scope marker in these non-target utterances in child L1 French is
supported by cross-linguistic data. As Oiry and Demirdache (2006) point out, silent scope
markers are attested in Bahasa Indonesia (53), dialects of Quechua (54), and Kitharaka
(55).

(53)9 Bill tahu  siapa yang Tom cintai?
Bill knows who FOC Tom loves
‘Who does Bill know that Tom loves?’ (Saddy 1991)
(54)9 Jose munan may-man Maria away-na-n-ta?
Jose wants where-to Maria go-NOM-3-ACC

‘Where does Jose want Maria to go?’ (Cole and Hermon 1994)
(55)9 U-ri-thugania  ati n-uu John a-ring-ir-e-t?
2ndSG-T°-think that FOC-who John SUBJ-beat-T°-FINAL VOWEL
‘Who do you think that John beat?’ (Muriungi 2004)

Thus, Oiry and Demirdache (2006) make the claim that even though the utterances
produced by their child participants are ungrammatical in adult French, they are still
constrained by UG (i.e. silent scope marking structures are attested cross-linguistically).

Further evidence for this claim is offered by Strik and Jakubowicz (2005) and
Jakubowicz and Strik (2008). The authors use the same elicitation task used to collect the
Dutch data mentioned in the previous section, and attest several different types of medial
wh- in child L1 French, as illustrated in (56)-(59). Note that because of the use of the
same elicitation task, the wh- copying and the wh- scope marking constructions in (56)-
(57), respectively, are close counterparts to the Dutch data in (49)-(50). The examples in
(58)-(59), on the other hand, do not have Dutch equivalents, but are similar to the data
reported by Oiry (2002) in (51), and thus the analysis proposed in (52) can be applied to
them.

(56) Qu’est-ce que Billy a dit  pourquoi Grenouille part?

what Billy has said why Frog leaves
“Why did Billy say that Frog leaves?”

(57)Ou Lalaa dit ou le  poisson nage?
where Lalahassaid where the fish swims

“Where did Lala say that the fish swims?”
(58)Billy a dit  quoi que Grenouille mange?
Billy has said what that Frog eats
“What did Billy say that Frog eats 7”
(59)Lalaa dit que c’est qui qui boit de l’eau?
Lala has said that itis who who drinks water
“Who did Lala say drinks water?” (Strik and Jakubowicz 2005)
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As with their Dutch data, Strik and Jakubowicz (2005) and Jakubowicz and Strik (2008)
propose that the Derivational Complexity Hypothesis (DCH) provides an insight into the
reasons underlying these utterances. They claim that the non-target structures in (56)-(59)
are predicted to pre-date developmentally their target LD counterparts of the adult
grammar. The authors further propose that there is a hierarchy of acquisition even within
the different kinds of medial wh- questions: due to the differences in derivational
complexity, in situ utterances, such as (58)-(59), are predicted to emerge earlier (i.e. are

less complex) than wh- movement structures, such as (56)-(57).

2.3.4. L1 Basque and L1 Spanish

Medial wh- utterances (both wh- copying and wh- scope marking) were also
attested by Gutierrez (2004a, b), who conducted a longitudinal study with a Basque and a
Spanish speaking child (aged 5;01 and 4;09, respectively, at the beginning of the study).
Examples of wh- scope marking and wh- copying are given in (60)-(61) for Basque, and
in (62)-(63) for Spanish.

(60) *Zer uste duzu zergatikanm bildurtu  dan gizona?
what think aux why get scared aux-comp the man
‘Why do you think the man got scared?’

(61) *Nor uste duzu nor bizi dela etxe horretan?

who think aux who lives aux-comp house that-in
‘Who do you think lives in that house?’

(62) *Tu qué  crees como ha  hecho el castillo?
you what think how has made the castle
‘How do you think he made the castle?’ ,

(63) *Donde crees donde ha ido el nifio?
where think-2sg where has gone the child
‘Where do you think the child has gone?’

In agreement with the already mentioned literature, Gutierrez makes the claim that since
such utterances are ungrammatical in the adult grammars of Spanish and Basque, they
show evidence for children’s access to UG in L1 acquisition.

Overall, medial wh- utterances have become a well-documented phenomenon in
child language acquisition. Either wh- copying or wh- scope marking, or both, have been
attested in the L1 acquisition of English, Dutch, French, Spanish and Basque. Although

the data are subject to some variation, in all cases the researchers argue that medial wh- is
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an instantiation of children’s access to UG in the process of acquisition. In the next

section, I will provide an overview of similar data from L2 acquisition.

2.4. Medial wh- in L2 acquisition

The literature on medial wh- phenomena in L2 acquisition is much more recent and
limited in comparison with the L1 studies described above. All relevant L2 research to
date focuses on English as a second language, although the L1 backgrounds of the

participants differ.

2.4.1 L2 English; L1 Japanese.

Yamane (2003) attested medial wh- questions in the 1.2 English interlanguage of
Japanese speakers. She administered an oral translation task to 30 low-level learners of
English. The results showed that 9 of the learners consistently produced medial wh-
constructions and 18 produced such constructions occasionally. Yamane also reported on
an acceptability judgment task with 60 learners which supported the findings of the oral
translation task. Furthermore, she observed that her subjects accepted medial wh- in
infinitival clauses at a very low rate and almost never produced such structures; this
supports Thornton’s original results as well as the cross-linguistic properties of the
construction in natural languages (i.e. medial wh- does not occur in infinitival contexts).
However, Yamane did not find medial wh- to block the appearance of an overt
complementizer that and vice versa. Thus, these L2 data do not fit the analysis of medial
wh- words as agreeing complementizers proposed by Thornton (1990).

Okawara (2000) and Wakabayashi and Okawara (2003) also investigated the
presence of medial wh- phenomena in the 1.2 English of Japanese speakers. They used an
adaptation of Thornton’s elicitation task and tested 16 Japanese university students. Four
different kinds of non-target productions were observed: wh- scope marking with and
without inversion (T-to-C movement) in the embedded clause (64)-(65); lack of a wh-
word in the embedded clause, but presence of inversion (66); and lack of a wh- scope

marker in the matrix clause (67).



Chapter 2: Background 39

(64) What do you think who did he love?

(65) What do you think whe loved Mr. Yellow?

(66) Who do you think did Mr. Yellow kiss?

(67) Do you think what is in the bag? (Wakabayashi and Okawara 2003)
These results differ from the data originally reported by Thornton in several respects. On
the one hand, no structures with wh- copying nor overt complementizer that in subject
extraction questions were produced by the Japanese participants. On the other hand,
questions like (64), (66) and (67) were not attested in Thornton’s child L1 English data.
Note also that the example in (67) is equivalent to what Oiry and Demirdache analysed as
a silent wh- scope marking construction in non-adult L1 French (52). Thus, (67) also
parallels the data from Bahasa Indonesia (53), Quechua (54), and Kitharaka (55)
discussed earlier. The key point in this study is that L2 learners seem to produce a variety
of structures not supported by the target grammar, but attested in a number of
typologically distinct languages, or else attributable to their L1. No medial wh- in

infinitival context was reported.

2.4.2. L2 English; L1 Spanish/Basque (bilingual)

Another study that attested medial wh- constructioné in L2 English was carried
out by Gutierrez (2005; see also Gutierrez and Garcia Mayo 2006). The participants in
this research were 260 Spanish/Basque bilinguals acquiring English in a school context.
The learners were at the beginner and low-intermediate levels. Similarly to Wakabayashi
and Okawara (2003), Gutierrez used an adaptation of Thornton’s guessing game to elicit
long-distance questions. She attested productions of both the wh- copying and the scope
marking constructions in the interlanguage of 32 participants, which is a relatively small
subset (12.3%) of the 260 learners. However, the rate of occurrence of medial wh-
constructions was about 30%, which makes these utterances a robust phenomenon in the
L2 English of some Spanish/Basque bilinguals. Gutierrez also found a very high overall
occurrence rate of utterances with overt complementizer that, similar to the non-adult
questions Thornton (1990) reported for English L1 children in (39) above. However, this
result is not surprising considering that overt complementizers are obligatory in both

Spanish and Basque in subject, object and adjunct extractions. In other words, the



Chapter 2: Background 40

Spanish/Basque bilinguals’ errors of this type in L2 English can be straightforwardly
explained in terms of transfer from the two L1s.

What Gutierrez’s research clearly shows is that medial wh- constructions are only
one possible way of interlanguage development, and that different learners may take a
different route in acquiring target complex questions in 1.2 English. Even though medial
wh- constructions were attested only in a small subgroup of learners, however, they could
not be discounted as accidental. The challenge of these data is to explain why only some
learners produced medial wh- while others did not. Another important question that arises
is how to account for the fact that medial wh- utterances usually co-exist with other
constructions in the interlanguage grammar. A more detailed discussion of these issues

will be provided in the following chapters.

2.4.3. L2 English; L1 German, L1 Japanese

Finally, Schulz (2006) also reported on medial wh- constructions in L2 English.
She focused exclusively on wh- scope marking and tested two different populations: one
with German L1 (59 subjects) and one with Japanese L1 (54 subjects). Schulz
administered three different tasks in order to show that medial wh- is a robust
phenomenon in the interlanguage of her subjects, and not merely an effect produced or
exaggerated by a specific experimental technique. The tasks were an oral elicitation
procedure adapted from Thornton (1990), a grammaticality judgment test, and an on-line
self-paced reading task of the ‘stop-making-sense’ type (i.e. the participants would see
the words of a sentence appear on a screen one after another and press a button at the
point where the sentence ‘stops making sense’ or becomes ungrammatical). Using these
three instruments, Schulz was able to attest wh- scope marking utterances in both the
Japanese and the German populations.

Unlike most other researchers who have reported medial wh- in the L1 or L2
acquisition literature, Schulz explored a processing explanation for the wh- scope
marking constructions in the interlanguage of her participants. More specifically, she
hypothesised that wh- scope marking may result from processing limitations in the early
stages of L2 acquisition and that it can be overcome during the later stages when

sufficient processing resources become available. That is, the intermediate wh- word may
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serve to shorten the wh- dependency, a strategy that is assumed to pose a lower
processing load than standard LD wh- movement involving deletion of all intermediate
copies. Schulz predicted that if medial wh- is not a valid option in the interlanguage
grammar, learners who have insufficient processing resources would find it difficult to
reject the medial wh- word representation in on-line processing and would experience a
delay at the site where the embedded clause is introduced. The results from the on-line
self-paced reading experiment, however, showed no evidence of a slow down in the
critical region (the medial wh- word) of the wh- scope marking construction in
comparison with the target LD wh- movement. The lack of significant differences in the
reading times of the two constructions led Schulz to conclude that acceptance of wh-
scope marking is not a processing-induced effect.

Looking for an alternative explanation, Schulz proposed that wh- scope marking
constructions can be attributed to L1 transfer (see also Yamane 2003). This account is not
surpriéing with regards to the German population: since medial wh- is licensed in the L1,
or at least in many colloquial varieties of the language, it is expected that the construction
would be transferred into L2 English. However, the explanation for fhe speakers with L1
Japanese background is more complex (recall that medial wh- is unattested in Japanese).
Essentially, Schulz developed an account in terms of abstract transfer of a feature
separation operation from Japanese into English. She argued that in the L2 medial wh-
utterances, a contentful wh- word moves into the embedded CP where its wh- feature
separates and moves up to the matrix CP, appearing as a scope marker what. This
explanation draws on Cheng (2000), who makes such a proposal for wh- scope marking
in German (see next chapter for details). Schulz proposed that even though medial wh-
constructions are not part of the Japanese grammar, the feature separation operation is
attested in other cases in Japanese, and thus transfer of this operations causes the learners
to postulate medial wh- in the L2.

It is important to point out that since Schulz used an explanation based on L1
transfer, she advanced the proposal that medial wh- as a general English L2 phenomenon
may be best explained not by a unified account but as a structure that is constrained or
conditioned by language-specific (i.e. L1-specific) factors. One of the implications of this

proposal is that medial wh- constructions may not be attested in the English interlanguage
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grammars of speakers with other typologically different L1 backgrounds. Due to the
limited data available on medial wh- in L2 acquisition, it is difficult to say whether this
prediction can receive support at this point. The data that will be presented in the
following chapters, however, adds two new typological backgrounds (L1 French and L1
Bulgarian) to the L2 English medial wh- literature. As such, this dissertation will

contribute to the body of research necessary to evaluate Schulz’s proposal.

2.5. Conclusion

This chapter began by reviewing the literature on different L2 phenomena that cannot be
accounted for in terms of either the properties of the NL or the TL, but are attested in
other natural languages. Such phenomena pose a learnability problem in L2 acquisition:
How can a speaker arrive at a language representation that is not evidenced by the target
input, yet licensed by the abstract grammatical principles that apply to the languages of
the world? While the existence of such phenomena has typically been interpreted as
evidence for UG in L2 acquisition, some of the research proposals described in section
2.1 argued for processing explanations ranging from being consistent with a UG account
to strongly restricting learners’ recourse to UG principles. Assuming a UG account, one
of the challenges is to provide evidence that learners’ hypotheses about the L2 never go
beyond the UG hypothesis space. In other words, patterns not licensed by UG (i.e. not
attested cross-linguistically) are generally not expected to occur in the interlanguage of
L2 learners. While acquiring such evidence constitutes a more ambitious and longer
research program than this dissertation can undertake, the data in chapter 4 will offer
some relevant facts in this respect. Assuming a processing account, on the other hand,
raises, among other things, the question whether and how processing interacts with the
underlying grammatical competence of the learners. While the data which will be
presented in the following chapter are best explained in terms of the learners’ implicit
grammatical competence, the results in chapter 4 are best explained in terms of
processing effects. As such, in this dissertation 1 will argue that grammatical and
processing phenomena work hand in hand and that L2 patterns (target and non-target)

may be attributed to both of these factors. This idea is consistent with Phillips’ (1996)
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claim that processing and grammar are inseparable (for more details on this claim see
chapters 3, 4 and 5).

Another important issue that will be raised in the following chapters is individual
variability. The question why particular non-target L2 patterns may be attested with
certain speakers but not with others constitutes a central theme in L2 research. Assuming
a UG-constrained L2 acquisition model, there is no specific reason requiring learners to
undergo the same route in acquiring the target grammar. That is, individual learners may
use a variety of mechanisms and go through entirely different interlanguage
representations, as long as they are consistent with UG and convergence with the target is
eventually achieved. Under a processing-based proposal, on the other hand, individual
differences can be explained by the different memory and other cognitive capacities of
the learners. These ideas will be further elaborated on and evaluated in the following
chapters of the dissertation.

Returning to the current chapter, apart from providing an overview of L2
phenomena that cannot be explained on the basis of the properties of either the NL or the
TL, it also offered a summary of the typology of wh- question formation mechanisms
across languages; in addition, the chapter provided examples and discussion of the
properties of wh- copying and wh- scope marking constructions in languages where such
representations are valid options in the adult grammar. The negation asymmetry and the
possibility of co-occurrence of a medial wh- word and an overt complementizer were
identified as two crucial properties that will become relevant in the next chapter.

The last part of this chapter provided a review of the L1 and L2 acquisition
literature showing that medial wh- is a well-documented phenomenon in the former, and
an emerging topic in the latter. A variety of proposals involving access to UG, processing,
and abstract L1 transfer were mentioned with regards to the existence of medial wh- in L2
English. Apart from explaining medial wh- structures in the L2, however, all these
proposals raise the issue of whether and how such non-target structures disappear from
the interlanguage at the later stages of acquisition. The role of L2 input is particularly
interesting in this respect: in essence, there does not seem to be a particular input trigger
indicating to the learners that such constructions are not licensed in the L2, and yet the

data seem to show that advanced participants with enough L2 experience are able to
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“unlearn” medial wh- structures. This indicates that indirect negative input (i.e. lack of
medial wh- in the target input) has an effect on the 1.2 acquisition process. A more precise
formulation of this idea in terms of a Bayesian statistical framework (see Tenenbaum and
Griffiths 2001) will be offered in the next chapter of the dissertation.

Finally, before proceeding to the written 1.2 experiments in the next chapter, it is
important to point out that medial wh- representations have been attested in both L1 and
L2 acquisition mainly under experimental conditions (i.e. oral elicitation tasks,
grammaticality judgements, processing measures, etc.). While it could be argued that
medial wh- also needs to be attested in spontaneous production in order to be considered
an important property of developing (L1 or L2) grammars, complex wh- questions in
general are very rare in spontaneous circumstances. Thus, the studies described in the
next two chapters involve controlled experiments in line with most of the previous

research.
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Written Experiments

=  SUMMARY: THIS CHAPTER RERPORTS ON THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS, DESIGN, AND RESULTS
OF A WRITTEN STUDY ON MEDIAL WH- CONSTRUCTIONS CARRIED OUT WITH TWO DIFFERENT
POPULATIONS: FRENCH SPEAKERS OF L2 ENGLISH, AND BULGARIAN SPEAKERS OF L2 ENGLISH.
THE CHAPTER INCLUDES A DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS AND OFFERS SOME CONCLUSIONS;
THESE ARE FURTHER EXAMINED AND MODIFIED IN THE FOLLOWING CHAPTER, IN WHICH I
REPORT ON THE ORAL EXPERIMENTS.

3.1 Introduction and research questions

As indicated in the previous chapter, medial wh- is extensively studied as a phenomenon
licensed in the adult grammar of certain languages, such as German, Hindi, Hungarian,
Romani, etc. It is also well documented in the child L1 acquisition of some languages in
which it is not a valid option in the adult grammar (e.g. English, Dutch, French, Spanish,
and Basque). However, while the phenomenon undoubtedly raises many interesting and
potentially challenging questions in second language research as well, only a handful of
L2 studies have been dedicated to it. So far, wh- scope marking or wh- copying (or both)
have been attested in the L2 English of Japanese, German and Spanish/Basque L1
speakers. These results suggest that medial wh- is a phenomenon that occurs in the
interlanguage of English L2 learners with several distinct typological backgrounds. At the
same time, in order to confirm that medial wh- is indeed a robust phenomenon in L2
English, and perhaps in the L2 acquisition of other languages, further studies attesting its
existence are needed. As such, one of the main contributions of this dissertation is adding
two new typologically distinct L1 backgrounds to the L2 English medial wh- literature:
L1 (Canadian) French and L1 Bulgarian.

One interesting issue raised by Schulz (2006) with regards to medial wh- in L2
acquisition is whether it should receive a unified explanation or whether it is a
phenomenon determined by the particular L1 background of the L2 speakers. Another
interesting question is whether medial wh- in L2 English is best explained in terms of
recourse to UG, in terms of processing constraints, in terms of domain-general learning
mechanisms, or in terms of a combination of some of these factors. These are among the
general acquisition issues that this dissertation ultimately aims to address. The more
specific research questions of the L2 experiments on which I report in this chapter are

listed below.
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The main question this dissertation addresses is whether medial wh- constructions
(wh- scope marking and/or wh- copying), exist in the interlanguage of either (or both) of
the two learner populations. As already mentioned, the L2 literature on medial wh-,
although limited, indicates that such constructions may not be restricted to a particular L1
background. Thus, the prediction is that they should also be attested in the English
interlanguage of French and Bulgarian speakers. However, since medial wh- in both L1
and L2 acquisition studies does not seem to be a phenomenon that can be attested with all
participants, and usually occurs at steady but relatively low rates (e.g. between 10% and
30%), it was expected that similar distribution and occurrence rates would be attested
with the French and Bulgarian learners of L2 English.

The potential implications of the above research question can be far-reaching. On
the one hand, if medial wh- is attested in the L2 English of French and Bulgarian speakers,
then these data can be added to the pool of Spanish/Basque and Japanese speakers who
have already been found to produce and/or accept such constructions in L2 English.’
Enlarging this pool of L2 English learners with typologically different L1 backgrounds
would be a strong indication that medial wh- is a universal phenomenon in (English) L2
acquisition, and as such deserves a unified explanation. On the other hand, if medial wh-
cannot be attested in the English interlanguage of French and/or Bulgarian speakers, then
such data would indicate that the phenomenon is largely determined by the specific L1
background of the learners, and thus a language-specific (i.e. L1-specific) account would
be more appropriate.

To recapitulate, the main research question of this dissertation is formulated as
follows.

R1. Do medial wh- representations exist in the interlanguage of French and/or
Bulgarian learners of L2 English?
As already mentioned, it was expected that medial wh- would be attested in the two
speaker populations, and thus the rest of the research questions were based on this

prediction.

! Recall that medial wh- was also attested in the L2 English of German speakers (Schulz 2006). However,
this group is not mentioned here because German, unlike Japanese, Basque and Spanish, does have medial
wh- as a licensed grammatical option in colloquial speech. As such, medial wh- in a German-English
interlanguage receives a straightforward explanation in terms of L1 transfer.
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The second research question concerns the distribution of the particular type of
medial wh- (i.e. copying or scope marking) in the English interlanguage of the two
populations.

R2. If medial wh- is attested, is it of the wh- copying or the wh- scope
marking kind?

As discussed in chapter 2, for the purposes of L2 acquisition, the wh- copying and wh-
scope marking constructions are treated on a par in this dissertation because they share
some common properties, and because they are both ungrammatical in the target and the
native languages of the participants. Nonetheless, it is important to determine if one of
the two constructions occurs more often than the other. While the literature lacks specific
studies on the crosslinguistic distribution of wh- copying and wh