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INTRODUCING BIMULT 

KLEANTHES K. GROHMANN,  
SVIATLANA KARPAVA,  
AND NATALIA PAVLOU 

 
 
 
Multilingual environments have attracted the interest of scholars working 
in a wide range of areas, including language acquisition (Rothman et al., 
2019; Schmid and Kopke, 2019), language variation and learning (Martin-
Jones et al., 2015; Singleton and Aronin, 2019), multiliteracy, home 
language development, education, and language policy (Wright et al., 
2017; Montanari and Quay, 2019; Schalley and Eisenchlas, 2020; Breuer 
et al., 2021). Some of the common questions raised in these lines of 
research are related to the issues in understanding the nature and processes 
of bi-/multilingualim, the exposure to and the influence on a particular 
population by a dominant language, the age of exposure to input from the 
dominant language, and the grammar properties affected by it as well as 
the overall competence of the bilingual/multilingual speaker (Deluca et al., 
2019, Lohndal et al., 2019). Heritage language acquisition as a further 
bilingual/mutilingual context raises the question of the input conditions 
during acquisition (Montrul, 2016; Polinsky, 2018; Domínguez et al., 
2019). Scientific considerations on these issues rely on a variety of 
methodologies in the study of acquisition and the application of these 
theories in teaching. Data from multilingual speakers are also important, 
since they involve grammars that often interact in interesting ways which a 
theory of possible mental grammars needs to incorporate. These mental 
grammars identify the linguistic properties that characterize multilingual 
speakers in societies within a broader concept of ‘comparative lingualities’ 
(Grohmann and Kambanaros, 2016) focusing on their recognition and 
study for the advancement of linguistic theory. 

This volume is based on the virtual conference ‘New Approaches to 
Bilingualism and Multilingualism and Language Learning/Teaching 
Conference’ (BiMuLT), which was held at the University of Cyprus in 
November 2021 and it includes the work of conference presenters and 
other scholars in the field. It brings together research that takes a critical 



Introducing BiMuLT 
 

2 

eye toward examining issues of bi- and multilingualism, L2, L3, or 
heritage language acquisition, multiliteracy, home language development, 
language teaching methodology, education, and language policy. The 
analytical areas, of both empirical studies and theoretical analyses, include 
a wide range of issues, including an understanding of the nature and 
processes of bi- and multilingualism, the exposure and influence on a 
particular population by a dominant language, the age of exposure to input 
from the dominant language, the grammar properties affected by it, and 
the overall competence of the multilingual speaker.  

Through the lens of critical analysis, we seek to investigate new 
approaches to bilingualism and multilingualism, language learning and 
teaching based on scientific considerations, theoretical models, research 
methodology, and application of language acquisition theories in teaching. 
The research collected here provides frameworks for understanding 
multilingualism based on diverse topics and analyses. Each chapter 
highlights a topic area covering key concepts, examples of previous 
interdisciplinary research and studies from different geographical regions 
and languages, critical reviews and analyses, specific projects undertaken 
by the authors, and their personal reflections. 

The volume is divided into 10 chapters organized in three sections. The 
three sections cover the topic areas Bilectalism, Multilingualism, Heritage 
Language Development (Part I), Language Contact, Development, and 
Learning (Part II), and Foreign Language Teaching and Pedagogical 
Innovations (Part III). A brief description of each of the chapters follows. 

In Chapter 1, “The expression of indefiniteness in Italo-Ferrarese 
bilectal speakers: True optionality and grammatical hybridity”, Cristina 
Procentese, Gianluca E. Lebani, Giuliana Giusti, and Anna Cardinaletti 
investigate the expression of indefiniteness in two varieties spoken in the 
province of Ferrara, located in eastern Emilia: the Ferrarese dialect and the 
local colloquial variety of Italian. According to Cardinaletti and Giusti 
(2018, 2020), optionality between variants of indefinite determiners is 
attested throughout the Italian peninsula. The researchers describe the 
linguistic competence of Italo-Ferrarese bilectal speakers, paying attention 
to the amount of grammatical hybridity. They verify the impact of both 
intra- and extra- grammatical factors on the realization of competing forms 
of indefinite determiners. An online questionnaire was implemented with 
the focus on the choice of indefinite determiners in object position of 
negative sentences depending on noun type (mass vs. plural count), event 
type (habitual vs. episodic), and clitic type in Clitic Left Dislocation 
(accusative vs. partitive). Statistical analysis of the data showed that the 
two grammars display points of both convergence and divergence and 
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prove the presence of a certain amount of hybridity in the varieties under 
investigation. The authors discuss the hypothesis of true optionality in 
Italo-Romance, which may be the outcome of a diachronic process of 
grammatical change that involved contact between different grammars, 
and compare it with the idea of a synchronically active process of mixing. 

In Chapter 2, “The multilingualism of Roma children: A comparative 
study”, Hristo Kyuchukov presents results from research with Roma 
kindergarten children from two different European countries: North 
Macedonia and Sweden. In both countries the children attend kindergarten 
and learn Romani as a mother tongue at home. In North Macedonia the 
Roma children grow up with 4 languages: Macedonian and the language 
of another minority community, Albanian, and at home they speak Romani 
and Turkish. The Roma in North Macedonia are Muslim and speak 
Turkish as well, because some 150 years ago the country was part of the 
Ottoman Empire. The Swedish Roma children learn Swedish at kindergarten 
but at home they speak Romani and Macedonian or Serbian as well, 
because the parents are migrants from North Macedonia or Serbia. They 
grow up with three languages—Romani, Macedonian/Serbian and 
Swedish. From a sociolinguistic point of view, all these languages have 
different prestige value in the two countries and different status in the 
development of the children. 60 Roma children aged 3-6 years (30 from 
North Macedonia and 30 from Sweden) were tested with a language test in 
Romani, measuring the knowledge of 9 grammatical categories in Romani: 
wh-question, wh-compliments, passive verbs, sentence repetition, 
possessives, tense, aspect, fast mapping nouns, fast mapping adjectives. 
The tested children are divided into 3 age groups: 1st group: 3-4 years old, 
2nd group: 4-5 years old, 3rd group: 5-6 years old. The results of the test 
show that the children from both countries have some differences in the 
knowledge of the grammatical categories but around the age of 5 the 
differences between the Swedish and North Macedonian groups disappear.  

Chapter 3, “What We Can Learn from a Worldwide Trilingualism 
Survey” by Suzanne Quay, presents how multilinguals around the world 
have successfully acquired and maintained three or more languages across 
their lifespan. Data were collected from 210 active trilinguals, including 
those from a Deaf community. Respondents (14–84 years of age) 
completed a detailed questionnaire that examined the home, education, 
and demographic factors that helped them become proficient in at least 
three languages. Significant relationships were found between trilingual 
proficiency and age of acquisition of languages and ethnicity. Most of the 
respondents had acquired their languages successively, albeit early with 
44% becoming bilingual by age 5 and 52% becoming trilingual by age 12. 
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The results of statistical analyses show that becoming trilingual in 
childhood by age 12 may be detrimental for overall L1 proficiency 
(particularly, literacy skills) but better for L2 oral ability and overall L3 
proficiency in all four skills (speaking, listening, reading, and writing). 
Moreover, the results show better trilingual proficiency for those who 
became trilingual in their teens rather than in childhood. The trilingual 
ability of the two largest ethnicity groupings, Asians and Europeans, were 
also significantly different due to the linguistic distance and writing 
systems of their language repertoires. The complexity inherent in 
“multilinguality” (individual multilingual characteristics) is revealed 
through background factors affecting trilingual proficiency achievements.  

In Chapter 4, “English as an Additional Language: Heritage Language 
Proficiency and Cognition”, Peter Siemundб Eliane Lorenz and Tugba Elif 
Toprak-Yildiz investigate the effect of previous multilingual experience on 
further language development in in the context of heritage bilingualism in 
Germany. They compare a linguistically mixed cohort of bilingual 
students with a monolingual German control regarding their proficiencies 
in the foreign English. The bilingual heritage students have Russian-
German and Turkish-German as their background languages. The focus is 
on whether the bilingual students manifest a developmental trajectory in 
English that is different from their monolingually socialized peers. The 
participants were divided into three different achievement groups depending 
on their performance in a visual-spatial cognitive ability test. The 
researchers used structural equation models to test whether heritage 
language and German proficiency impact English proficiency differently 
across these groups while additionally controlling for language background 
(monolingual German versus mixed bilingual) and socio-economic status. 
They hypothesize that high cognitive ability produces stronger language 
interdependence effects than low such ability. The study suggests that 
language interdependence is a function of cognitive ability. Heritage 
bilingualism should be regarded as an asset independently of putatively 
positive effects on other languages. Heritage languages are essential for 
maintaining social cohesion in the respective communities and are 
indispensable. 

Chapter 5, “The Use of Lingua Receptiva versus English as a Lingua 
Franca in the Polish-Czech Border Area: Pedagogical Implications” by 
Urszula Majdańska-Wachowicz and Magdalena Steciąg, investigates the 
effectiveness of Polish and Czech as a lingua receptiva (LaRa) in 
comparison with English as a lingua franca (ELF) between Polish and 
Czech students, living along the Polish-Czech border, when making semi-
spontaneous dialogues. The researchers implemented a task based on a 
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taboo game fostering communication was prepared by the research team. 
Different types of research instruments were used to provide qualitative 
and quantitative data: 1) video recordings of the students performing the 
task, 2) the checklist including key statements necessary to evaluate if the 
task was performed successfully, 3) video recordings of retrospective 
comments made by participants, 4) transcripts. The study investigated 
listening skills and showed that the mean of intelligibility was high 
irrespective of the mode. It aims to expand prior research with reference to 
spoken interactions between Polish and Czech students. In particular, the 
study examines the significant role of communicative competence and 
communicative commitment in achieving intelligibility in the two 
multilingual modes. At the same time, the paper indicates some useful 
pedagogical implications and techniques for teaching in the bilingual, 
multilingual, and multicultural classroom environment. 

Chapter 6, “Word Frequency Affecting Lexical Retrieval in French as 
L2” by Veronika A. Prigorkina, Gloria P. Rozovskaya, D.D. Demina, and 
C.G. Demiaux, presents a picture naming experiment focused on lexical 
retrieval in L2/L3 French and the effect of higher word frequency on 
higher accuracy and shorter naming latency, which was testified for 
bilinguals in a deep immersion context. The participants of the study were 
native speakers of Russian with French as a second (L2), third (L3) or 
fourth (L4) language. The language level of the participants was determined 
on the basis of the participants’ self-assessment. The researchers 
implemented a picture naming experimental paradigm, requiring the 
participants to name the pictorial stimuli presented to them as quickly and 
accurately as possible by their corresponding label in order to measure the 
relative lexeme extraction difficulty. Prior to the experiment all subjects 
filled out a questionnaire assessing their bilingual profile. The results of 
the study support the earlier findings of frequency effect in picture naming 
on a sample of Russian Intermediate French L2\L3 learners and extend 
this effect to foreign language learners for their third language. Higher 
word frequency leads to more successful lexical retrieval with a low 
naming latency and increased accuracy only when the difference in 
frequency is quite significant.  

In Chapter 7, “Bi/Multilingual Skills Development in Second Language 
Education Programs”, Daniel Walter discusses the notion of linguistic 
choice versus avoidance in the application of bi/multilingual programming 
in language education. The development of bi/multilingual skills and their 
uses should always be seen as a choice between using a single language 
and combining multiple possible linguistic codes/languages. Students 
should not opt for a multilingual answer to avoid difficult grammatical 
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structures or vocabulary. Instead, the use of the L2 or a combination of 
L1s and L2s should fit the task. In this way, students, and educators see 
the purpose and implementation of bi/multilingual skills programming as 
in addition to, rather than instead of advanced proficiency and competency 
in the L2. The author suggests that the multilingual turn has begun to 
change much thinking in SLA, but little has been done to understand the 
ramifications of this approach on the actual curriculum that educators 
present to their students and the ways in which the L2 classroom and 
teaching need to change in order to support students’ development as 
bi/multilinguals. He draws clear connections between the actions and 
activities in which students already engage in, in the L2 classroom, and 
where various types of bilingual skills and behaviors, such as interpretation, 
translation, and code-switching can fit into the curriculum. Of utmost 
importance is the need to convince teachers that the incorporation of these 
skills can and do make sense as part of their current curriculum, and that 
these very useful skills require effort to develop. 

In Chapter 8, “A Nexus Analysis of Writing Activities in Language of 
Schooling and Foreign Language Classrooms”, Justyna Legutko explores 
ways of initiating teacher collaboration for plurilingual instruction by 
using an ethnographic approach. Through formal and informal teacher 
interviews as well as classroom observations of German, English, French, 
Spanish classes in two schools in Germany, the aim is to gain a deeper 
understanding of teaching approaches to writing in the various languages 
and to examine the affordances and limitations of coordinating those 
approaches. Nexus analysis, an ethnographic discourse analysis, serves as 
the theoretical and methodological framework in order to shed light on 
writing activities in the language classroom. The author pays attention to 
three discourses: the ‘historical body’, i.e., language teachers’ beliefs and 
lived experiences, the ‘interaction order’ between teachers and students in 
the classroom, and ‘discourses in place’ in the form of prevalent external 
factors that decide what kind of writing tasks teachers choose. Initial 
observations suggest that teachers’ writing activities are mostly based on 
their own historical bodies, i.e., what knowledge they believe students 
need in order to write. This study expands on those observations and focus 
on a nexus analysis of writing activities in the language classrooms. It 
sheds light on the affordances and limitations of coordinating writing 
pedagogy across language subjects and provides an ethnographic 
perspective on implementing a multilingual approach to writing pedagogy. 

In Chapter 9, “Do Non-standard Varieties Have a Place in the Foreign 
Language Curriculum? Evidence from the Teaching of Greek as a Foreign 
language in Cyprus”, Constantina Fotiou presents the review of the 
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literature on the teaching of Greek as a foreign language in Cyprus in 
relation to how CG is viewed in that context, and examines the recently 
introduced curriculum for the teaching of Greek as a second language, as 
well as discusses recent work on the teaching of Cypriot Greek as a 
foreign language. In the mid-1980s and early1990s Cyprus grew into an 
‘immigration destination’ as a result of economic growth and an increase 
in the demand for foreign, mainly low-skilled, labour. From 2004 
onwards, due to Cyprus’ accession to the EU the number of EU nationals 
has also risen while recently many third-country nationals come to Cyprus 
as immigrants or asylum seekers. One of the outcomes of the increase in 
the linguistic, cultural, and ethnic diversity of the population of this island, 
is a rise in the popularity of teaching Greek as a foreign language. The 
process of teaching and learning a language is always complex and 
challenging. However, in some cases, it is more complex than others. 
Greek-speaking Cyprus is a diglossic setting: Standard Modern Greek 
(SMG) is the language of education and the High variety while the low 
variety and the native language of Greek Cypriots is Cypriot Greek (CG). 
This means that learners of Greek in Cyprus learn one linguistic variety in 
the classroom (SMG) only to be exposed to another (CG) in their everyday 
interactions with Greek Cypriots, with the exception of (very) formal oral 
and written communication. 

In Chapter 10, “New Insights into Usage-Based Approaches to Language 
Teaching”, Tan Gedik examines the implications of combining good-
enough (GN) production, the role of literacy in language learning, and 
teaching methodologies based on lexicogrammar for foreign language 
teaching from a usage-based constructionist perspective. To the researcher’s 
knowledge, there has not been a uniform lexicogrammatical teaching 
methodology yet. As such, this chapter paves the way for the establishment of 
such a methodology with its combination of the latest advances in 
cognitive linguistics and teaching. Lexicogrammatical approaches to 
language teaching emphasise a) a systemic way of creating lexicogrammar 
based materials, b) activities that lead students to read in the target 
language to configure their mental collo-profiles of constructions, c) 
activities that compare competing, semantically similar constructions and 
teach the minute differences between them, d) tasks that are tailored for 
possible GN productions by using input-optimization, e.g., to teach that 
the intransitive construction is the optimal option to convey unaccusativity 
rather than the passive construction, e) tasks, activities, or materials that 
benchmark students’ knowledge of items-in-constructions at certain CEFR 
levels, i.e., which items do A1 and B1 level students know in the 
ditransitive?, and f) a teaching philosophy that embodies these views. 
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PART I 

BILECTALISM, MULTILINGUALISM,  
HERITAGE LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 



CHAPTER ONE 

THE EXPRESSION OF INDEFINITENESS  
IN ITALO-FERRARESE BILECTAL SPEAKERS: 

TRUE OPTIONALITY AND GRAMMATICAL 
HYBRIDITY 

CRISTINA PROCENTESE, GIANLUCA E. LEBANI, 
GIULIANA GIUSTI, AND ANNA CARDINALETTI 

 
 
 

1. Introduction 

A peculiar instance of bilingualism occurs when the speakers’ language 
repertoire includes two closely related varieties. In previous literature, 
such speakers have been referred to by different terms, with no consensus 
as for their status as bidialectals or bilinguals. Among these terms, the 
notion of “bilectalism” (Grohmann and Leivada 2012; Rowe and 
Grohmann 2013) has been adopted in order to capture the asymmetry in 
terms of sociolinguistic status between two closely related languages that 
are spoken in a diglossic community, namely a non-standardized Low (L) 
variety and a standardized High (H) variety. Since the Italian territory is 
characterized by an exceptional amount of dialectal micro-variation, it 
provides an ideal ground to study bilectalism.1 

A repertoire including non-standardized varieties displays peculiar 
properties. Previous research has shown that along a standard-dialect 
continuum, the boundaries between the various lects tend to be fuzzy (see 
Cheshire and Stein 1997; Cornips 2006; Henry 2005; Milroy 2001; 
Papadopoulou et al. 2014, among others). This tendency often results into 
grammatical hybridity (Henry 1998; Tsiplakou et al. 2006), by which we 

 
1 The Italian sociolinguistic situation can no longer be defined as diglossic, but 
rather as dilalic (Berruto 1987; 1989), since there is a functional overlap between 
the H and L varieties in spoken informal domains. However, we believe that the 
term bilectalism well adapts to dilalic contexts as well. 
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mean here the incorporation of elements from different lects into one and 
the same grammatical system at possibly different levels of linguistic 
analysis (i.e., syntax, morphology, phonology, lexicon). Following Leivada, 
Papadopoulou, and Pavlou (2017), we assume that this process of mixing 
must be distinguished from language fusing. In fact, while in a fused lect 
linguistic elements are associated to a single value, mixed lects display 
functionally equivalent variants (Kroch 1994). 

In such contexts, optionality often arises as a consequence of mixing 
(Grohmann et al. 2020). True optionality is certainly a challenge within 
formal models of Generative Grammar (including the most recent 
Minimalist accounts), since they generally assume competition for well 
formedness and native attainment at a certain stage of acquisition. Such 
models generally exclude realization of more possible outputs with the 
same function or interpretation. Although different solutions have been 
offered (Adger 2016; Berruto 2010; Biberauer and Richards 2006; 
Cedergren and Sankoff 1974; Kroch 1994; Labov 1972; Roeper 1999), 
this issue is still under debate. 

In the current study, we investigate the expression of indefiniteness in 
two varieties spoken in the province of Ferrara, located in North-Eastern 
Emilia, Northern Italy: the Ferrarese dialect (henceforth “Ferrarese”) and 
the local colloquial variety of Italian (henceforth “Ferrarese Italian”). The 
former is a Gallo-Italic dialect,2 which differs from Italian in many 
properties at different levels of linguistic analysis (phonology, morphology, 
lexicon, syntax). Indefiniteness is addressed since optionality between 
variants of indefinite determiners is attested throughout the Italian 
peninsula (Cardinaletti and Giusti 2018, 2020; Giusti 2021). Through an 
online-based questionnaire with a Forced-Choice acceptability judgements 
task, we tested the choice of the different forms of indefinite determiners 
according to a series of both intra- and extra-grammatical factors. The 
broad aim of the study is to verify the amount of grammatical hybridity 
and the existence of true optionality within the component of grammar 
ruling the expression of indefiniteness in Italo-Ferrarese bilectal adult 
speakers. We also discuss the possible source of hybridity and optionality. 
In doing so, we consider both active processes of mixing and the 

 
2 In a dialectometry study by Tamburelli and Brasca (2018), it is claimed that the 
Gallo-Italic should be classified as a homogenous subgroup of the Gallo-Romance 
branch distinct from Italo-Romance, an issue that has been controversial for years. 
In the present study, we are not concerned with genealogical classifications and 
avoid any positioning in this debate. Therefore, the umbrella term “Italo-Romance” 
adopted throughout the chapter identifies all varieties spoken on the Italian 
territory that are part of the Romance group. 
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diachronic process of grammaticalization that led to the emergence of 
functionally equivalent variants of indefinite determiners in the varieties of 
our interest.  

The structure of the chapter is as follows. In section 2, we provide an 
overview of the linguistic phenomenon of our interest, namely optionality 
of indefinite determiners and variation across the Italian peninsula. Section 
3 presents the study. In section 4, we discuss the findings and answer our 
research questions. Finally, section 5 concludes the chapter, pointing out 
the limitations of the study and outlining the perspectives for future 
research. 

2. Indefinite determiners in Italo-Romance:  
Variation and optionality 

Based on data collected in the AIS maps,3 Cardinaletti and Giusti (2018) 
list the different forms of indefinite determiners4 that are found in Italo-
Romance varieties spoken at the beginning of the last century. In the 
examples below, we show all the variants of indefinite determiners that are 
discussed in our research: the zero determiner (i.e., bare nouns, henceforth 
ZERO, cf. (1); the definite article (henceforth ART, cf. (2); the indefinite 
operator di “of” (henceforth bare DI cf. (3), which is ungrammatical in 
Italian but acceptable in some Gallo-Romance varieties; the partitive 
determiner (henceforth DI+ART, cf. (4). The latter—together with 
partitive pronouns like Italian ne—seems to be a highly marked feature in 
European languages (cf. Ihsane and Stark 2020, 608), mainly found in 
some Romance languages (i.e., French, Franco-Provençal, Occitan, Italian, 
some Gallo- and Italo-Romance varieties) and in languages that came to 
contact with them (i.e., Dutch and Alemanic varieties in Switzerland). 
Moreover, it results from the combination of the Latin preposition DE with 
the definite articles, which derive from the Latin demonstrative ILLE 
(Carlier and Lamiroy 2018). 
 
(1) Ho    raccolto mele 

have.1SG  picked      Ø apples 
 ‘I picked apples’ 
 

 
3 Linguistic and Ethnographic Atlas of Italy and Southern Switzerland 
4 In this study, we focus on “uncontroversial” or “unmarked” indefinites, whose 
interpretation is not subject to any constraint (Brasovenau and Farkas 2016). 



The Expression of Indefiniteness in Italo-Ferrarese Bilectal Speakers 15 

(2) Ho    raccolto   le mele 
 have.1SG. picked     ART apples  
 
(3) *Ho    raccolto   di mele 
 have.1SG  picked     DI apples 
 
(4) Ho    raccolto  delle       mele  
 have.1SG  picked     DI+ART  apples 
 

Cardinaletti and Giusti (2018, 2020) further claim that the geographical 
distribution of indefinite determiners may be accounted for by Bartoli’s 
Law of Lateral Areas, according to which the innovations spread from the 
centre towards the peripheries of a given area. Among the different 
available forms, ZERO is the most ancient one, while the other forms are 
innovations. Thus, as shown in Figure 1-1 (taken from Lebani and Giusti 
2022, 4), the use of ZERO (blue areas) is maintained in the peripheries, 
while ART (green areas) spreads from the centre in the North-South 
direction. Furthermore, bare DI (red area) is a Gallo-Romance innovation 
which is found mainly at the border with France because of contact. 
Finally, DI+ART (yellow area) spreads in the West-East direction as the 
result of the overlapping of the isoglosses favouring ART and bare DI, 
respectively. The province of Ferrara is placed exactly in this area, in 
North-Eastern Emilia. 

 
Figure 1-1: Geographical distribution of indefinite determiners throughout 
the Italian peninsula (from Lebani and Giusti 2022, 4) 
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As for optionality, Cardinaletti and Giusti (2018) claim that the choice 
among the different forms of indefinite determiners is actually not 
completely free. In fact, they individuate a series of sentential and 
semantic traits that interact with indefiniteness, conditioning the choice of 
one determiner over another, thus the degree of optionality. These are 
polarity, scope, event type (habitual vs. episodic), aspect (telic vs. atelic) 
and noun class (i.e., mass vs. plural count). In each context, which is 
defined by a certain combination of the above-mentioned traits together 
with the syntactic position, different semantic specializations are possible.  

In Table 1-1, we show a protocol presenting some of these traits in 
colloquial Italian, namely those that are relevant for our research. By 
protocol, we mean here a “shared procedure of data representation into 
something more reflected and structured”, which goes “one step further in 
the appropriate design of the table charts, presenting the features of the 
elements under investigation in a reflected way” (Giusti 2021, 17). The 
value [+] is attributed when a certain trait is present, whereas the value [-] 
is attributed if it is absent. As we can see, while ZERO and ART are core 
indefinites in Italian, the determiner DI+ART is specialized for specificity 
and small quantity. For this reason, it cannot occur in habitual sentences in 
the present. Given this distribution, true optionality in colloquial Italian is 
attested between ZERO and ART, with the exclusion of DI+ART. 

 
Table 1-1: Some sentential and semantic traits associated to indefinite 
determiners in object position in colloquial Italian (adapted from 
Giusti 2021, 17-18) 

 ZERO ART DI+ART 
Core indefiniteness + + - 
Specificity - - + 
Small quantity - - + 
Habitual sentences 
(present) 

+ + - 

Episodic sentences 
(past) 

+ + + 

Mass nouns + + + 
Plural count nouns + + + 
 

Another sentential trait interacting with indefiniteness is Clitic Left 
Dislocation (CLLD). This syntactic operation is common to all Romance 
languages and consists in the movement of a constituent to the left periphery 
of the sentence (in the CP domain). When a direct object is dislocated, a 
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resumptive clitic pronoun occurs in its place. This clitic carries the same 
case as the dislocated constituent and behaves according to its syntactic 
properties. In the following examples, we show that CLLD changes the 
scope properties of indefinite determiners in Italian. First, in (5) we see 
that left dislocated DPs containing the determiner DI+ART can only have 
wide scope. In particular, in sentence (5a) the dislocated determiner has 
narrow scope with respect to negation but results as ungrammatical. On 
the contrary, in sentence (5b) the dislocated determiner has wide scope 
with respects to negation, and the sentence is grammatical. Finally, the 
resumptive clitic must be accusative. 

 
(5) a. *Dei ragazzi, non li ho invitati alla festa, 

 DI+ART boys, [I] not CL.ACC have invited to-the party, 
 ma solo (delle) ragazze.                *¬Ǝ 
 but only (DI+ART) girls. 

‘Some boys, I didn’t invite them to the party, but only (some) 
girls’ 

 
 b. Dei ragazzi, non li ho invitati alla     festa, 

 DI+ART boys, [I] not CL.ACC have invited to-the party, 
 perché erano antipatici.                Ǝ¬ 
 because [they] were obnoxious. 

‘Some boys, I didn’t invite them to the party because they were 
obnoxious’        (Cardinaletti and Giusti 2018: 145) 

 
In (6), we show that left dislocated DPs containing bare DI and ZERO 

can only have narrow scope. In particular, in sentence (6a) the determiner 
has narrow scope with respect to negation and results as grammatical. On 
the contrary, in sentence (6b) the dislocated determiner has wide scope 
with respect to negation but is ungrammatical. Finally, the resumptive 
clitic must be quantitative ne,5 which signals the presence of partitive case.  
 
(6) a. (Di) ragazzi, non ne ho invitati alla festa, 

 (DI) boys, [I] not ne have invited to-the party, 
 ma solo (delle) ragazze.                  ¬Ǝ 
 but only (DI+ART) girls. 

‘Some boys, I didn’t invite them to the party, but only (some) 
girls’ 

 
5 Cardinaletti and Giusti (1992; 2006) argue for the DP status of the quantitative 
clitic ne. According to this view, the clitic is a maximal projection, namely a DP in 
the complement of Q, which assigns partitive case to it. 
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 b. *?(Di) ragazzi, non ne ho invitati alla festa, 
  (DI) boys, [I] not ne have invited to-the  party, 
 perché erano antipatici.                          *Ǝ¬ 
 because  [they]    were       obnoxious. 

‘Some boys, I didn’t invite them to the party because they were 
obnoxious’ 

(Cardinaletti and Giusti 2018: 145) 
 

The semantic properties of indefinite determiners introducing 
dislocated nominals vary across laguages. For instance, as noted by 
Molinari (2020, 2022), in Piacentino (a Gallo-Italic dialect spoken in 
North-Western Emilia), left-dislocated DPs with DI+ART can be resumed 
by the quantitative clitic ne (as shown in (7b). This resumption is preferred 
over the accusative clitic (7a).  

 
(7) a. ?Di  ragas, i  ho invidè. 

   DI+ART  boys, CL.OBJ  have.1P.SG invite.PST.PRT  
 

 b. Di ragas, n’ ho  invidè.  
  DI+ART boys, NE have.1P.SG invite.PST.PRT 
 ‘Boys, I invited them’. 

     (Molinari, 2020: 148,150) 

3. The current study 

3.1 Research questions 

In the present study, we address the following research questions (RQ).  

   RQ1: Does the realization of indefinite determiners depend on event 
type (habitual vs. episodic sentences), noun type (mass vs. plural 
count nouns) and/or Clitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) in Ferrarese 
and the colloquial variety of Italian spoken in Ferrara? 

   RQ2: What is the degree of optionality between the competing forms? 

   RQ3: What is the degree of grammatical hybridity that is attested in the 
components of grammar that rule the expression of indefiniteness 
in the two languages?   

   RQ4: Does language dominance affect the acceptability judgements in 
the two languages? Which are the contact-induced dynamics that 
can explain this effect? 



The Expression of Indefiniteness in Italo-Ferrarese Bilectal Speakers 19 

3.2 Participants 

The participants included in our study were 43 adult native speakers of 
Italian and Ferrarese, between 20 and 80 years of age (M = 47; SD = 16) 
equally distributed between the two genders. In Table 1-2, we show the 
sample distribution according to age range, gender and level of education.  
 
Table 1-2: Sample distribution according to age range, gender and 
education. The labels relative to levels of education correspond to elementary 
school (ES), middle school (MS), high school (HS), bacherlor’s degree 
(B), master’s degree (M) and PhD. 

Age range Gender Education 
[20,40) [40,60) [60,80) M F ES MS HS B M PhD 
13 19 11 20 23 1 4 22 2 10 4 

3.3 Materials 

We adopted an online-based questionnaire composed by three sections. 
The first section consisted in a battery of sociodemographic questions. In 
particular, we addressed age, gender, level of education (see Table 1-2).  

The second section included a battery of questions adapted from the 
BLP (Birdsong, Gertken, and Amengual 2012), an instrument used to 
assess language dominance in bilinguals through self-reports. The 
questionnaire is divided in four sections, each pertaining to a different 
aspect of the participants’ language experience, namely language history, 
language use, linguistic competence, and language attitudes. The BLP 
allows us to obtain a continuous dominance score given by the average 
scores on all four sections of the two languages. In our view, the need of 
an adaptation of the BLP to bilectal environments is due to the fact that it 
is designed for situations where the two varieties are both official 
languages. Therefore, the instrument is not ideal to detect the 
characteristics of the Italian sociolinguistic context, and more so of the 
Italian-dialect bilectal competence. 

In the present study, we decided to select 14 out of the 19 questions 
that are included in the original version of the BLP. To these questions, we 
added one more, resulting in 15 questions overall. In particular, in the 
section dedicated to language history, we left out question 3 asking about 
the language in which the participants received schooling, since the 
education system in Italy is completely Italian-centred. In the same 
section, we added one question concerning the years of exposure to the 
two languages in a company of friends. We also left out question 2 asking 
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at what age the participants started to feel comfortable with the language 
in order to avoid approaching language exposure from a subjective and/or 
emotional perspective. Moreover, in the language use section, we left out 
question 11, asking about the language that is most frequently used while 
counting. In fact, this cognitive task is learned during the years of 
schooling and is therefore strictly tied to the use of the standard language. 
Finally, in the section dedicated to language proficiency, we removed 
questions 14 and 15 concerning writing and reading skills, for the same 
reason mentioned for question 3. Since we changed the number of 
questions, we had to modify the scoring process as well. This was done by 
changing the numerical factors to which the scoring of each section is 
multiplied. In this way, despite the changes, each section kept having the 
same weight in the final score.  

The third section consisted in a Forced-Choice task with acceptability 
judgements in Italian and Ferrarese. The stimuli included 48 experimental 
items and 24 fillers for each language. The former were all negative 
sentences, divided in three blocks: (i) sentences with indefinite DPs in 
object position;6 (ii) sentences with left-dislocated indefinite objects and 
accusative resumptive clitics; (iii) sentences with left-dislocated indefinite 
objects and resumptive clitic ne. The lexical entries were 4 mass nouns 
(vino ‘wine’, carne ‘meat’, pesce ‘fish’, frutta ‘fruits’) and 4 plural count 
nouns (funghi ‘mushrooms’, giornali ‘newspapers’, zucchini ‘courgettes’ 
and biciclette ‘bicycles’).  

Each trial presented four variants of the same sentence, each containing 
a different indefinite determiner, namely ART, DI+ART, bare DI and 
ZERO. All four variants were presented to each participant. Moreover, 
each participant was asked to choose the sentence—or the sentences—that 
one could say in the target languages (Italian and Ferrarese). In Ex. 1-8, 1-
9, 1-10, we show an example of experimental trial for each sentence type. 
If participants chose more than one option, additional questions asking for 
possible specialization of meaning appeared. We show the questions in 
(8b-c). For a matter of space, we present the examples only in Ferrarese.  
 

 
6 The object position under the scope of negation was chosen because it is the 
syntactic context that allows for the greatest amount of optionality in Italo-
Romance. In fact, ZERO in Italian and Italo-Romance (as in all Romance 
languages with the exception of Brazilian Portuguese) does not occur in preverbal 
subject position (cf. Dobrovie-Sorin and Laca 2003). Moreover, some dialects—
including Piacentino—only allow bare di in negative sentences (Molinari 2020; 
2022).  


