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PREFACE

The Romance Turn (RT) is a workshop on study of ahquisition of
Romance languages from a generative perspective.pfésent volume
contains 15 selected papers from the fourth edafdhis workshop which
was held at Université Frangois Rabelais, Tourar{€&) on 25-27August
2010. For this edition, all the participants whdaher gave an oral
presentation or had a poster on display were idvite contribute. The
resulting volume reflects the diversity of integesf the contributors, not
only in the learning contexts investigated (firsinguage acquisition,
typical or impaired, and bilingualism), but also time languages under
examination (Basque, French, Italian, Brazilian tiguese, European
Portuguese, Spanish, and even Modern Greek andioCy@reek, with
comparison to various Romance languages). A widgeaaof linguistic
properties and phenomena are also targeted, sudexmsl aspects,
interface phenomena, object and subject pronoums,relative clauses.
Such a variety allows for multiple comparisons, ethcorresponds to the
objective of the Romance Turn which is to providergeractive platform
between researchers working on similar topics fdiffierent perspectives,
in an effort to better understand the process fuage acquisition as a
whole. Finally, it is worth pointing out that althgh most contributions
focus on morphosyntactic development, one papegetarthe acquisition
of phonology (Ramalho & Freitas), a first in theopeedings of this
workshop. We hope that this will encourage reseascin this domain to
participate to future editions of the Romance Turn.

We would like to express our gratitude to two of plenary speakers,
Adriana Belletti and Maria-Jodo Freitas for acamptto include their
presentations in the proceedings. We also wistmdok all the reviewers
who generously agreed to evaluate the abstracthéoworkshop and the
papers for these proceedings. Each submission, oi linstances,
underwent blind review by at least two externalodats. Finally, we thank
all of the presenters, including those who didswdimit their papers to the
proceedings, for making RT4 a success.

This workshop has received financial support froamiaus sources,
which we would like to acknowledge. From the Unsmyr Francois-
Rabelais of Tours, we received support from theei8dfic Council, the
Faculty of Letters and Languages, the Internatidtedhtions Service, and
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Team 1 *“Autism and developmental disorders: psyatiugogy,
physiopathology and therapeutics” of INSERM 930 tUnhaging and
Brain. We would also like to thank the City of Tours (el provided the
reception) and the Indre-et-Loire District. Finallwe are extremely
grateful to all of those whose help contributedniake this event possible.

The editors:

Sandrine Ferré
Philippe Prévost
Laurice Tuller

Rasha Zebib






PLENARY PRESENTATIONS



CONSIDERING THECOMPLEXITY
OF RELATIVE CLAUSES AND PASSIVE
FROM THEITALIAN PERSPECTIVE

ADRIANA BELLETTI

Introduction

It is a well-known and widely discussed fact in therature that object
relatives are hard for (young) children to both poetend and produce
(e.g. Adani et al., 2010; Brown, 1972; Crain et 4D90; Hamburger &
Crain, 1979; Mc Kee et al., 1998; Tavakolian, 198.D,), and are slowly
processed by adults (e.g. De Vincenzi, 1991; Gostaal., 2001; Warren
& Gibson, 2002, a.o.). This work will concentrateainly on the
discussion of one crucial experimental result aidn, which is robustly
found in both adults and (older) children, and afeproduced across
languages: passive is made use of extensively énctimputation of a
relative clause, as a substitute for an active abjelative (OR,
henceforth) in production; elicited ORs are freglyetransformed into a
subject relative (SR, henceforth) in the passiwelding what | will refer
to as a Passive Object Relative (Belletti, 2009,1®20Belletti &
Contemori, 2010; Belletti & Rizzi, 2010). In chikelr, use of Passive
Object Relatives starts out at the age in whichsipas productively
develops, which occurs at around age 5-6, in Halia

Newly collected results from comprehension (Conteéngo Belletti,
2010), clearly indicated that Passive Object Retatiare also well
comprehended by children at the age in which théggaately master
passive, better than active ORs, both with a gag waith (clitic)
resumption, a colloquial form of ORs in currentiéta.

Thus, the use of passive to compute an OR overctiveaOR that
these results indicate may be especially significamevealing the nature
of the complexity implied by the respective compiotas of (active) ORs
and passive. It is also revealing of the develogelgrath, as children tend
to approach the adult’s behavior, for which prefieeefor use of passive in
the adopted experimental conditions may be ovemwimg. The adult’'s
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behavior can be taken to evidence the optimal céatipn in this domain.
A crucial question which will be addressed in thisrk is precisely: in
what sense should use of passive be optimal iddh@ain of ORs?

In section 2, a general outline of the experimergallts is provided,
which will constitute the basis for the discussiorsection 3. In section 3
an account for the preference for Passive ObjektiRes over active ORs
is developed in terms of the Relativized Minimalitycality principle
(Rizzi 1990, 2004)), along the lines presented riedfmann, Belletti &
Rizzi (2009). The locality principle will ultimatglbe held responsible for
distinguishing between the complexity of the twoustures: Passive
(Object Relatives), on the one side, and (activ®s @n the other, on
principled grounds.

In the conclusion, directions for future researémiag at a fine-
grained typology of the application of the prineignd its implications for
acquisition and processing will be briefly explored

2. Outline of the results

This section reviews some of the main results oithvthe discussion of
section 3 will concentrate. The main bulk of thalitn data is based on
Belletti & Contemori (2010) and Contemori & Belie{2010), which
contain all relevant details of the experimentaigies whose results will
be considered here, and develop precise analysemwf They also deal
with further specific aspects of the results whigh not be addressed in
the present article. New data recently collectesl presented in 2.1.1,
which investigate the production of Passive Objfeelatives by adults, in
unexpected contexts containing the vedtere ‘want’, a verb which does
not tolerate passivization.

On average, ORs are comprehended at chance byerhi{dround
50% of the sentences tested), as recently illgstrah the study by
Contemori & Garraffa (2010), with a picture matdahitask run in Italian
with children aged 3 to 5;5 (see also Arosio et 2009; Adani, van der
Lely, Forgiarini & Guasti, 2010). Comparable peregyes have been
found for headed ORs in the Hebrew data presemdetiedmann et al.
(2009), in children of the same age. In contraRs &re both producexhd
comprehended already at the youngest age: e.@. T®% correct SRs are
produced at age 3:4-3:11 in the elicitation experitrpresented in Belletti
& Contemori (2010), 70% in the average, with vatsaof the same
preference production task, discussed in Conte&@&lletti (2010).

In contrast, both ORs and SRs are comprehendedbyeltiult Italian
speakers, although ORs are known to be harder/sltmmgrocess (in line
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with comparable A’ dependencies; De Vincenzi, 199&;Vincenzi et al.,
1999). In production, however, in the same eligitiexperimental
conditions set for children, ORs are overwhelmingloided by Italian
adults (Contemori & Belletti, 2010). They are prodd only in about 10%
of the elicited cases. These results are reviewéddrther detail in section
2.1 below?

2.1 Elicited production of SR and OR: The essentidkatures
of the experimental designs

The elicitation technique utilized is an adaptatiof the original
preference task presented in Novogrosky & Friedm@@06). Different
conditions have been tested in the elicitation tafidn ORs, with e.g.
number match and number mismatch between the welagad and the
subject of the relative clause. Since the diffe@riditions, however, do
not significantly change the overall aspect of tesults, as discussed in
Contemori & Belletti (2010), in the remaining ofgharticle | will present
the results combined, without distinguishing betwethe different
conditions® In all cases, the design is such that the childfdd asked to
choose between two options given to him/her, idgntg himself/herself
with one of the children mentioned in the elicitisipry. One example is
given below:

(1)  Eliciting story:
There are two children. The elephant lifts oned;hihe elephant
wets one child. Which child would you rather bearStwith ‘|
would rather be...’
Target sentence:
Vorrei essere il bambino che I'elefante sollevafizag
‘(I would rather be) the child that the diapt is lifting/wetting.’

In a first running of the experiment, 48 Italiareaging children aged 3;4-
6;5 were tested (for further details, see Bell&ttContemori, 2010). In a
second running 100 children were tested, includifder children with
ages ranging from 3;4 to 8;10 (for further detadge Contemori &
Belletti, 2010)* Twenty-eight adults (aged 18-28) were also testedall
cases, the difficulty with the production of ORsally emerged in
contrast with the smooth production of SRs.

An interesting, and at first sight surprising, epmental path
emerges when considering the reversed U-curve gar&il, illustrating
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the young children’s production of ORs in the fingtnning of the
experiment (Belletti & Contemori, 2010):

Figure 1: The development of young children’s piian of ORs

. P
S T

34-311 441 5511 6-6:5

25

Figure 1 is surprising for two reasons: first, hemmit shows that there is
so to speak a negative development, as childrdrilityato produce ORs

first increases, but then at age 5 it decreasegaes further down at age
6. Second, because it shows that young childreactieally produce some
ORs. The comparison between adults and childresrexdfin Tables 1 and
2, adapted and rearranged from Contemori & Bellg@610), is also

revealing and sheds further light on the signifezarof Figure 1. The

comparison between Tables 1 and 2 indicates thatesls the ratio in the
production of SRs vs. ORs is (a little more tharfp2l in children, it is

dramatically different in adults, where it amoutttsl 0 to 1.

Table 1: SRs and ORs produced by children

SRs ORs
3;4-3:11| 70% 35%
4-4;11 91% 51%
5-5;11 86% 42%
6-6;11 92% 32%
7-7;:11 87% 62%
8-8;10 95% 30%
TOTAL | 88% 39%




6 Considering the Complexity of Relative Clauses Badsive

Table 2: SRs and ORs produced by adults

SRs ORs
99% 10%

Hence, adults in the very same elicitation condgion which children
produce some ORs, avoid the production of ORs algwapletely.

The natural question to ask is: what do childred adults do instead,
when an OR is elicited? The experimental resulticate that they do
partly different things. As indicated by the resuibh Table 1, children
sometimes actually produce an OR. The produced i@Rrecontains a
gap in the merge position of the relative headf oontains a resumptive
(clitic) pronoun co-referent with the relative head possible option in
colloquial, informal Italian, associated with a g$iily substandard
flavour® Adults, in contrast, never produce resumptive OBther kinds
of productions are also found in children: (1) stmes they produce a
relative clause with a different structure, typiga SR, with an inversion
of roles; the SR may also display no role inversamchildren change the
verb of the relative clause (possibly choosingfedint verb adequate for
the situation of the elicited sentence, or elsé gixsng a totally unrelated
verb); (2) sometimes they just produce a nontagjeicture, as they
change the character they identify with, and irgstefasaying which child
they would rather be, they pretend to be the otharacter present in the
eliciting sentence (e.g. ‘the elephant’ in casks (i1)); (3) sometimes they
produce a declarative sentence in place of théedlicelative. All these
kinds of ‘errors’, nontarget productions, have begincussed in the
literature and are typically found across langua@e®, e.g., the recent
data in the crosslinguistic study in Friedmannle(2010), mentioned in
3.4, and Friedmann et al. (2009) on Hebrew). Thay be considered
evidence of the characteristic difficulty that clnén experience with the
production of ORs.

However, it is not the case that the residual 6a@fochildren’s
productions when an OR is elicited, which can bauded from Table 1,
are all errors of these types. From age 5 onwdaittiren start to produce a
SR in place of an OR in such a way that the intdnd®aning is
preserved, and this is obtained by means of a\gasAround this age,
children start producing Passive Object Relatiwgich constitute the
only alternative to the production of an (activé} @dopted by adults. The
adults’ results are presented in Tabl&able 4 displays, in a parallel way,
the children’s productions in the same elicitingditions.



Adriana Belletti 7

Table 3: Adult’s ratio of Passive Object Relativesand ORs

Passive Object Relativey ORs (with gap)
88% 10%

Table 4: Children’s ratio of Passive Object Relaties and ORs

Passive Object Relative| ORs (with gap/res)
19% 39%

The remaining 2% in the adults’ data are just a fiewtarget productions.
The remaining 42% in the children’s data includatacget productions of
the type described above, as well as ambiguoudivelzlauses, e.g.
containing a postverbal singular lexical DP in atiee with a singular
head, as in (2):

(2 ... i bambino che abbraccia la mamma
the boy that hugs the mom

In (2) the postverbal DP can be interpreted eiffsethe postverbal subject
of an OR or as the object of a SR. Other ambiguelative clauses may
contain no lexical DP and singular verb in the treéaclause, as in (3):

3) ... il bambino che abbraccia
the boy that hugs

Under the SR interpretation, the subject of theathet clause in (3)

corresponds to the relative head, with the verbrpreted intransitively;

under the OR interpretation, the relative clausgaios a null subject and
a gap in the merge position of the relative he#u.the calculations on
which Table 4 is based, no ambiguous relative les bincluded in order
to avoid complications which cannot be decided dth wertainty. Note

that this has quite likely led to an underestimatd the actual production
of ORs by the childref.

Looking at the children’s productions developméptaa clear
tendency emerges: as children grow older, moreiRa&bject Relatives
are produced, and the production of ORs decreasess illustrated in
Table 57 In Table 5 results on Passive Object Relativesehbeen
collapsed, and no distinction is made on the kifidPassive Object
Relatives produced by the children, which can bedifferent kinds
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(“causative-type passive” with the veidre: il bambino che si fa pettinare
dalla mammaéthe child that makes himself comb by the mom'ogalar
passive”: il bambino che & pettinato dalla mamnthe child that is
combed by the mom’; and “reduced passiiebambino pettinato dalla
mammathe child combed by the mom’).

Table 5: Children’s productions of Passive Object Rlatives (PORS)
and ORs per agé

3-3;11] 4-4;11| 5-5;11 | 6-6;11 | 7-7;11 | 8-8;10
POR: - 2% 11% 13% 9% 44%
ORs (gap/res) 35%| 51%| 42% 32% 629 30p0

Hence, the surprising U-curve in Figure 1 corresiiayn to the young
children’s productions, which is reproduced in thst part of the upper
line of Figure 2 below, can be interpreted as datiregy with the
emergence of Passive Object Relatives as a dewnglagiernative to the
production of (active) ORs:

Figure 2:  Children’s development of passive objetdtives and ORs

u ——POR
v \/ /)& —=—0R

-

e -

3-3:11 4-4:11 5-5:11 6-6:11 7-7:11 8-8:10

These results suggest that, as children grow ottiey, tend to approach
the adults’ performance. Note that the fact tha development is not
completely smooth (7 y.o; cfr. Footnote 7) indicatthat in these
experimental conditions children abandon theimagtieto produce (active)
ORs relatively late, possibly when passive is rtdpuscquired and thus
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qualifies as somehow the optimal solution to theited structure (along
the lines presented in 3.2).

2.1.1 Passive in relatives witholere

A further group of 20 adult speakers of Italian evetested on an
adaptation of the same preference task — with 19 &Rl 10 ORs being
elicited under the same conditions as in the aaigtest — in which the
verbvolere ‘want’ was added to the eliciting story. Sineglereis a verb

which does not tolerate passivization very well, s®wn in (4), the
guestion arises as to what adults would do in tieelyction of an OR in
this condition. Would production of ORs increase?

4) a Il bambino vuole la palla.
the kid wants the ball
b. *? La palla € voluta (dal bambino).

the ball is wanted bg tid
An example of a story eliciting an OR is given &):(

(5) Eliciting story:
There are two children. The father wants to phatphgrone child,
the father wants to hug one child. Which child vebybu rather be?
Start with ‘I would rather be...’
Target sentence:
Vorrei essere il bambino che il papa vuole abbraceffotografare
‘(l 'would rather be) the child that the father wanto
hug/photograph.’

The results of this version of the experimentsoymewhat surprising:
in a significant number of cases the verdiere was overlooked in the
relatives produced by the adults. In particulagub 20 subjects did not
produce anyolerein the relative. As for the remaining 15 subjetk®
distribution of the relatives produced accordingtesence vs. absence of
the verbvolerein the relative clause is summarized in Tabfe 6:
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Table 6: Adult's production of relative clauses acording to
presence/absence ablere

+ volere/riuscirdg - volere/riuscirgTotal |+ volere%| - volere%
SRs| 95 105 200 (47.5 52.5
ORs| 41 159 200 (20.5 79.5

Table 6 indicates thatlerewas widely ignored and consequently omitted
by the tested subjects. Somehow, the relativeht lagntribution ofvolere
to the overall meaning of the story must have niagarticularly prone to
be overlooked by the participants while performihg task of producing
the complex relative clause structure. The int@rgdact to be noted here,
however, is that the same verblereis ignored/omitted almost twice as
much in cases in which an OR was elicited thanaises in which a SR
was elicited. This also offers a further originatasure of the complexity
of (active) ORs, which are much harder to compb#ntSRs. What did
adults do when an OR was elicited and they answeittbut the verb
volerein the relative clause? They produced Passive dDlielatives in
virtually all cases: out of the 159 ORs producethaiitvolerg 157 were
Passive Object Relatives (2 were nontarget prooiog}li Thus, indirectly,
these results further confirm that the productidnaocPassive Object
Relative is much preferred over the production of(active) OR in the
adults’ performance, in the eliciting conditions.

2.2 The comprehension of passive object relatives

Since Passive Object Relatives appear to be favaradults’ production
and also in the production of older children asvaihdyy the results
summarized in section 2.1, it seems natural towédsther they are also
well comprehended. The test should concern childueer the natural
assumption that adults should not have any compsitie problem in this
domain, as they do not also have problems in thepcehension of
(active) ORs. The children to be tested shoulddbected in the age range
in which one can be reasonably sure that passiaeéguately mastered.
Hence, a group of 53 children aged between 6;5 &t6 was tested
through a picture matching task in Contemori & B#il (2010), on the
comprehension of Passive Object Relatives in coispar with the
comprehension of (active) ORs. (Active) ORs weste@ both with a gap
and with a resumptive clitic, since, as mentioned?il, children often
adopt (clitic) resumptive relatives in their protlans. As also mentioned
in 2.1, different kinds of Passive Object Relativa® produced by
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children (“causative-type passive”, copular anduced). Thus, all kinds

of Passive Object Relatives were tested in the cehgmsion experiment
as well. In total, 60 sentences were tested pdd.cim Table 7, results on

ORs with a gap and with a resumptive clitic on ¢ile hand, and results
on the types of Passive Object Relatives on therpttave been collapsed,
as the finer distinction is not the focus of thegant work (see Contemori
& Belletti, 2010 for all relevant details and dission).

Table 7: Comprehension of Passive Object Relativeda comparison
with (active) ORs

6;5-6:11| 7-7;11 | 8-8;10
ORs 64% 67% 71%
Passive Object Relatives 79% 86% 93%

Figure 3: Children’s development in the comprehemsbf Passive Object
Relatives and ORs

100%

90% ——

80% .,

70% PE———— —

60%

——OR
50%
40%
—&—Passive
30% Object
209, Relatives
10%
0% T :
6:5-6:11 7-7:11 8-8:10

The comprehension results indicate that PassiveedDlRelatives are
better comprehended than (active) ORs, at all tegged. As analyzed in
detail in Contemori & Belletti (2010), whereas dey@ment in the
comprehension of (active) ORs is relatively mildere is clearer
development in the comprehension of Passive Olbjetdtives, which is
already very good in the first age group and iceling in the oldest

group.
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3. Interpreting and further integrating the results

3.1 The processing of ORs. Background assumptions
and the characterization of intervention

A featural approach to the syntactic locality pife of Relativized
Minimality (RM) (Rizzi, 1990, 2004; Starke, 2001} aleveloped in
Friedmann et al. (2009) constitutes the backgroagdinst which an
interpretation of the results summarized in secBonill be formulated in
this section. A schematic classical formulatiorthe principle is given in

(6):

(6) Relativized Minimality
In a configuration X ... Z ... Y:
a local relation between X and Y cannot be estabtisif Z
intervenes, and Z is a position of the same typ¥.gRizzi, 1990,
2004).
Same type= sharing relevant features
For X the target, Z the intervener, Y the origin

In Friedmann et al. (2009) the difficulty displaybgt Hebrew speaking
children (aged 3;7-5) in their processing of headd#ls with a lexical
subject in the relative clause was interpreted amsequence of the
operation of the syntactic locality principle. lmese structures, the lexical
subject intervenes in the establishment of the nid@ecy between the
lexical head of the relative clause and its memggtiwn within the relative
clause. This type of account shares some resengblavith other
approaches which have also been phrased in term#esfention (e.qg.
Gordon et al., 2004; Warren & Gibson, 2002, 206&)wever, whereas a
crucial attention is generally devoted in these rapghes to the
determination of the relevant properties which make subject a
disturbing intervener (e.g. its level of referelityg, the account in
Friedmann et al. (2009) in terms of RM, rather tajgies on the nature of
the attracting features on the target (X). It iyan those cases in which
the (relevant) features on the target are sharddthe intervener that the
structure may be problematic. Presence of an iaet@wis not problematic
per se

The significantly different behaviour of Hebrewesfiing children in
the processing of headed ORs vs free ORs acrogsteanening lexical
subject, with the latter being fairly well undemsth at a level comparable
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to the understanding of SRs, provides strong eweéen support of the
approach based on the syntactic locality principlthe described terni§.
In Friedmann et al. (2009) it is proposed thatatuiee [NP] is among the
attracting features in CP for the derivation ofeadhed relative clause. The
hardest structures to compute for children wereipety those in which
both the target (X) and the intervener (Z) contdittee [NP] feature (they
were both lexically restricted). This is the caséheaded ORs across an
intervening lexical subject.

In Friedmann et al. (2009) it is further propogkdt in the case of
headed ORs an inclusion relation is created foflH#g feature, which is
contained both in the target and in the interveagischematized in (7):

(7)  Show me the elephant that the lion is wettirthe elephant>
+R, +NP +NP +R, +NP
X z Y

It is hypothesized that the inclusion relation @dfor children to process.
The capacity to compute the inclusion relation dep® at later ages in
children; thus, it is conjectured that the diffesenbetween adults and
children stems precisely from their different capadn processing
inclusion: adults can process the inclusion refaticeated in headed ORs
across an intervening lexical subject, while (ygueigldren cannot.

However, the intrinsic complexity of the inclusioglation could make
headed ORs with a lexical subject within the reiatilause hard for adults
as well, and this would be at the origin of theenfiobserved fact that
parsing is slower in ORs of this type.

Given this background of assumptions, we can noawento an
interpretation of the main results described irtisa.

3.2 A proposal: The optimal way to satisfy localityis
eliminating intervention. The case of Passive Obje¢®elatives

Whereas adults and children differ as to their eeipe abilities to
compute the inclusion relation in the feature getcfication, disjunction
of the relevant feature sets (Starke, 2001) is gngpcomputed by both
children and adults, as discussed in Friedmanh €@09). It can then be
proposed that disjunction in the specificationtwf televant feature set can
be considered as the optimal way to satisfy thed@®dnmatical principle,
in both comprehension/parsing and production. Digdjion in the
specification of the relevant feature set neuteslimtervention; in fact, it
amounts to lack of intervention. The ORs testedha production and
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comprehension experiments reported in section 2 akrcases of headed
ORs with an intervening lexical subject within tletative clause. Hence,
they all fall under the hardest cases for RM. lithen expected that
children should have serious difficulties in theogessing of these
structures.

But why should adults also have difficulties, agnessed by their
extremely low production of headed ORs? The prdpissthat the hard
structure is in fact avoided by adults as it impiple disallows the optimal
satisfaction of RM through disjunction of the redev feature set. A
different way is then preferably selected to optiynaeliminate
intervention. This way is through the computatidnGiRs with passive,
which yields the production of Passive Object Redet

In the spirit of the proposal first outlined in @i (in press), based on
the pilot results in Utzeri (2007), use of passiam be assumed to be an
optimal solution in the attempt to produce an ORdar a derivation of
passive which implies movement of a verbal chunkt@iming the verb
(past participle) and the direct object, across itervening lexical
subject, the operation proposed in Collins (2005} he calledsmuggling.
Assuming thesmugglingoperation, passive qualifies as a direct way to
eliminate intervention altogether (Belletti, in pse Belletti & Rizzi,
2010). Hence, passive allows for an optimal satt&fa of locality in the
relevant sense. Since pasgsreugglingis known to develop around age 5
- 6 (see also Hyams & Snyder, 2007), children caress the optimal way
to eliminate intervention only around this age. Bebematic structure in
(8) describes themugglingoperation moving the verbal chunk containing
the verb (past participle) and the direct objelag trucial step whereby
intervention of the lexical subject within the v dliminated. In (8) it is
assumed that the object further moves from theveérposition into the
relative position in the CP (an expletipeo occupies the high subject
position in TP)*?

I

[l bambino [che {rpro & [yp abbracciato <il bambino> ] dgJa mamma <VP>]
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As the strict operation of RM is the optimal opematof the principle,
both adults and children tend to adopt it. The tdubehavior in
production showing a wide production of Passive €bbjRelatives,
follows from this assumption. Even if adults wouldave the
computational capacity to compute an OR with indosof the [NP]
feature of the target and the intervener, as inegcdoy their ability in
principle to comprehend (though slowly) this kinfl structures, yet, in
production, they go for the optimal computation which inclusion
becomes irrelevant, since intervention is strudiyiedtogether eliminated.

For young children the situation is different: cgnthey still cannot
productively perform movement of the verbal chun&nce passive, they
are forced to compute a less optimal, more elaboogieration of the
locality principle. This is why they end up produgisome ORs, more so
than adults, at younger ages in exactly the sanuoitagibn situation.
However, this is at the limit of their computatibicapacities: hence their
very limited success in the production of (acti@®s, comparable to their
limited success in the comprehension of the sametates at the same
young ages. Children adhere to the optimal strigsion of the locality
principle; thus, they try out more elaborate versiof it only when forced
by the elicitation situation, with fairly limiteduscess. As soon as the
possibility of structurally eliminating interventiodevelops and they can
perform movement of the verbal chunk containing therb (past
participle) and the direct object, immugglingpassive, Passive Object
Relatives are selectively produced in a way whifds to approach the
adult performancé®

The account proposed for the (often ample) pradocof Passive
Object Relatives in place of (active) ORs is a gegly grammatical
syntactic account. It could be proposed, instehdt the crucial factor
yielding the production of Passive Object Relativiesthe eliciting
conditions of the described preference task exmmrimis ultimately a
discourse factor; the same factor which, at theesime, would account
for the well-known preference for SRs over ORs engral. It has
sometimes been proposed that since the head dbteeclause has a
topic value, this would be the main reason why 8RS out to be better
processed than ORs quite generally: since subggetscharacteristically
endowed with a certain amount of topicality, a sabjqualifies as a
typically preferred head of the relative clause kM al., 2008). Resort to
passive in the production of an object relativeusta would then be
expected, under these assumptions, as the objktiveehead could
acquire a topic value through passivization. Howgewbat a purely
discourse account along these lines cannot be ¢ia¢ neason for
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preference of Passive Object Relatives in the peafe elicitation
experiment discussed here, is indicated by thetffettin the experimental
design both the elicited relative head (the chddll the subject of the
relative clause, are given in the eliciting stag,that they are equally both
discourse topics (cfr. (1) in section 2.1, andi{b¥ection 2.1.1). A better
refined notion would then be needed to draw thatrdjstinction of the
relevant level of topicality, leading to preferenfm SRs and hence
Passive Object Relatives, when an OR is elicitedhase experimental
conditions. Besides, a general notion of topicatigcessarily requires
further specification in order to distinguish beémedifferent kinds and
levels of topicality such as those related to sttsjésometimes referred to
as “aboutness” (Reinhart, 2006; Rizzi, 2005)) atiteiotopics, including
discourse topics. On the basis of these considasgtthe hypothesis that
the main factor giving rise to use of passive i pinoduction of an OR is
primarily structural in nature, expressed in tefishe assumed featural
approach to RM, looks indeed superior to a gendiscourse account
along the lines described above.

3.3 The complexity of ORs and Passive Object Relags

That SRs are easier and hence preferred to ORs \isrya generally
observed fact, also confirmed by corpus analysesspdntaneous
productions in various diverse languages (e.g.dfrellamann & Tuller,
2010, for children and adolescents; Basque, megdion Carreiras et al.,
2010; English: Rodhe & Gibson, 2003; Italian: Btil& Chesi, 2011).
Such a robust fact should be grounded on a priedipkason. The
proposed explanation of the experimental resultt¢eims of a locality
account along the lines of Friedmann et al. (200@)y offer such a
principl)ied reason (see Hamann & Tuller, 2010 folatesl considera-
tions):

A derivation as the one illustrated in (8) maylda@mmplex in terms of
the computational steps it involves. However, theppsal is submitted
here that this is a case where more is less: ifltermining complexity
factor with headed ORs across an intervening Iéxisabject is
intervention and the complications it involves fdre locality of the
computation, the possibility of avoiding, and irtfaltogether eliminating
intervention as in the case of passive, should agywe favored,
irrespective of the increase in the derivationabstneeded (Belletti, in
press).
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3.4 Passive Object Relatives crosslinguistically drin different
tasks, in children and adults

In Friedmann et al. (in prep) the same elicitatpyeference design was
adapted to several languages (16, see footnotelt@®nty children were
tested in each of the languages at the same (yoagpg)5. The results
clearly indicate that passive starts being usetthénrealization of ORs in
most of the languages tested, yielding the prodoctif Passive Object
Relatives (e.g. particularly in Austrian German,ni3a, Dutch, English,
European Portuguese, French, German, ltalian, amaRian):> Since
children were only 5 years old in the crosslingaistudy, it is expected
that the appeal to passive may be (sometimes) ratgjeas this is the
crucial age at which the operations necessary tier domputation of
passive typically develop in children. In Contem&rBelletti (2010) it is
shown that Passive Object Relatives are also pextiby children (age
range 3;4-8;10) in a different elicitation designgicture description task
adapted from Novogrodsky & Friedmann,2006; for d#tails, cfr.
reference quoted), and even more so than in thierprece task whose
main results were presented in section 2. Thusepee and preference
for Passive Object Relatives is clearly not a tasated effect, somehow
dependent on the setting of the preference task.

The preference for Passive Object Relatives e laden revealed by
results of a totally different nature coming frormeaction time (RT)
experiments with adults in diverse languages sushEaglish and
Mandarin Chinese. In a self-paced reading task riglieh (Rohde &
Gibson, 2003), relatives analogous to the PasstWbfect Relatives
discussed in the present work were shown to be neat quickly by
adults than (active) ORs (e.ghe reporter that was attacked by the
senator.. vs. The reporter that the senator attackedl Similarly, a self-
paced reading task in Mandarin Chinese (Lin & Be#006) testing
adults’ processing of Relative Clauses in this leagg, beside confirming
the general fact that SRs are parsed more quididyp tORs (also) in
Mandarin Chinese, showed that among the variouditons tested in the
experiment the passive condition in relative clausas the one which
was read most quickly by adults (e.g. so-calledspssor relative clauses
with bei in the passive construction, compared to relativath the
canonical order and witha anteposition in the relative; see Lin & Bever,
2006 for all relevant details).

Thus, the presence of, and preference for PaSiiject Relatives is a
very robust fact which is confirmed both crosslisgjoally and across
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different experimental techniques, as well as othdults’ and children’s
processing of these structures.

4. Ways to modulate intervention and lines of futue
research

The way in which passive througimugglingby movement of a verbal
chunk with the verb (past participle) and the dir@bject avoids
intervention is a sort of “surgical’ way in whiclhet presence of the
disturbing intervening subject is completely eliatied from the
computation. The featural approach to RM assumetthi;mwork makes
one expect that other ways may modulate interventindeed, featural
modifications on the relative head and the inteirmgriexical subject in
such a way that feature mismatch is created betdfeetarget (X) and the
intervener (Z) have been shown to have preciselgraglioration effect in
the processing of complex (active) ORs.

For instance, number mismatch between the lexiative head and
the intervening lexical subject has recently bedows to facilitate
children’s comprehension of (active) ORs in Ital{@iscussed in Adani,
van der Lely, Forgiarini & Guasti, 2010, age rargeto 9; see also
Volpato, 2010 for similar considerations from hagrimpaired children).
Gender mismatch between the relative head andntieevening lexical
subject has recently been tested in a study congpatebrew and Italian
in children’s comprehension of (active) ORs. Cleldwere of the same
age in the two language groups (3;9-5;5.31), ardd#sign was a picture
matching task containing exactly the same picturesth minor
adaptations in cases in which the gender of thexqiau the stimuli was
different in the two languages (Belletti et al.,12). The comparative
dimension of the study showed that the role of gemdismatch is not the
same in the two languages. As discussed in detdklletti et al. (2010),
only in Hebrew does gender mismatch amelioratectiaprehension of
ORs (from 67% to 81%), which almost reaches thellef’comprehension
of SRs (with both gender match and gender mismatchiontrast, in
Italian the comprehension of ORs does not signifigaimprove in the
gender mismatch condition and remains rather Isnit & in the match
condition (57% and 52% respectively). These resntigate that there is
no effect of the type of morphosyntactic featurg), genderper se but
that the effect is strictly dependent on the statfighat feature in the
language. The proposal developed in Belletti et24110) is that gender is
a syntactically active feature in the sense releyanthe RM locality
principle in Hebrew (i.e. it triggers movement ke tsubject position), but
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not in Italian. Only in Hebrew is gender among #teracting features of
the relative head, the target (X). Hence, only gbkew is intervention by
the lexical subject (Z, the intervener) overcomeha gender mismatch
condition® That gender may or may not have an active morptiastic
status is indicated by the fact that it is exprdsi&e subject agreement
verbal morphology in Hebrew, whereas it is nottali&n. Thus, gender is
not a feature which may modulate intervention alidin, despite the fact
that Italian expresses gender in several variongests (determiner-noun,
adjective-noun, and past participle). In contrastiber enters into the
subject agreement relation in Italian, much as geddes in Hebrew. And
indeed, number mismatch has an ameliorating effactitalian, as
discussed in Adani et al. (2010) mentioned abovdy e crosslinguistic
comparative perspective is able to reveal thatethisr no intrinsic
role/value of a given morphological featyrer se.

A natural research program consists in pursuing time of fine-
grained research and checking further featureshan perspective of
clarifying which ones play a role in modulatingentention, and are thus
relevant for RM, and which ones are not (see Gril608)on a partly
similar approach for aphasia). One further featoré®e checked may be
animacy (Adani et al., 2010; Correa, 1995; Gordbal.e 2001). Ongoing
corpus studies on ltalian indicate that the vagoritg of ORs found in
corpora of spontaneous production by Italian adblse an inanimate
head (Belletti & Chesi, 2011). Similar results hdeen found in corpora
of spontaneous production by children and adoléscenthe study by
Hamann & Tuller (2010) on French. The natural goesthen arises:
Does the distinction in the animacy feature betwibenrelative head and
the intervening subject have a facilitating effacthe computation of an
(active) OR, in particular when the inanimate nglmase is the relative
head? There might then be a correlation with théhéu following fact that
both these studies have found: in corpora of spemtas production of
both Italian and French, few Passive Object Redatiare present of the
type produced (widely by adults) in the elicitedquctions reviewed in
section 2, in which both the relative head anditkervening subject were
animate. Experimental data on a type of prefereéasle similar to the one
presented in section 2 and controlling for animaeyre collected in
Belletti & Chesi (2011) in order to verify experimally the role of the
animacy feature in combination with the corpus datae experimental
results presented in Belletti & Chesi (2011) intécéhat mismatch in
animacy does not affect the production of ORs ie thlicitation
conditions, with Passive Object Relatives remainitig preferably
produced option (see Belletti & Chesi, 2011 foradetl discussion and
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proposals on the comparison between elicited andntapeous
production). All these studies, which combine dif@ data sources, will
ultimately help make more precise the measure ofpbexity expressible
through a featural formulation of RM.

5. Conclusion

The robust experimental result discussed in thigkwihat passive is made
use of extensively in the computation of a relatilsise as a substitute for
an active object relative in tasks of elicited proiibn, has been
interpreted as a consequence of the strict oparatfothe grammatical
locality principle of RM. Specifically, it has beeproposed that the
optimal satisfaction of the principle formulated featural terms is one
where there is disjunction between the target dnadimtervener in the
features relevant for the principle, in the teighaseloped in Friedmann et
al. (2009). A computation such as passive, wherabgrvention of a
lexical subject is completely eliminated in the idation of an OR,
gualifies as a way to yield an optimal satisfactidthe RM principle in a
situation in which manipulation of the relevanttiea sets cannot lead to
disjunction, as is the case of (active) ORs; hetite wide production in
the elicitation conditions of Passive Object Relkdi by adults, and the
developmental tendency to produce Passive ObjéettiRes by children
in the same conditions. Passive Object Relative® vatso produced by
adults overlooking the presence of the non-passié verb volere
‘want’, thus providing a further original measuré the complexity of
(active) ORs. Comprehension of Passive Object Rekthas also been
found to be higher than that of (active) ORs irdéo) children. Together
these results confirm the preference for use ofipadn the computation
of an otherwise (too) complex structure. Althougimewhat costly on its
own, as indicated by its relatively late appearanagevelopment, passive
counts as simpler for both adults and children lie texperimental
conditions tested. According to the proposed acgotlis is so since
passive with its crucial derivational step movingclaunk of the verb
phrase,smuggling allows for a complete elimination of the distumlpi
intervener, the lexical subject of the relative uske. Hence, passive,
throughsmuggling allows for an optimal satisfaction of the localRM
principle.

It has been proposed that both children and atkiits to adhere to the
optimal and strict operation of the principle. Hepalthough adults can
comprehend (active) ORs, they tend not to produoemi as the
production results have clearly indicated. Childretart avoiding the



