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Adjunct control

The cat chased the dog before running outside.
| J

Chomsky (1981)
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Adjunct control

The cat chased the dog before PRO running outside.
| J

subject control
(neutral discourse)

Chomsky (1981)
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non-finite: ...before ___ running
finite: ...before ___ ran

Adjunct control

The cat chased the dog before PRO running outside.
| J

subject control
5 Across languages... All languages?

Chomsky (1981)
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non-finite: ...before ___ running
finite: ...before ___ ran

Adjunct control

The cat chased the dog before PRO running outside.
| J

subject control
' Across many languages...
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non-finite: ...before ___ running
- finite: ...before ___ ran
Adjunct control
{(}(\qo\\‘;(\ The cat chased the dog before PRO running outside.
| J
subject control
external
[ subject
@ { object \
| 1
(-\\@0 Pisica a urmarit cainele Tinaintede @ aalerga afara.
¢
Q\o((\ the cat chased the dog before of torun  outside

Dindelegan (2013), Avram & Coene (2010), Dobrovie-Sorin (1994), Alboiu (2007), Cotfas (2016a), Cotfas (2016b)
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non-finite: ...before ___ running
finite: ...before ___ ran

Adjunct control

S The cat chased the dog before PRO running outside.
%QQO | |
subject control
27
o @
%0((\

Dindelegan (2013), Avram & Coene (2010), Dobrovie-Sorin (1994), Alboiu (2007), Cotfas (2016a), Cotfas (2016b)
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non-finite: ...before ___ running
finite: ...before ___ ran

Adjunct control

S The cat chased the dog before PRO running outside.
<<S\Q° | |
subject control
Ve
’b(.\\,bo pro
<
Q\O

Dindelegan (2013), Avram & Coene (2010), Dobrovie-Sorin (1994), Alboiu (2007), Cotfas (2016a), Cotfas (2016b)
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Acquired HOW?
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non-finite: ...before ___ running
finite: ...before ___ ran
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Acquired uovf? firstt WHEN? = by age 4-5
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non-finite: ...before ___ running
finite: ...before ___ ran
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Roadmap

» Context
* English - acquisition
 Romanian - adults

* Predictions: initial default? (PRO or pro)

« Current study: TVJT

 Romanian 4-5 year olds + adults
* English 4-5 year olds + adults (Gerard 2022)

* Discussion
« What is acquired?
 How?
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Context: acquisition (English)

* English 4-6 year olds: sometimes accept object, external

The cat chased the dog before PRO running outside.

»But, more subject interpretations with:
 An easier task (Gerard, Lidz, Pinto, & Zuckerman 2018; Gerard 2022)
 Lower prOCeSSing load (Gerard, Lidz, Pinto, & Zuckerman 2017)
« Higher working memory (Gerard & McDaniel 2025)

v knowledge, but difficulty in demanding contexts

Goodluck (1981), Hsu, Cairns, & Fiengo (1985), McDaniel, Cairns, & Hsu (1991), Goodluck & Behne (1992), Cairns, McDaniel, Hsu, & Rapp (1994),
Broihier & Wexler (1995), Goodluck (2001), Adler (2006), Gerard, Lidz, Pinto, & Zuckerman (2017, 2018), Gerard (2022), Gerard & McDaniel (2025)
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Context: Romanian (pro)

* pro because:
 subject/object/external antecedent

 Romanian grammaticality judgment (Gerard & Bleotu 2025, AMLaP):
Baiatul a spalat-o pe fata finainte de a deveni trist [trista
The boy washed the girl before @ becoming sad-M / sad-F

v v

The boy washed the girl before hearing himself / herself

v X

* English grammaticality judgment

Dindelegan (2013), Avram & Coene (2010), Dobrovie-Sorin (1994), Alboiu (2007), Cotfas (2016a), Cotfas (2016b)
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Context: Romanian (pro)

* pro because:

 pro or overt subject (pro-drop)

lon a mancat pro a mancat

John ate (he) ate Logic: if overt subject

then also pro

Dindelegan (2013), Avram & Coene (2010), Dobrovie-Sorin (1994), Alboiu (2007), Cotfas (2016a), Cotfas (2016b)
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non-finite: ...before ___ leaving
finite: ...before __ left

Contex't: Romanian (pI'O) (vs. English: PRO in non-finite)

* pro because:

 pro or overt subject (pro-drop)

lon a mancat pro a mancat
lon a méancat inainte de a pleca mama / pro John ate (he) ate
John ate before togo mother /(she) Logic: if overt subject

*John ate before mother going then also pro

John ate before _ going

Dindelegan (2013), Avram & Coene (2010), Dobrovie-Sorin (1994), Alboiu (2007), Cotfas (2016a), Cotfas (2016b)
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Roadmap

* Predictions: initial default? (PRO or pro)

* Current study: TVJT

« Romanian children + adults
» English children + adults (Gerard 2022)

« Discussion
« What is acquired?
e How?
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In itial defau It? (PRO or PrO) The cat chased the dog before  running outside.

« H1: start out with PRO (strict subject)

« H2: start out with pro (free reference)

 Implications for acquisition
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In itial defau It? (PRO or PrO) The cat chased the dog before  running outside.

free
reference

« H1: start out with PRO (strict subject)
« Subset principle

« H2: start out with pro (free reference)

Berwick (1985), Manzini & Wexler (1987), Wexler (1990)
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In itial defau It? (PRO or Pro) The cat chased the dog before  running outside.

free
reference

free

« H2: start out with pro (free reference) reference
« English acquisition studies: free reference grammar

« H1: start out with PRO (strict subject)
« Subset principle

Goodluck (1981), Hsu, Cairns, & Fiengo (1985), McDaniel,
Cairns, & Hsu (1991), Goodluck & Behne (1992), Cairns, McDaniel, Hsu, & Rapp (1994), Broihier & Wexler (1995), Goodluck (2001), Adler (2006)
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Pred ICtIOI‘lS The cat chased the dog before  running outside.

« H1: start out with PRO (strict subject)

« English: strict subject
 Romanian: strict subject

Adults

* English: strict subject

* H2: start out with pro (free reference) * Romanian: free reference

* English: free reference
« Romanian: free reference
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Roadmap

e Current study: TVJT
 Romanian children + adults
« English children + adults (Gerard 2022)

* Discussion
« What is acquired?
* How?
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Current study: TVJT
‘Dora washed Diego before PRO eating the blue apple”

Dora |-a udat pe Diego inainte de a manca marul albastru
Dora washed Diego before toeat apple blue
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Response patterns
Dora washed Diego before ...
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strict free
subject  reference
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Dora washed Diego before ...

context predictions study conclusions
Results initial default...?
: : "7 0bject-true
romanian english "W g "
- ¥ _."eating the blue apple
F)- subject-true
child child adult
n=38 n=42 n=31
4;1-5;11, 4;0-5;6,
mean=5:0 mean=4;7 strict

subject

free
reference
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Results — by age

pro romanian PRO english

Dora washed Diego before ..
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Roadmap

 Discussion
 What is acquired?
 How?



introduction context predictions study conclusions 27132

What is acquired?

Depends on default (PRO or pro)

free
reference

* If default = pro (free reference)

« Romanian: no further evidence needed
* English: superset = subset

Goodluck (1981), Hsu, Cairns, & Fiengo (1985), McDaniel,
Cairns, & Hsu (1991), Goodluck & Behne (1992), Cairns, McDaniel, Hsu, & Rapp (1994), Broihier & Wexler (1995), Goodluck (2001), Adler (2006)
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What is acquired?

Depends on default (PRO or pro)

free
reference

* If default = pro (free reference)

« Romanian: no further evidence needed
* English: superset = subset

subject subject

subject object oyternal

subject subject subject

object subject

Gerard (2021), Omaki & Lidz (2015), Lidz & Gagliardi (2015)
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What is acquired?

Depends on default (PRO or pro)

free
reference

e If default = PRO (strict subject)

« English: no further evidence needed
« Romanian: subset — superset

object ayternal

subject

subject subject

object subject subject

subject subject

Berwick (1985), Manzini & Wexler (1987), Wexler (1990)
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non-finite: ...before ___ leaving
finite: ...before __ left

An alternative: overt subjects

lon a mancat inainte de a pleca mama /pro
John ate before togo mother /(she)

“John ate before mother going”
“John ate before  going”

overt pro

pro
overt pro

5

Next: overt subjects in the input?
(before age 4)
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Another alternative: object agreement

Baiatul a spalat-o pe fata inainte de a deveni trist /[trista
The boy washed the girl before  becoming sad-M/ sad-F

v
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non-finite: ...before ___ leaving
finite: ...before __ left

Conclusion / next steps

Predictions — input:
 PRO/pro by age 4 = how?? * overt subjects?

lon a mancat inainte de a pleca mama/pro
John ate before to leave mother/(she)

PRO — pro

free

i ?
eference * object agreement:

Baiatul a spalat-o pe fata inainte de a deveni trist /[ trista

T T

free O\ The boy washed the girl before  becoming sad-M / sad-F
/ reference \\
| | /
W) o before age 4!
\ | subject |
NS

 Younger?
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Thanks!
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