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Main Goal

TodiscusO K A f RaNBrgh@siorof structureswith constituentson the left and
right peripheriesof the sentencein EuropeanPortuguesetakinginto account

() the syntactic status of those constituents in both child and adult
grammarsand

(i) the informational status of those constituentsin both child and adult
grammars
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Theoretical Background:
Informational and Syntactic Status of Peripheral Material

The recent debate about structures with constituents on the left and right
peripheriesis centeredin their informationaland syntacticstatus

A: Informational Status DiscourseNew or DiscourseGiven?
The constituents on the left and right peripheries have a different informational
status

- Left Periphery the constituents on the left periphery have different discourse
statuses,since they can be either given or new information (Reinhart,1982 Duarte
1987, DeCat,2007 Bianchi& Frascarel]i2010.

- RightPeriphery the materialon the right periphery(Tailsor Antitopics) canneverbe
Interpreted like a Contrastivelopic, sinceit is alwaysdiscoursegivenmaterial, differently
from the material that occurs on the left periphery (Brunetti 2009 Duarte, In

preparation)
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Theoretical Background:
Informational and Syntactic Status of Peripheral Material

B: Syntacticstatus Merge or Move?
Theconstituentson the left andright peripherieshavea different syntacticstatus

- Left Periphery there are different structures with different crosslinguistic
derivations
- For English,Lasnik& Saito (1992 argue that Topicalizationis derived by

Move.

- For Spoken French, De Cat (2007) argues that Dislocation does not
necessarilynvolvemovement

- ForEuropeanPortuguesepPuarte (1987, 1996 hasalreadyshownthat there
IS left peripheralmaterial either derivedby Move (Englishstyle Topicalizatiohor
by Merge (CliticLeft Dislocation)

- RightPeriphery locality effects arguein favor of a Merge derivation for Antitopics

(seed 0 2 dzyYR IR Y 81 YRass¢ 1967; DeCat,2007).
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Theoretical Background:
Syntax/Discourse Interface

Structureswith constituentson the left and right peripheriesof the sentenceare
also In the center of the recent debate about acquisition of interfaces (namely,
syntax/discourse)

- For French,De Cat (2008 presentsexperimentalevidencefor the masteryof the
discoursenotion of Topic by monolingual preschoolchildren (2;6 to 5;6), confirming
previousresultsin DeCat(2002.

- ForEuropearPortuguese
- Adragao(2005 and Costa& Adragao(2004) alsoarguedin favor of the early
acquisitionof structureswith changesn the basicword order, showing,however,that
Topicalizatiorand CliticLeft Dislocation(OSVand OSWC) are lessproblematicthan OVS
order; and
- Carrilho (1994 and Soares(2006 also assumethe early sensitivity to
topic/commentstructuresby preschoolchildrenaswell, althoughTopicalizationpresent

alow rate in the spontaneougroductioncorpora
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Hypotheses:
Assumptions

a) A5 SNA JICanpRxiy If @ LI2 0 K& 8 5 BE B ICampxyfiy & S i NJ
(Jakubowicz2004 2005 andd 5 S NJ&A @omplegitya ISt &4 3dBes2006)

Accordingto Jakubowicz(2004, 2005 and Soares(2006), typical and atypical
languagedevelopmentis constrainedby economyconsiderations Therefore,children

prefer Merge over Move sincethey prefer lesscomplexderivationsand Move is more
complexthan Merge.

b)a L y U S NIIHT/ SFuedyzEnnBelletti& Rizzi2009

Accordingto Friedmann,Belletti & Rizzi(2009 68), & U K $lependencyfails (in
young children) and is harder (in adults) when the terms to be connectedin the
dependencyare separatedby an intervener, a position which could potentially be

Involvedinthe ! €&lation: typicallythe subjectposition,whichwould be a potential site
forthe@l NRA.l 6 f S¢
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Hypotheses

H1: Rightperipheryis more accessibléo childrenthanleft periphery

6¢cl 1TAY3I AYyiz2 | 0O02dzyd GKS AG5SNRAGFOGA2Y T [
on the right periphery is always merged and the material on the left one can be either deriv
by Move or by Merge.)

H2: /| KA f Roedyhenke is better in Topicalizationof Indirect Object than in
Topicalizatiorof DirectObject

6¢cl 1TAY3I Ayiz2 | 0O02dzyd aLy S NIichlizdti@of Direct Gbfed

0 KSNBE A& &ai NHzO G dzNJ -fnoved elemient andIhelidgterventhg sulygesty(since

both are DPs) and in‘Bopicalizatiorof Indirect Object the same structural similarity does not
exist (since we have a Dative Case marker in the Indirect Object).)
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Hypotheses

H3: / KA f Paeryndhéeis better in Topicalizationof PrepositionalObject than in
Topicalizationsf DirectandIndirect Objects
6¢cl 1TAY3I Ayiaz2 | O02dzy i aLy (S NaisayzatibrdfDiretfaddS O
Indirect Objects (in spite of structural differences between Direct and Indirect Objects) there
32YS aU0NXzO0 dzNI f  &-movadielerhEhts ahd tibe SniedeniBg/subjedt &nd in
Topicalizatiorof Prepositional Object the same structural similarity does not exist (since we
have a PP in the Prepositional Object).)




Methodology:
Test and Subjects

Truth-ValueJudgmentlask(Crain& Thornton,1999) usingpictures

32 items:
21 targetsentences (3 for each condition: two false and one true)
4 SVO controltems and /istractors(about a third of the total number of items)

Note: Stimuliwere recordedand controlledfor intonationalcontoursand phrasing

TestGroup
41 monolingualEuropeanPortuguesepreschoolchildren (between 3;5 and 6;3 yearsof
age,mean 5;1)

Groupl: N=15(3;5-4;11, mean 4;4)

Group2: N=26 (5;0-6;3, mean 5;5)

ControlGroup
30 monolingualEuropearPortugueseadultswith no backgroundn linguistics
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Methodology:

Conditions

Testconditionswere selectedaccordingo the peripheryof the sentenceanvolvedin
the word order changeandthe type of argumentinvolved

ADirectObject(with Gap)in the Left Periphery(Topicalizatiorof DirectObject, OSY
O cao, 0 gato molhou todinho.
the dog the cat wet completely
G ¢ Kdsg,the catcompletelywet.£

ADirectObject(with Clitid in the Left Periphery(CliticLeft Dislocation OSVC)
Abruxa, afada molhoura dospésacabeca
the witch  the fairy wet-Clitic  from headto toe
G ¢ Kigh, the fairy wet her from headto toeé

AlndirectObjectin the Left Periphery(Topicalizatiorof Indirect Object,OindSY
Aogato, ocao deu umaprenda
to the cat the dog gave a gift

a CtBe cat,the doggavea gift.e
Ehiakes @ CLUL



Methodology:

Conditions

APrepositionalObject in the Left Periphery (Topicalizationof PrepositionalObject
ObISY

Nobombeiro, opolicia tocou.

In the fireman the policeman touched

oThefireman, the policemantouchede

APostfocal Subject(with two andthree-placepredicates)n the RightPeriphery(VOS
Pisou abruxa, afada
stepped thewitch thefairy
oShesteppedthe witch, the farye

(AdditionalCondition)
ASubjectVerblnversionwith a FocusedSubject(VOS
Pisou 0 gato 0 cao

stepped thecat THHEDOG

a ¢ IDOGsteppedthe cate
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Global Results
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Global Results

- Comparinghe left with the right peripheryand consideringthe samestructure of the
argument (hamely DPs),childrerts performanceis better in postfocal subjectsin the
right periphery (65,9%), speciallyif there is a three-place predicate (70,4%), than In
direct objectsin the left periphery(48,8%).

- ComparingDirect Objectsin the left periphery,childrerts performanceis slightly better
In CliticLeft Dislocation56,1%) than in Topicalizatiorof DirectObject(48,8%).

- ComparingOSV orders with different types of arguments,O K A f Fpaldryhahée
Increasefrom Topicalizatiorof DirectObject(48,8%) to Indirect Object(70,7%) andfrom
Indirect Object(70,7%) to PrepositionalObject(84,6%).

- ComparingvOSorders, childrerts performanceis better in postfocal subjectsin the
right periphery(65,9%) than in subjectverbinversionswvith a focusedsubject(48,0%).

- Comparing postfocal subjects in the right periphery with two and three-place
predicates childrerts havea worse performancewith two-placepredicates(57,7%) than

with three-placepredicates(70,4%).
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Results By Age
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Results By Age

- Although with a worse performance,O K A { RehB/iOIQd&esin the samesenseas
adult behavior

- Dataseamsdo not revealdifferencesbetweenthe youngerandthe older children




Conclusions

H1 Right periphery is more accessible to children than left periphery.

- Preschoolchildren comprehend earlier the right peripheral material than the left
peripheralone, sincethere are asymmetriesbetween post-focal subjects(speciallywith
three-placepredicates)n the right peripheryanddirect objectson the left periphery

-

If right peripheral posfocal subjects are not derived by Move, but are merged in that positio
and interpreted as coeferent with apro subject in the clause, a preference for Merge over
az2@S 06aSS (KS d&a5SNAJI (JagoiEz20042 2005)) Gdy &xplain tHe

better understanding of right peripheral subjects ov@picalizations
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Conclusions

H2/ KAt RNBY Qa LIS NFT@iatidatiorof fdireci Obe@si i SNJ A Y
. tpan inTopicaI[zatiomf Direct OijecAts. o
H3:/ KAt RNBY Qa LIS NI @piatidatorof Brepositional3ojedt S NJ A Y
than inTopicalizationsf Direct and Indirect Objects.
- Childrenhavea worse performanceon structureswith direct objectsthan with indirect
and prepositionalobjects, sincethere are asymmetriesbetween the constituentsthat
occuron the left peripheryin termsof typesof arguments

-

LT GLYUSNWSYUAZY 9T7FT7FS O (Tapicalizdfiohsthe dtruchh@lf S
differences between the different types of arguments may explain the worse understanding
Topicalizatiorof Direct Object over Indirect and Prepositional Objects.
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Conclusions

| KAt RNBY Qa LIS NF 2 Nocdl stlgests (WAS) id tBdirighbpedipheyy LJ2 & |
than insubjectverbinversionswith a focused subject (VOS).
- Subjectverb Inversions with focused subjects are much more problematic than
structureswith postfocal subjects(speciallywith three-place predicates)on the right

periphery

-

If right peripheral posftocal subjects are derived by Merge and if VOS with focused subjects
derived by scrambling of the object (crossing a subject with a similar structure) (Costa, 20(
0KS | 88YYSUNE AY OZ2YLINBKSYyairAzy 2F RAFFSN

9FFSOUED
Additionally, the asymmetry in comprehension of different VOS orders can be related to th
differences in the prosodic realization of subjects in these structures.
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