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Abstract: Differential object marking (DOM) has been shown, in an impressive number of production 
studies, to be acquired by monolingual children at around age 3. The picture which emerges from 
comprehension data, however, reveals that DOM is an area of vulnerability in L1 acquisition. This study 
investigates the acquisition of DOM by monolingual Romanian children using a preference judgment task. 80 
monolingual Romanian children (aged 4;04-11;04) and a control group of 10 Romanian adults took part in 
the study. Results show that DOM is vulnerable and trace this vulnerability to the animacy feature. Romanian 
children incorrectly overgeneralize DOM to inanimate proper names and inanimate descriptive DPs until age 9. 
The vulnerability of animacy is predicted by its variable behaviour with respect to object marking as well as 
by the current increase in the use of clitic doubling, a DOM marker less sensitive to animacy. On the 
learnability side, we account for the findings in terms of Biberauer & Roberts’ (2015, 2017) Maximize 
Minimal Means model. We suggest that, in accordance with the Feature Economy bias, Romanian children 
first identify only the role of referential stability (which has more robust cues in the input) and consider the 
possibility of animacy as a relevant feature later. In line with the Input Generalization bias, children 
maximize the role of referential stability which results in overgeneralization of DOM to inanimate objects, 
especially to inanimate proper names.   
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1. Introduction 
 
Differential object marking (DOM) is the phenomenon whereby highly prominent 

or highly individuated direct objects are differentially marked. Several features have been 
identified as triggers of DOM across languages, among which animacy, definiteness, 
specificity, referential stability, affectedness, telicity, topicality (Bossong 1991, 1998, 
Aissen 2003, Naes 2004, von Heusinger et al. 2008, a.o.). According to Bossong (1998), 
differential marking involves exclusively morphological marking. Other authors argue 
that DOM is a universal phenomenon (Carnie 2005, Rodríguez-Mondoñedo 2007, 2008) 
and that marking may also be syntactic, i.e. highly prominent or highly individuated 
direct objects can be assigned a distinct syntactic position.  

Full acquisition of DOM involves the identification of morphological, syntactic, 
semantic and pragmatic properties which constrain object marking and which are subject 
to cross-linguistic variation. In spite of the complexity of the phenomenon, however, an 
increasing number of studies have been providing data which show that DOM is mastered 
surprisingly early. Rodríguez-Mondoñedo (2008) was the first to provide such data. His 
analysis of DOM use by Spanish-acquiring children convincingly revealed early 
acquisition, before age 3. Similar results were reported for Croatian and Russian (Hržica 
et al. 2015), Estonian (Argus 2015, Vihman et al. 2020), Hebrew (Uziel-Karl 2015), 
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Korean (Chung 2020), Lithuanian (Dabašinskienė 2015), and Turkish (Ketrez 1999, 2006). 
All these early studies, however, relied exclusively on production data, many coming 
from longitudinal corpora (see Avram 2015, Parodi & Avram 2018, and Mardale & 
Montrul 2020 for surveys of the literature).  

Comprehension studies based on experimental data reveal a totally different 
picture. Ketrez (2015) shows that young children acquiring Turkish have problems, as 
late as age 6, with the comprehension of the scope properties of Accusative-marked  
and unmarked objects. Other recent comprehension data for DOM in child Spanish 
(Guijarro-Fuentes et al. 2017) and in child Hebrew (Plaut & Hacohen 2022) indicate a 
similar production-comprehension asymmetry. DOM is attested early in production 
(though it may not be found in all possible contexts) but comprehension data indicate a 
significant acquisition delay. Such results reveal the limitations of production studies and 
suggest that extending the investigation to comprehension might contribute to a more 
fine-grained picture of the L1 acquisition of DOM.  
  For Romanian, the few available L1 studies (Ticio & Avram 2015, Avram & Tomescu 
2020) report early emergence and early acquisition. By age 3, Romanian-speaking 
children use DOM correctly but this early use is restricted to definite objects. The 
production data clearly show that DOM is used correctly early but they do not cover 
DOM in all available contexts. Given the mismatch between DOM production and 
comprehension in child Turkish, Spanish and Hebrew, one can assume that a similar 
asymmetry might characterize the acquisition of DOM in other languages. The data on 
DOM in L1 Romanian come exclusively from production. The present study extends the 
investigation to the comprehension of DOM in L1 Romanian.  

In Romanian, DOM is constrained by referential stability and animacy (Tasmowski 
1987, Cornilescu 2000, Farkas & von Heusinger 2003, Mardale 2007, 2008, Tigău 2011), 
with animacy being the weaker (Irimia 2020) or the less stable trigger (Avram & Zafiu 
2017). Though generally DOM with inanimate objects is incorrect, there are various 
configurations which allow or require DOM irrespective of whether the direct object is or 
is not animate. In spite of this variable behaviour, animacy has been shown to be 
integrated early in the DOM system in L1 acquisition; DOM overextension to inanimate 
objects is either not attested or extremely rare (Ticio & Avram 2015, Avram & Tomescu 
2020).  In this study we use experimental data to probe into the acquisition of the role of 
the animacy feature in the DOM system of Romanian. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 offers a brief 
description of the Romanian DOM system, with a focus on the role of animacy. In section 
3 we briefly review previous studies on the L1 acquisition of DOM which reveal the 
production-comprehension asymmetry mentioned above as well as previous studies which 
investigate DOM in L1 Romanian. Our experimental study on the comprehension of DOM in 
L1 Romanian is presented in section 4. Section 5 summarizes the main findings.  

 
 
2. DOM in Romanian 

Romanian has two overt differential markers, the (functional) preposition or case 
marker pe (the analysis varies from one author to another) (Tasmowski 1987, Dobrovie-Sorin 
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1994, Cornilescu 2000, Farkas & von Heusinger 2003, Mardale 2007, Tigău 2011, Hill & 
Mardale 2021, a.o.) and clitic doubling (which involves pe and a doubling Accusative 
clitic) (Bossong 1998, Mardale 2007, Tigău 2011, Hill & Mardale 2021, a.o.) (see 2).  
 
(1) A     vizitat   pe  vecinul             de la   parter.                          
        has  visited  PE  neighbour-the   of at   ground floor 
            ‘He visited the neighbour living on the ground floor 
(2) O                     vizitam    pe   mama.      

   CL.ACC.3F.SG  visited     PE   Mother 
             ‘I visited Mother.’ 
 

According to Farkas & von Heusinger (2003), one DOM trigger in Romanian is 
referential stability. On such a view, DPs differ with respect to the degree to which the 
condition which they contribute can restrict the choice of value for the variable which 
they introduce at a particular point in the discourse. The higher a DP is on the 
referentiality stability scale (in 3 below), the stronger DOM trigger it will be. 
 
(3)   Referentiality Stability Scale (Farkas & von Heusinger 2003) 

proper nouns, definite pronouns > definite descriptive DPs > partitives >  
indefinite descriptive DPs  

 
DOM use is obligatory with definite pronouns and proper names (see 3a) (Tasmowski 

1987, Dobrovie-Sorin 1994, Mardale 2007, Tigău 2011, Hill & Mardale 2017, 2021 a.o.), 
whose interpretation remains unchanged throughout the discourse in virtue of their 
inherent properties; they are unconditionally referentially stable (Farkas 2002, Farkas & 
von Heusinger 2003, Ciovârnache & Avram 2013).  
 
(4)        *(Îl)                     vizitam *(pe)  Vasile/el.  
               CL.ACC.3M.SG  visited      PE   Vasile he 
               ‘I visited Vasile/him.’ 

 DOM is optional with the DPs lower on the scale in (3), whose referential stability 
is context dependent. Their marking is conditioned by pragmatic factors. Single pe 
signals saliency, “the speaker’s intention of placing the direct object in the spotlight” 
(Hill & Mardale 2021); the participant is presented as prominent in the event (Avram & 
Coene 2009). Clitic doubling signals D-linked topicality (Avram & Coene 2009, Hill & 
Mardale 2021), a property inherited from the clitic. 
 
(5)   (Îl)                      vizitam  (pe)   vecin/         un  vecin. 
            CL.ACC.3M.SG  visited     PE    neighbour  a    neighbour 
              ‘I visited the/a neighbour.’                   
 
 DOM is generally ruled out with bare plurals (which do not have determined reference) 
(see 6a) or with incorporated indefinite DPs (as in 6b) (Mardale 2008, Tigău 2011): 
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(6) a.   Am   cunoscut  (*pe)  studenți. 
       have  met             PE   students 
       ‘I met students.’ 
             b.   Caută (*pe)  zugrav. 
            looks     PE   painter 
        ‘He is loooking for a painter.’ 
 
 Animacy cuts across obligatory and optional contexts. Generally, only animate 
objects allow DOM: 
 
(7)   *(O)                     vizitam *(pe)  Maria/(*pe)  Londra.   
            CL.ACC.3F.SG  visited      PE   Maria     PE   London 
           ‘I visited Maria/London.’ 
(8)    (L-)                     am     desenat   pe copil/(*pe)  pom. 
            CL.ACC.3M.SG  have  drawn     PE child    PE    tree 
            ‘I drew the child/the tree.’ 
 

Animacy can, however, be overidden. There are syntactic contexts where the 
animacy restriction is either lifted or weakened. The animacy constraint, for example, 
does not apply to definite pronouns, which must be marked irrespective of whether their 
antecedent is animate or inanimate. Demonstratives used pronominally require obligatory 
marking with both animates and inanimates (as shown in 9). However, in the spoken 
language, with the colloquial forms asta ‘this one’ and aia ‘that one’, marking is optional 
if the antecedent is [−animate] (see the examples in 10):   

 
(9)     *(L-)                    am    desenat *(pe)  acela  de  acolo.        [+/−animate]              
            CL.ACC.3M.SG  have  drawn      PE   that    of   there  
           ‘I have drawn the one over there.’ 
(10) a.  *(O)                    cunoști *(pe)  asta?            [+ animate] 
                           CL.ACC.3F.SG    know       PE    this 
          Intended: ‘Do you know this one?’ 
 b.   Ai      citit  (-o)                    doar  (pe)  asta?                              [− animate]  
                          have  read   CL.ACC.3F.SG    only   PE    this 
              ‘Have you read only this one?’ 
 
DOM is not sensitive to animacy in direct object relatives, where the relative pronoun 
must be marked in standard Romanian irrespective of animacy (as shown in 11).  Other 
situations in which animacy can be overridden include clitic left dislocation (as in 12, 
where the modified DP is inanimate) and partitive structures (13): 

 
(11) Articolul    *(pe)   care      l-                      am     citit. 

article-the      PE    which  CL.ACC.3M.SG   have  read  
‘The article which I have read.’ 
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(12) Pe  câteva  le-                   am     citit. 
PE  some    CL.ACC.3F.PL   have  read  
‘Some of them I have read.’ 

(13) Am   citit- o                        numai  pe  una  dintre  cărţile       recomandate. 
 have  read CL.ACC.3F.SG   only     PE  one  of        books-the  recommended  
 ‘I have read only one of the recommended books.’ 
 
In nominal (ellipsis) structures with the genitival al (14) and the adjectival cel (illustrated 
in 15) DOM is obligatory, irrespective of animacy. DOM with the quantifier tot ‘all’ (see 
16) as well is indifferent to animacy (Irimia 2020): 
  
(14)  Nu *(l-)                       am    citit *(pe)  al  lui  Vasile. 
 not   CL.ACC.3M.SG   have  read    PE    AL of   Vasile 
 ‘I have read Vasile’s.’ 
(15)  Nu *(l-)                      am     adus    *(pe)  cel   albastru.  
 not   CL.ACC.3M.SG   have  brought   PE   that  blue 
 ‘I haven’t brought the blue one.’  
(16)    Le-                     a       adunat     pe  toate.  [+/− animate] 
             CL.ACC.3F.PL   have  gathered  PE  all.F.PL 
             ‘She gathered them all.’  
 
Irimia (2020), following Pană Dindelegan (1997), includes equative comparative 
structures in the list of configurations which require obligatory DOM. 
 
(17)  L-                       am     luat    ca   *(pe)  un  dar.  
          CL.ACC.3M.SG   have  taken  like   PE    a    gift 
             ‘I took it as a gift.’ 
 
Additionally, any inanimate descriptive DP can be marked in casual spoken Romanian, 
with an upgrading effect. Marking may indicate affective speaker stance (Mardale 2008), 
as in (18):   

 
(18)  Uitaţi  cum o                       facem  pe  mămăliguţă.  
         look    how CL.ACC.3F.SG  make   PE  polenta-DIM 
              ‘Look how we are making this little polenta.’  

(from Mardale 2008) 
 

Such overextensions are rare. A brief examination of DOM use in CORV, a 220 minute 
corpus of spoken Romanian (Dascălu-Jinga 2002) identified 42 marked objects. But no 
DOM with an upgrading effect or with an affective use was found. Examples like the one 
in (19), however, are attested, though rarely, in child-directed speech (Avram & Coene 
2009, Avram & Tomescu 2020). 
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(19)  L-                       am     spălat    pe  balon.  
        CL.ACC.3M.SG   have  washed  PE  balloon  
        ‘I washed the balloon.’       

(from Avram & Coene 2009) 
 
All the data discussed so far show that in Romanian the animacy constraint on DOM can 
or must be overridden. Interestingly, when DOM applies to inanimate objects, the marker 
is clitic doubling. 
 The Romanian DOM system is undergoing a change. For some speakers, DOM is 
exclusively clitic doubling (Klimkowski 2017, Avram & Zafiu 2017); these innovative 
speakers no longer use single pe (see also Bossong 1998). This undergoing change may 
further contribute to the weakening of the animacy constraint. The fact that clitic 
doubling signals D-linked topicality (Avram & Coene 2009, Hill & Mardale 2021) 
explains why it is less sensitive to animacy. Expansion of DOM to inanimate objects was 
documented for varieties of Spanish, such as Argentinian and Mexican Spanish (von 
Heusinger & Kaiser 2005, Montrul 2013; see also the discussion in Bautista-Maldonado 
& Montrul 2019). One of the factors identified as a possible facilitator of this expansion 
is clitic doubling. By analogy, it is plausible to assume that the current increase in the use 
of clitic doubling as a DOM marker in Romanian could facilitate a similar expansion to 
inanimate objects. Ciovârnache & Avram (2013) report that 4 participants in a control 
group of 15 Romanian-speaking adults in their study unexpectedly accepted the sentence 
in (20), with a DOM-ed inanimate proper name: 
 
(20)  L-                       au     vizitat   doar  o  dată  pe  Berlin. 
    CL.ACC.3M.SG  have  visited  only  a  time  PE  Berlin  
             ‘They visited Berlin only once.’ 
 
  In terms of language acquisition, there is an important amount of variation in the 
input which the child receives with respect to the role of the animacy feature. This 
predicts an early stage when children may “struggle” with animacy within the DOM system. 
 
 

3.  On DOM in L1 acquisition  
 
          3.1 DOM in L1 Romanian: previous studies  
 

In spite of the complexity of the Romanian DOM system and of the non-robust 
input with respect to the role of animacy, DOM was argued to be acquired very early, by 
age 3. Ticio & Avram (2015) analysed DOM use in 3 longitudinal corpora of child 
Romanian (age range 1;09 – 3;01). Their data show that DOM emerges very early (1;09 – 
2;02) and by age 3 it is used target-like. DOM omission in obligatory contexts (illustrated 
in 21) is rare and no longer found at age 3;00: 
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(21) *(pe)  Panda  bat. (Antonio 1;11) 
               PE    Panda  beat 
                Intended: ‘I am beating Panda.’  
 
The three children correctly “ignore” animacy when the direct object is a definite pronoun 
but marked inanimate descriptive DPs, as in (22) below, are very rare.  
 
(22)   O                       întrec    pe  minge.  
         CL.ACC.3F.SG   outrun   PE  ball  
             ‘I am outrunning the ball.’             

(Antonio 2;11, in Ticio & Avram 2015: 393) 
 
 The comparison with early DOM use in 3 longitudinal corpora of child Spanish 
(age range 1;01 – 2;05) further supports the conclusion that the role of animacy is 
acquired early. The rate of marked inanimate objects in the Romanian corpora is much 
higher than the one in the Spanish corpora (where only one child “incorrectly” extended 
DOM to inanimate objects), in line with the difference between the two systems (see 
Irimia 2020).  
 Similar results are reported in Avram & Tomescu (2020). The goal of their study is 
to investigate the acquisition of DOM by simultaneous bilingual children but the analysis 
of the control groups of monolinguals reveals early DOM acquisition on the basis of 
longitudinal data (age 1;09 – 3;01). No incorrect DOM omission or overgeneralization is 
found in frog story narratives (3-year-olds, 4-year-olds and 9-year-olds) either. But 
optional DOM, which is constrained by discourse-pragmatics (see also Chiriacescu & von 
Heusinger 2009, 2010), is underused by the younger children when compared to the  
9-year-olds and to adults, i.e. the discourse use of DOM is delayed in L1.  
 Avram et al. (2023) also provide data from frog story narratives. The 5-year-old 
monolinguals in their study (where they serve as a group of control for child heritage 
speakers of Romanian) used DOM target-like. In particular, in optional contexts, they 
never extended DOM to inanimate descriptive DPs.  
 The few available studies provide evidence that DOM is acquired early in child 
Romanian. In spite of the weak role of the animacy feature, the DOM system is 
constrained by animacy very early. Several remarks are in order, though. Firstly, all these 
production studies rely on either naturalistic data or frog story narratives. Secondly, in all 
the studies DOM is attested only with animate definite DPs. Indefinite objects are 
practically absent and expansion to inanimate objects is extremely rare. In frog story 
narratives, personal pronouns and proper names are very rare and hence the data have 
nothing to say about DOM in obligatory contexts.  
 Summing up, in the available production studies DOM is not attested in all 
possible contexts and hence information with respect to knowledge of DOM in L1 
Romanian is incomplete. 
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 3.2 On selective vulnerability of DOM in L1 acquisition  
 

 The Romanian data are not singular. DOM has been shown to be acquired early in 
a variety of languages, irrespective of the nature of the marker and irrespective of the 
features which constrain object marking. The longitudinal studies in Avram (2015), in 
line with the pioneering study of Rodríguez-Mondoñedo (2008), provide evidence that 
DOM is acquired early in Croatian, Estonian, Hebrew, Lithuanian, Romanian, and 
Spanish. The only exception is the study on child Turkish. Ketrez (2015) draws attention 
to a production-comprehension asymmetry in the acquisition of DOM (Accusative case 
marking) in L1 Turkish. Previous studies, which investigated DOM on the basis of 
naturalistic data, showed that DOM emerges early and that Turkish-speaking children 
make very few errors (Ketrez 1999, Ketrez & Aksu-Koç 2009). But target-like use  
was attested in a narrow range of contexts (Ketrez 2015). During the early stages, 
Turkish-speaking children case-mark only definite direct objects. Marked indefinite 
objects are not attested. Cases of object marking which involve “ability to attribute 
complex morpho-semantic/pragmatic functions to case marking, such as the specificity or 
the wide scope reading with respect to other constituents” (Ketrez 2015: 423) are absent. 
This absence in the production data leaves unanswered the question of whether children 
master DOM in these contexts as well. Ketrez (2015) uses a truth-value judgment task 
(Crain & Thornton 1999) to investigate the comprehension of marked indefinite objects, 
in different syntactic positions, in a context in which they have wide scope reading over 
negation in contrast to non-marked objects in the same context. The results reveal that 
even 6-year-olds have problems comprehending case-marked objects and unmarked ones.  
 Experimental results which challenge the neat DOM picture in longitudinal studies 
are also available for L1 Spanish. Guijarro-Fuentes et al. (2017) report experimental  
data coming from an acceptability judgment task which show that DOM is problematic  
in L1 Spanish even at the age of 10-15 years. This contrasts with the findings in 
Rodríguez-Mondoñedo (2008) or in Ticio & Avram (2015), according to which  
Spanish-speaking children use DOM “virtually without mistake” (Rodríguez-Mondoñedo 
2008:21) before they turn 3. An important finding of the study by Guijarro-Fuentes et al. 
(2017) is that DOM is not equally difficult across the board. Integrating animacy within 
the system is not problematic but integrating aspect or the semantic features of the subject 
is and it remains so until late.  
 Different production and comprehension results are also found in studies which 
investigated DOM in L1 Hebrew. Uziel-Karl (2015) provides production data which 
convincingly show that DOM is acquired early. The study relies on data coming from 
three longitudinal corpora of monolingual Hebrew (age 1;05 – 3;00) which reveal very 
early emergence (before age 3) and a very low number of errors (6%). Plaut & Hacohen 
(2022), on the other hand, provide data from a gradable acceptability task which offer a 
totally different picture. Hebrew-speaking monolinguals, aged 3;06 – 7;10, cannot 
systematically distinguish between marked definite, unmarked definite and marked 
indefinite objects.  
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 For the few languages for which both production and comprehension data are 
available, the former indicate early acquisition whereas the latter show that DOM is 
(selectively) vulnerable. For Romanian, as mentioned in the previous sub-section, only 
production data are available and the general picture is that DOM is not problematic. 
Given the discrepancy between production and comprehension data reported for other 
languages, as well as the differences between naturalistic and experimental data, 
investigating the comprehension of DOM in L1 Romanian on the basis of experimental 
data might contribute to a more comprehensive picture of the acquisition of this interface 
phenomenon.  
 
 

4. DOM in L1 Romanian: the view from comprehension  
 

4.1 Aim  
 
 The goal of the present study is to investigate the comprehension of DOM in L1 
Romanian. As mentioned before, Guijarro-Fuentes et al. (2017) showed that in Spanish, a 
language whose DOM system is similar to the Romanian one in several respects, 
vulnerability can be selective: animacy is not problematic, whereas the agentivity of the 
subject and the aspectual properties of the predicate are.  But in Romanian, animacy is a 
weak feature within the DOM system; it can be overridden in several contexts, which 
translates into variable input for the language acquirer. This identifies the animacy feature 
of the object as a possible vulnerability area. In this study we focus on the acquisition of 
this feature within the DOM system of Romanian. The bonus is that the results could also 
contribute to our understanding of how children cope with a possible incipient change in 
the language. As mentioned in Section 2.1, clitic doubling, which is less sensitive to 
animacy, is gaining ground in contemporary Romanian, being the only differential object 
marker for some speakers. This innovative system, more restrictive in terms of available 
markers, is less restrictive with respect to animacy. Under conditions of language change, 
children may opt for the innovative option, advancing language change (Cournane 2019). 
If this is indeed the case, the prediction is that children acquiring Romanian could extend 
DOM to inanimate objects at a rate higher than the one in the input which they receive.  
  

4.2 Methodology  
 

          4.2.1 Participants 
          

80 native speakers of Romanian, aged 4;04–11;04, were recruited from kindergartens 
and schools in Bucharest and Cluj-Napoca. They all come from monolingual families. 
They are typically developing children, with no history of language or cognitive 
impairment. The details are summarized in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Participants 
Group Age range Mean   No 

5-year-olds  4;04 – 5;11  5;01 201 
7-year-olds  6;03 – 7;08  7;00 20 
9-year-olds  9;00 – 9;07  9;02 20 

11-year-olds 10;08 – 11;04 11;00 20 

 
A control group of 10 adults (aged 21-73 years) also took part in the study. 
 

4.2.2 Design and material  
 
  We designed a preference judgment task (PJT) which included 16 test sentences 
across 2 conditions balanced for animacy: (i) DOM with proper names, i.e. obligatory 
DOM, and (ii) DOM with (definite) descriptive DPs, i.e. optional DOM. In spite of the 
fact that optional DOM can apply to both definite and indefinite descriptive DPs, in the 
task only definite DPs were used. This decision took into account the very low number of 
marked indefinite objects in both child-directed speech and in adult-to-adult speech. 
Avram & Tomescu (2020) examined DOM use in child-directed speech in two 
longitudinal corpora (a total of 23 hours of spontaneous conversation). No marked 
indefinite object was attested. Romanian-speaking children practically never use DOM 
with indefinites (Ticio & Avram 2015, Avram & Tomescu 2020).  
  Given the increase in the use of clitic doubling as a DOM marker in the 
contemporary language, the test sentences contained clitic doubling (see the examples in 
Table 2). The test sentences were controlled for length. They are given in the Appendix at 
the end of the paper.  
 
Table 2. Test sentences 

DP type animacy test sentences: examples number 

Proper name  

+animate 

(a) Doamna      o                       piaptănă  pe  Ana. 
      woman-the  CL.3.F.SG.ACC  combs      PE  Ana 
(b) *Doamna      piaptănă Ana.  
        woman-the  combs    Ana 
      ‘The woman is combing Ana.’ 

 
 
 
8 

−animate 

(a) Eu  am    desenat  Franța.  
      I    have  drawn    France 
(b)*Eu  am    desenat-o                      pe  Franța. 
       I     have drawn   CL.3.F.SG.ACC  PE  France 
     ‘I drew France.’ 

                                                 
1 Three children in this young group had to be excluded from the analysis. They constantly said that the same 
alien (the green or the blue one) said it better.  
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DP type animacy test sentences: examples number 

Descriptive 
DP  

+animate 

Domnul  îl                        felicită            pe  pompier. 
man-the  CL.3.M.SG.ACC  congratulates  PE  firefighter 
(b) Domnul felicită              pompierul. 
      man-the  congratulates  firefighter-the 
     ‘The man is congratulating the firefighter.’  

 
 
8 

−animate 

(a) Pisoiul  lovește  balonul. 
     cat-the   hits       balloon-the 
(b)*Pisoiul  îl                       lovește  pe  balon. 
       cat-the  CL.3.M.SG.ACC  hits       PE   balloon 
     ‘The cat hits the balloon.’ 

 
The task also included 2 warm up sentences, 4 control sentences with DOM with personal 
pronouns (indifferent to animacy) and 4 control sentences with reflexive clitics. Given the 
number and the diversity of the control sentences, no distractors were included.  

The children received a booklet whose main characters were two aliens: a blue one 
and a green one. On each page there was a picture and the two aliens said something 
related to that picture: one of them used a sentence in which the object was marked, the 
other one a sentence with an unmarked object (see Figure 1). The experimenter told the 
children that the two aliens had recently studied Romanian and read what each of them 
said. The child was asked to decide “which alien said it better” and to circle that alien. 
“Both” answers were allowed. The two aliens randomly said a sentence with/without 
DOM but the same alien never said it “better” for more than 3 times in a row. The two 
aliens could appear on the right or on the left part of the page, but never on the same part 
for more than 3 times in a row.  

 

 
 
 

            
 
Experimenter: Which alien said it better? 
 

Figure 1. Preference judgment task. Sample. 

Experimenter: This is the picture of Paris. 
Paris is a city in France.  

Experimenter: The green alien said:  
                        Turiștii vizitează Parisul. (no DOM)   
                        ‘Tourists visit Paris.’ 

Experimenter: The blue alien said: 
                        Turiștii îl vizitează pe Paris. (+ DOM)  
                        ‘Tourists visit Paris.’ 
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4.2.3 Coding  
 

The responses were coded as “better with DOM”, “better without DOM” and 
“both”. “Both” answers were counted as “better with DOM” (i.e. the child accepted DOM 
in that particular context) but they were also counted separately. These three response 
types were correct or incorrect depending on sentence type (see the examples in Table 2).  
With animate proper names, only “better with DOM” was correct. With inanimate proper 
names and inanimate descriptive DPs only “better without DOM” was correct. With 
animate descriptive DPs, all three response types were acceptable. Accepting “both” 
answers had different implications for the different test sentences. Giving a “both” answer 
when evaluating a test sentence with an animate proper name indicates incomplete 
acquisition of obligatory DOM, developmental optionality. In this case, the child accepts 
both the correct sentence with a marked proper name and the incorrect unmarked one. A 
“both” answer for a sentence with an inanimate proper name or an inanimate descriptive 
DP signals uncertainty with respect to the role of the animacy feature, since the child 
incorrectly accepts DOM with an inanimate object. With optional DOM, i.e. with an 
animate descriptive DP, such an answer is more difficult to evaluate. It can signal 
developmental optionality but it can also indicate knowledge that DOM is optional, i.e. 
the child is aware that both a marked and an unmarked object are acceptable.  

Given these differences among the various test sentences, we will present the 
results for each sentence type separately.  

 
4.3 Results 
 
The control group of adults gave 100% correct responses. They never opted for a 

marked inanimate object and gave exclusively “both” answers for the sentences with 
animate descriptive DPs. 

Figure 2 presents the descriptive results for the children’s preference judgments of 
sentences with an animate proper name (PN), i.e. the sentences which tested knowledge 
of DOM in obligatory contexts. They indicate a high preference rating for marked objects 
across age groups (ranging from 87.5% to 100%). Input divergent acceptance of 
unmarked animate proper names (as in 23) was attested only with the 5-year-olds and 
even with this group the rate was very low (see Figure 2). 

(23)  *Prințesa        a      acoperit   David.  
     princess-the  has  covered   David 
   ‘The princess covered David.’ 
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Figure 2.  DOM with animate proper names: responses (%) per age group 

 
Children’s judgments of this sentence type was categorical. Only two 5-year-olds and 
three 7-year-olds gave one “both” response, i.e. they accepted both marked and unmarked 
animate proper names.  

The results for the test sentences with inanimate proper names are unexpected 
given the data reported in previous production studies. The descriptive results 
summarized in Figure 3 reveal a high preference rate for marked inanimate proper names 
(as in 24) with the 5- and the 7-year-olds. Such sentences continue to be accepted by the 
9-year-olds, but at a low rate. The responses are target-like only with the 11-year-olds.  
 
(24)     *Eu  am    colorat-    o                     pe  România. 
                 I     have  coloured  CL.ACC.3F.SG  PE  Romania 
                ‘I coloured Romania.’ 

 

 
Figure 3.  DOM with inanimate PNs: responses (%) per age group 

 
Only 11 “both” responses were found across age groups (i.e. 11 responses out of a total of 
320 responses) and no child gave such a response more than once.  
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The preference judgments of the test sentences with animate descriptive DPs (with 
which DOM is optional) show more variation with the 5- and the 7-year-old groups, and 
the preference rating is getting higher with age (as can be seen in Figure 4).  

 

 
Figure 4.  DOM with animate descriptive DPs:  responses (%) per age group 

 
Table 3 summarizes the number of “both” responses and the number of the children who 
gave such responses. It indicates a high number of “both” responses and that this number 
got higher with age. The number of the children who gave “both” answers also increased 
with age. The 11-year-olds gave practically only “both” responses, accepting both marked 
and unmarked objects as equally “good”, i.e. the 11-year-olds evaluated these sentences 
adult-like.  
 

Table 3. DOM with animate descriptive DPs. “Both” responses  

Age group Total nr of “both” 
responses 

Nr of children who gave only “both”  
responses  

5-year-olds 24/80 5/20 
7-year-olds 27/80 2/20 
9-year-olds 69/80 16/20 
11-year-olds 78/80 18/20 

  
With the exception of the 5-year-olds, the participants correctly evaluated as 

“better” the unmarked inanimate descriptive DPs. Input-divergent sentences like the one 
in (25) were only rarely chosen as “better”, as can be seen in Figure 5. The number of 
“both” responses was very low, which indicates that children’s evaluation of this sentence 
type is categorical. Only 6 “both” responses were attested across the four age groups. No 
child gave more than one “both” response. 
 
 (25)   *Copilul     a     tăiat-o                     pe  hîrtie. 

     child-the  has  cut  CL.ACC.3F.SG   PE  paper 
      ‘The child cut the piece of paper.’ 
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Figure 5.  DOM with inanimate descriptive DPs: responses (%) per age group 

We followed-up on the higher rates of incorrect responses to sentences with 
inanimate proper names of the 5- and the 7-year-olds and to sentences with inanimate 
descriptive DPs of the 5-year-olds. In order to determine if the difference between the 
acceptance rate of DOM with animate and inanimate objects is significant we conducted 
pairwise comparisons for each test sentence type. DOM with animate proper names 
received higher preference ratings than DOM with inanimate proper names. The 
difference was significant with both the 5-year-olds (t(19) = 2.63, p = .016 (two-tailed)) 
and the 7-year-olds (t(19) = 8.83, p < .001)). Similar results were obtained for DOM with 
descriptive DPs. The preference ratings were higher with the animate objects than with 
the inanimate ones in both age groups: 5-year-olds: t(19) = −3.35, p = .003 (two-tailed) 
and  7-year-olds: t(19) = 6.09, p < .001(two-tailed).  

Sentences with inanimate proper names received higher acceptability ratings than 
those with inanimate descriptive DPs, i.e. the younger children preferred DOM with 
inanimate objects more often with proper names than with descriptive DPs (5-year-olds: 
t(19) = 2.63, p = .016 (two-tailed); 7-year-olds: t(19) = 6.09, p < .001 (two-tailed)) (see 
Figures 6 and 7 below). 
 

 
Figure 6. 5-year-olds: Mean scores (with standard error bars) for “better with DOM” 

responses per sentence type 
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Figure 7. 7-year-olds: Mean scores (with standard error bars) for “better with DOM” 

responses per sentence type 
 

We followed on the score of the younger two age groups in the proper names 
condition.  One-sample t-tests were run to determine whether the preference score for 
DOM with inanimate proper names was different than chance (defined as 50%) with the 
5- (M = 40%, SD = 19.02) and the 7-year-olds (M = 43.75%, SD = 7.69). The results 
showed that the mean score was significantly lower than chance in both groups:  
5-year-olds: t(19) = 6.5, p < .001 (two-sided) and 7-year-olds: t(19) = 6.98, p < .001  
(two-sided). They indicate that animacy is already identified as a relevant feature in the 
DOM system at age 5 but at age 7 it is not fully acquired yet. 

The descriptive results for the older groups are summarized in Figures 8 and 9. 
They indicate target-like responses across sentence types. In particular, the rate of “better 
with DOM” responses for inanimate objects is very low with both groups. 

 

 
Figure 8. 9-year-olds: Mean scores (with standard error bars) for “better with DOM” 

responses per sentence type 
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Figure 9. 11-year-olds: Mean scores (with standard error bars) for “better with DOM” 

responses per sentence type 
 
In order to determine if there are age effects on the preference judgments for the 

various sentence types, ANOVAs were conducted for each sentence type, followed by 
post-hoc t-tests. The results revealed a main effect of age on all sentence types: (i) DOM 
with animate proper names: F(3,76) = 5.78, p = .001; (ii) DOM with inanimate proper 
names: F(3,76) = 21.28, p < .001; (iii) DOM with animate descriptive DPs: F(3,76) = 20.76, 
p < .001; (iv) DOM with inanimate descriptive DPs: F(3,76) = 6.98, p < .001). The 
following pairwise comparisons reached significance: (i) sentences with animate proper 
names:  the 9-year-olds gave a significantly higher rate of “better with DOM” responses 
(M = 98.75%, SD = 5.59)  than the 5-year-olds (M = 87.5%, SD = 19.02): t(38) = -2.53,  
p = .015 (two-tailed); (ii) sentences with animate descriptive DPs: the 9-year-olds gave a 
significantly higher rate of “better with DOM” responses (M = 92.5%, SD = 23.08)  than 
the 5-year-olds (M = 48.75%, SD = 29.77): t(38) = -5.19, p < .001 (two-tailed);            
(iii) sentences with inanimate proper names: the 9-year-olds gave a significantly lower 
rate of ”better with DOM” responses (M = 6.25%, SD = 15.96) than the 7-year-olds  
(M = 43.75%, SD = 26.75): t(38) = 5.38, p < .001 (two-tailed); (iv) sentences with 
inanimate descriptive DPs:  the 9-year-olds gave a significantly lower rate of “better with 
DOM” responses (M = 1.25%, SD = 15.97) than the 5-year-olds (M = 48.75%,  
SD = 29.77): t(38) = 3.64, p < .001 (two-tailed). The data indicate significant progress for 
all test sentences at age 9. The descriptive results are given in  Figure 10.   

To sum it up, the results revealed that at age 5, Romanian children are sensitive to 
the referential stability of the DP. They treat obligatory and optional DOM contexts 
accordingly, i.e. there is a high rate of “better with DOM” responses for those sentences 
with a proper name in object position. Knowledge that descriptive DPs can be both 
marked and unmarked fully develops at around age 9, when children explicitly accept 
both at significant rates. The animacy feature constrains DOM early, as shown by the 
higher rates of “better with DOM” responses with animate objects across age groups. It is 
not, however, fully integrated in the DOM system as early as shown in production 
studies. Romanian children continue to accept DOM with inanimate objects at 
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unexpected rates until age 7 or 9. DOM with inanimate proper names, though, turned out 
to be more difficult. At age 5 and 7, children gave more “better with DOM” responses for 
inanimate proper names than for inanimate descriptive DPs. The descriptive results show 
that DOM with inanimate proper names begins to be consistently evaluated as 
unacceptable at age 9, when the “better with DOM” responses reach a low 6.25%. The 
same rate is reached with DOM with inanimate descriptive DPs at age 7. DOM with 
inanimate proper names seems to be more vulnerable. 

 
Figure 10. Mean scores (with standard error bars) for “better with DOM”  

responses per sentence type and age group (in chronological order from left  
to right in each group of columns). 

 
4.4  Discussion  

 
In this study we investigated knowledge of DOM in L1 Romanian. The aim was 

two-fold. Firstly, we extended the investigation to comprehension with a view to testing 
to what extent the Romanian data confirm the production-comprehension asymmetry 
reported for DOM in L1 Turkish (Ketrez 2015), L1 Spanish (Guijarro-Fuentes et al. 
2017) and L1 Hebrew (Plaut & Hacohen 2022). Secondly, we probed into the acquisition 
of the role of the animacy feature, predicted to be a vulnerable area. In particular, we 
aimed to determine if Romanian children expand DOM to inanimate objects at a rate 
higher than the one in the input. In order to address these issues, we conducted a 
preference judgment task, in which we manipulated type of DP with respect to referential 
stability and animacy.  
 Our results show that DOM is mastered later than reported in previous production 
studies, adding to the increasing evidence that DOM is subject to late acquisition. They 
also indicate that vulnerability of DOM is selective: referential stability is acquired before 
animacy.  As early as age 5, children treat DOM with proper names and descriptive DPs 
differently. The former receive higher preference ratings than unmarked proper names. 
The responses are more categorical with DOM in obligatory contexts; children 
preferentially opt for sentences with marked animate proper names. With descriptive DPs, 
they correctly identify the acceptability of both marked and unmarked forms. At the same 
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time, at age 5 we found a low rate of incorrect acceptance of unmarked animate proper 
names, contrary to the errorless picture of earlier production studies.  

The most important finding was the high acceptability rating of DOM with 
inanimate objects. This is surprising when compared to the results of production studies 
but it is in line with the prediction which we made on the basis of the properties of DOM 
in the contemporary language. The animacy feature has always been the weaker one in 
the Romanian DOM system (see e.g. Avram & Zafiu 2017). The current expansion of 
clitic doubling, a D-linked DOM marker which is less sensitive to animacy, can further 
weaken its role. When there are two competing variants in the input, children have been 
argued to be able to identify the innovative variant and use it “beyond the level of their 
caretakers and role models” (Cournane 2019), thereby possibly advancing language 
change. All these factors predict overuse of DOM with inanimate objects, at least during 
the early acquisition stages. Indeed, this prediction was borne out by our findings. 
Though at age 5 animacy is identified as a relevant feature, a fact reflected in the 
significant difference between the evaluation of sentences with animate and with 
inanimate objects, the acquisition of the DOM system is delayed. Overgeneralization of 
DOM to inanimate descriptive DPs decreases to a rate below 10% at age 7 and to inanimate 
proper names at age 9. This input divergent DOM use gets fully retracted at age 11. 

Our results can be accounted for in terms of Biberauer & Roberts’ (2015, 2017) 
Maximize Minimal Means model, which integrates Chomsky’s (2005) “third factors” 
with linguistic experience and genetic factors. According to this language acquisition 
model children have a tendency “to maximally utilise minimal resources” (Biberauer 
2019). Two main biases are identified: Feature Economy and Input Generalization. The 
former captures the early tendency to postulate as few (contrastive) features as possible to 
account for the input. The latter captures the tendency to maximise already postulated 
features in accounting for the input. New features are added only when the acquired 
features cannot be adjusted to capture relevant contrasts. 

In line with the Feature Economy bias, Romanian children possibly first identify 
and acquire the role of referential stability (which has more robust cues) and consider the 
possibility of animacy as a relevant feature later. Our experimental data show that at age 
5 the role of referential stability has been acquired.  Animacy, on the other hand, is 
present in the system, it has been identified as a relevant feature but it is not yet fully 
acquired. In line with Input Generalization, children maximize the role of one feature, 
referential stability, and “go beyond the finite input”. This bias favours, in Biberauer’s 
(2019) terms, an “ignorance-based child-driven overgeneralization” of DOM to inanimate 
objects, which is stronger with proper names. At age 9 the identification and acquisition 
of animacy as a relevant feature in the DOM system finally leads to retraction of the 
ignorance driven innovative use.  
    
 

5. Conclusions  
 

The present study provides, as far as we know, the first comprehension data on the 
L1 acquisition of DOM in Romanian. Our results confirm the previously noticed 
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difference between production and comprehension in the acquisition of DOM in L1 
Turkish (Ketrez 2015), L1 Spanish (Guijarro-Fuentes et al. 2017), and L1 Hebrew (Plaut 
& Hacohen 2022). They reveal that the Romanian DOM system is mastered much later 
than previously assumed on the basis of production data.   

Our comprehension data also confirm the selective vulnerability of the relevant 
features for object marking reported for L1 Spanish (Guijarro-Fuentes et al. 2017). But 
the data in the present study differ from those for L1 Spanish, where animacy was the 
least problematic feature. In Romanian, as predicted on the basis of the properties of the 
DOM system in conjunction with the undergoing change in object marking, animacy 
turned out to be more vulnerable than referential stability. Under conditions of diachronic 
instability, Romanian-acquiring children amplify the use of DOM with inanimate objects 
and they continue to do so until age 9. This overgeneralization is gradually retracted. At 
age 11, the grammar of the DOM system is no longer input divergent with respect to 
animacy.    
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Appendix. Test sentences per condition  
 
A. DOM with proper names 
[+animate] 
1. (a)  Prințesa         l-                       a     acoperit  pe  David  cu     pătura. 
                        princess-the  CL.ACC.3M.SG   has  covered  PE  David  with  blanket-the 
             (b)       Prințesa         a     acoperit  David  cu     pătura. 
                        princess-the  has  covered  David  with  blanket-the 
                       ‘The princess covered David with the blanket.’ 
2.  (a)  Elefantul        îl                      stropește  pe  George. 
           elephant-the  CL.ACC.3M.SG  splashes   PE  George  
     (b)       Elefantul       stropește  George. 
                          elephant-the  splashes   George 
                          ‘The elephant is splashing George with water.’  
3.  (a)       Doamna       o                      piaptănă  pe  Ana.  
                          woman-the  CL.ACC.3F.SG   combs     PE  Ana 
  (b)      Doamna       piaptănă  Ana. 
                          woman-the  combs      Ana 
                         ‘The woman is combing Ana.’ 
4.  (a)  Mama    a     dus-   o                      pe  Ioana  la baie. 
                          Mother  has  taken CL.ACC.3F.SG  PE  Ioana  at bathroom   
     (b)      Mama   a      dus     Ioana  la  baie.  
                          Mother  has  taken  Ioana  at  bathroom 
                         ‘Mother has taken Ioana to the bathroom.’ 
 
[−animate]  
1.        (a)       Eu  am     desenat-o                      pe  Franța.  
            I     have  drawn    CL.ACC.3F.SG  PE  France 
            (b)       Eu  am   desenat Franța. 
                      I     have  drawn   France 
                     ‘I drew France.’ 
2.   (a)  Turiștii         îl                      vizitează  pe  Paris. 
            tourists-the  CL.ACC.3M.SG  visit         PE  Paris  
            (b)       Turiștii        vizitează  Parisul.  
                          tourists-the  visit         Paris-the  
                          ‘Tourists visit Paris.’ 
3.        (a)  Eu  am     colorat-   o                      pe  România.  
                          I     have  coloured  CL.ACC.3F.SG  PE  Romania 
            (b)       Eu  am    colorat     România.  
         I     have  coloured  Romania 
                         ‘I coloured Romania.’ 
4.        (a)        Eu  îl                       cunosc  pe  București. 
                          I     CL.ACC.3M.SG  know     PE  Bucharest 
  (b) Eu  cunosc  Bucureștiul.  
    I     know    Bucharest-the 
   ‘I know Bucharest.’ 
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B. DOM with descriptive DPs 
[+animate] 
1.        (a) Domnul  îl                       felicită            pe  pompier.  
                          man-the  CL.ACC.3M.SG  congratulates  PE  firefighter 
            (b)       Domnul  felicită            pompierul. 
                          man-the  congratulates  firefighter-the 
                    ‘The man is congratulating the firefighter.’ 
2.        (a)  Cîinele   l-                      a      speriat       pe  iepuraș.  
                          dog-the  CL.ACC.3M.SG  has  frightened  PE  rabbit-DIM-the 
  (b)        Cîinele  a      speriat       iepurașul. 
                          dog-the  has  frightened  rabbit-DIM-the 
                          ‘The dog frightened the little rabbit.’ 
3.       (a)       Soldatul      o                      admiră   pe  prințesă.  
                          soldier-the  CL.ACC.3F.SG  admires  PE  princess 
            (b)       Soldatul      admiră   prințesa. 
                          soldier-the  admires  princess-the 
       ‘The soldier admires the princess.’ 
4.         (a)     Mama   a      servit-  o                      pe  fetiță       cu     ceai.  
                      Mother  has  served  CL.ACC.3F.SG  PE  girl-DIM  with  tea 
       (b)        Mama    a     servit    fetița             cu     ceai. 
                       Mother  has  served  girl-DIM-the  with  tea   
                       ‘Mother gave the girl some tea.’  
 
[−animate]  
1.   (a)   Băiatul   a      spart-    o                     pe  fereastră.  
           boy-the  has  broken  CL.ACC.3F.SG  PE  window  

(b) Băiatul a     spart     fereastra.  
                          boy-the has broken window-the 

‘The boy broke the window.’ 
2.  (a)      Pisoiul  îl                      lovește  pe  balon.  
                         cat-the   CL.ACC.3M.SG  hits       PE  balloon 

(b) Pisoiul  lovește  balonul. 
                cat-the  hits        balloon-the 

‘The cat is hitting the balloon.’ 
3.  (a)       Pisoiul  îl                      bea       pe  suc.  
           cat-the  CL.ACC.3M.SG  drinks  PE  juice  

(b)       Pisoiul  bea      sucul.  
                          cat-the  drinks  juice-the 
                         ‘The cat is drinking the juice.’ 
4.  (a)       Copilul    a      tăiat-o                     pe  hîrtie  cu      foarfeca.  
                          child-the  has  cut   CL.ACC.3F.SG  PE  paper  with  scissors-the 
            (b)       Copilul    a      tăiat  hîrtia         cu     foarfeca. 
                          child-the  has  cut    paper-the  with  scissors-the 
                         ‘The child cut the sheet of paper with the scissors.’ 
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1. Introduction 

 

English and Romanian, and Germanic and Romance languages, in general, are 

typologically different with respect to the word formation processes they regularly 

employ to expand their lexicons. While English displays a marked preference for 

compounding (and conversion), Romanian is partial to affixation. Not only is 

compounding a minor derivational process in Romanian, but the compounds it derives 

follow patterns unlike those in English, patterns that frequently incorporate inflectional 

morphology as well. This typological distinction makes translating compounds from 

English into Romanian problematic for two readily apparent reasons: (i) most lexicalized 

compounds in English do not have equivalent compound forms in Romanian; (ii) English 

compounding regularly generates new, spontaneous creations, which, naturally, lack 

corresponding items in Romanian, and whose high semantic and syntactic variability 

complicates their rendition.   

In view of these observations, the present study investigates the translation into 

Romanian of a specific subclass of synthetic compounds characterized by a high degree 

of syntactic and semantic variability – that of deverbal -ed adjectival compounds. The 

aim of the analysis is twofold: (i) to identify the strategies translators adopt to render 

them into Romanian, as well as the range of patterns said strategies generate; (ii) to relate 

the identified patterns to the general concept of explicitation as a translation universal, as 

proposed by Blum-Kulka (1986), Klaudy & Károly (2005), Klaudy (2003, 2009), among 

others. To this purpose, the analysis will rely on a corpus of hyphenated compounds 

selected from three fantasy books by Joe Abercrombie, each rendered by a different 

translator: The Heroes (2011), translated by Monica Şerban (Eroii, Editura Nemira, 

2019), Best Served Cold (2009), translated by Ruxandra Toma (Dulce răzbunare, Editura 
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Nemira, 2017), and Last Argument of Kings (2008), translated by Mihnea Columbeanu 

(Puterea armelor, Editura Nemira, 2017). Abercrombie's books are especially suited to 

this study since the fast pace of the narratives is supported by a wide range of 

semantically rich, though syntactically compact structures, among which a substantial 

number of deverbal -ed adjectival compounds (409 tokens), distributed into four 

semantically and syntactically distinct patterns: N-V-ed items (188 tokens), Adv-V-ed 

items (162 tokens), Q-V-ed items (45 tokens), and A-V-ed items (14 tokens).  

The analysis will reveal two opposing tendencies in the translation of deverbal -ed 

adjectival compounds. On the one hand, such derivatives will often be shortened in 

translation, possibly due to a strong preference for single adjectives as equivalents of 

lexicalized English compounds in bilingual dictionaries. On the other hand, the high 

degree of variability of new, spontaneous compounds will force translators to lengthen 

their renditions into Romanian in order to make explicit the semantic and syntactic 

relations between the two stems of the original derivatives. Of the two opposing 

tendencies, the latter will dominate the picture, mainly due to the fact that novel creations, 

which are typically translated by means of phrases and clauses, represent an open class of 

items. What is more, the findings of the present analysis, which are similar to those of 

studies of compound translation into other Romance languages, will further confirm that 

explicitation, as defined by Blum-Kulka (1986), Klaudy & Károly (2005), Klaudy (2003, 

2009, 2017), Molés-Cases (2019) and others, is, indeed, a universal strategy, since most 

of the translation techniques identified in this study involve explicitation (grammatical 

transposition, compensation by splitting, compensation in kind, compensation in place, 

free translation).  

The article is structured as follows. Section 2 defines deverbal -ed adjectival 

compounds, identifies several syntactic and semantic patterns, and makes a number of 

predictions based on these patterns. Section 3 provides an analysis of the corpus from the 

perspective of the translation strategies outlined by Hervey & Higgins (1992). Section 4 

discusses the results of the analysis and relates them to the concept of explicitation. 

Section 5 summarizes the findings. 

 

 
2. Background and predictions 

 
-Ed adjectival compounds are a subclass of synthetic compounds whose second 

stem is deverbal and whose first stem, be it a noun, an adjective, an adverb or a quantifier, 

is interpretable either as an internal argument (complement) or as a semantic argument 

(adjunct) of the verb (see Lieber 1983, Plag 2003, Baciu 2004). As already stated, several 

patterns can be distinguished, depending on the lexical category of the first stem. 

N-V-ed compounds, of which there are 188 tokens in the present corpus, represent 

a highly productive group, which includes many spontaneous formations. The nominal 

stem of this kind of compound, which corresponds to a prepositional phrase in syntax, 

typically operates as semantic argument of the verbal stem and is attributed diverse 

interpretations: Agentive (man-made (thing) < ‘(thing) made by man’, flea-bitten (nags)  

< ‘(nags) bitten by fleas’), Cause (rain-spoiled (gear) < ‘(gear) spoiled by rain’,  
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travel-stained (coat) < ‘(coat) stained by travel’, wind-torn (tent) < ‘(tent) torn by the wind’), 

Locative (pan-fried (rump steak) < ‘(rump steak) fried in a pan’, battle-hardened (Carl)  

< ‘(Carl) hardened in battle’), Locatum (mud-smeared (animals) < ‘(animals) smeared 

with mud’, blood-sprayed (boy) < ‘(boy) sprayed with blood’, mud-spattered (clothes)  

< ‘(clothes) spattered with mud’), Instrument (straw-filled (mattress) < ‘(mattress) filled 

with straw’, leather-bound (ledger) < ‘(ledger) bound with leather’, gold-embroidered 

(white coat) < ‘(white coat) embroidered with gold’). Infrequently, the nominal stem may 

function as argument of the verb (direct object/subject (?) in jaw-clenched (effort) < ‘effort 

that clenches one’s jaws/makes one's jaws clench’, prepositional object in clothes-obsessed 

(old women) < ‘(old women) obsessed about clothes’ and self-satisfied (man) < ‘(man) 

satisfied with oneself’).  

The Adv-V-ed pattern is another highly productive group that is well-represented in 

the corpus (162 tokens). In such cases, the adverbial stem operates as semantic argument 

of the verbal stem, denoting mostly Manner (well-polished (heels), ill-defined (order), 

richly-dressed (corpses), brightly-coloured (Union uniforms), perfectly-shaped (thumbnail)) 

and, infrequently, Time (long-forgotten (designer), long-founded (institution), short-lived 

(relief)). At the same time, the first stem may be a bona fide adverb (brightly-coloured 

(Union uniforms), richly-dressed (corpses), well-structured (violence)), or an adjective 

functioning as adverb in the context (long-established (master), rough-forged (swords), 

tight-packed (slaughter), hard-packed (earth), deep-set (eyes)). Quite importantly, many 

compounds built on well, ill, long (well-known, well-deserved, ill-equipped, ill-advised, 

long-lived and others) are lexicalized forms that have lexicalized (mainly single-adjective) 

equivalents in Romanian. 

The Q-V-ed combination, illustrated by 45 tokens, is a subset of the Adv-V-ed 

pattern, in which the quantifier operates as semantic argument of the verbal stem and 

denotes Manner (half-written (letter), half-remembered (ghosts), half-shrouded (festoons 

of decorative stonework), half-glimpsed (face)).  

Finally, the A-V-ed pattern, of which only 14 tokens are present in the corpus, is 

characterized by low productivity, most likely because these compounds are somewhat 

less freely built. Specifically, they are based on the passivized forms of resultative 

constructions, with the adjectival first stem functioning as Result Phrase. Most of the  

A-V-ed compounds (green-dyed (cloak), black-forged (double coat of chain mail),  

hard-boiled (egg), blue-painted (forearm), red-soaked (bandages), clean-shaven (young 

officer), etc.) are adjectival passives of weak/false resultatives (see Washio 1997, 

Kaufmann & Wunderlich 1998, Farkas 2011), i.e. secondary predicate structures built on 

telic change-of-state verbs accompanied by Result Phrases specifying the final state 

lexicalized by the verbs themselves. Infrequently, the compounds may derive from 

strong/true resultatives, which consist of atelic activity verbs and adjectival Result 

Phrases whose meanings are independent of the meanings of the verbs they associate with 

(clean-picked (bones), bright-polished (weapons)).  

Given the complex picture introduced above, there are a number of predictions that 

can be made regarding the translation of this class of compounds into Romanian. 

Generally speaking, since compounding is restricted in Romanian, but highly productive 

in English, where it generates complex words whose stems are found in various semantic 

and syntactic relations, the translation of English compounds into Romanian is predicted 
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to be considerably problematic. On the one hand, lexicalized compounds are not expected 

to be an issue as they will be listed in bilingual dictionaries with their Romanian 

equivalents, be they corresponding lexicalized forms (typically single adjectives) or 

paraphrases. On the other hand, new spontaneous creations are expected to prove difficult 

to translate because of the variety of patterns, which translators will have to decode, i.e. 

make explicit by adding lexical material. As a result, the translators' solutions are 

expected to reveal two opposing tendencies, the shortening or the lengthening of the 

derivatives in the source language, with the latter taking centre stage since the new 

spontaneous formations represent an open class of items. 

The next section, which focuses on the strategies adopted by the translators to 

render deverbal -ed adjectival compounds and the patterns they generate, will shed light 

on which of the suggested tendencies actually dominates the picture. 

 

 

3. Translation strategies 

 

As stated in the introduction, the analysis of the corpus is conducted within the 

framework provided by Hervey and Higgins (1992). Accordingly, the main strategy 

selected by the translators to compensate for the lack of corresponding compound forms 

in Romanian is grammatical transposition. This strategy entails the replacement of a 

given grammatical structure in the source language with another in the target language. 

However, in this case, there is no single corresponding structure, but rather a wide array 

of patterns, ranging from phrases (complex APs, PPs and NPs) to gerundial structures to 

clauses, be they independent or subordinate clauses of various types. What is more, as 

will be evidenced in what follows, the translators use grammatical transposition 

concurrently with a number of other compensatory techniques, and this accounts for the 

many different translation patterns.  

Generally speaking, the strategy of compensation in place, which entails replicating 

a certain effect in the source text in a different place in the target text, is almost always at 

work since obligatory premodification in English is typically replaced with 

postmodification in Romanian. At times, compensation in place may have local effects as 

well, resulting in the reshuffling of the elements that translate the modifier and the 

modified in the source language, as illustrated below: 

 

(1)  a. … hauled him into the air with a jaw-clenched effort. 

b.  … îl ridică în aer, cu fălcile strînse de efort... (lit. ‘jaws clenched with 

effort’) 

(2) a.  He ground Jezal's face into the vomit-spattered floor with his boot. 

b.  Şi, apăsând cu cizma, frecă faţa lui Jezal în voma de pe pardoseală.  

(lit. ‘the vomit on the floor’)   

(3)  a.  Cosca was bent over on his knees, shaking with ill-suppressed mirth. 

b.  Cosca se ţinea de burtă şi hohotea de râs, incapabil să se stăpânească. 

(lit. ‘roared with laughter, unable to restrain himself’) 
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In both (1) and (2), the first stems of the compounds (jaw and vomit) are translated 

as the modified elements (fălcile ‘jaws’ and voma (vomit)), i.e. they become heads of the 

complex NPs, while the modified nominals in the original structures (effort and floor) are 

rendered as complements of the prepositions heading the modifying PPs (de (efort) (with 

(effort)) and de pe (pardoseală) (lit. ‘from on floor’ > on the floor)). The translation of the 

compound modifier - modified nominal combination ill-suppressed mirth in (3) is even 

more complex, since it results in the association of clausal structures. The head nominal 

mirth is rendered by a verb-adjunct combination (hohotea de râs, lit. ‘roared with 

laughter’), while the compound itself is translated by means of an adjective modified by a 

subordinate clause (incapabil să se stăpânească ‘unable to restrain himself’). It should 

also be pointed out that compensation in place results in the lengthening of the original 

structures, to a greater or lesser degree, as Romanian requires at least the use of 

prepositions, if not of other more complex relational elements, to clarify the semantic and 

syntactic relations obtaining between the two stems of the compound, as well as between 

the compound and the nominal it modifies. 

Alternatively, the translators use the strategy of compensation in kind, which 

entails the compensation for one type of textual effect in the source text by means of 

another type in the target text; specifically, it involves the replacement of literal meanings 

in the source text with connotative meanings in the target text and vice versa, as 

illustrated below: 

 

(4)  a. The Carls there were hunched behind their arrow-prickled shield wall... 

b.  Mercenarii de acolo se ascundeau după scuturile lor înţepate de sute de 

ori... (lit. ‘their shields prickled hundreds of times’) 

(5) a.  ... holding one ring-encrusted hand out towards it. 

 b.  ... i-l arătă cu un deget care abia dacă se vedea prin atâtea inele. (lit. ‘a 

  finger which one could hardly see under the many rings’) 

(6) a.  Being in charge can seem like a thing iron-forged, but in the end it’s just 

an idea everyone agrees to. 

b.  Să conduci pare o chestie bine stabilită, dar în definitiv, nu e decât o idee cu 

care toată lumea trebuie să fie de acord. (lit. ‘a thing well-acknowledged’) 

 

Examples (4) and (5) illustrate the replacement of denotative meanings with 

connotative meanings. The translation of arrow-prickled shield wall in (4) adds extra 

information about the high number of arrows prickling it, giving rise in the reader's mind 

to a particular image that is not entailed by the original structure. Similarly, the translation 

of one ring-encrusted hand in (5) adds a hyperbolic comment on the number of rings 

covering the finger by stating that one could hardly see it because of them. In contrast, the 

connotative dimension of a thing iron-forged gets lost in translation, being replaced with 

the denotative o chestie bine stabilită (lit. ‘a thing well-acknowledged’), though notice 

that this is one of the few occasions the translator actually uses a Romanian compound 

(bine stabilit ‘well-established’, ‘well-acknowledged’).  

Aside from grammatical transposition, the most widespread compensatory strategy 

is compensation by splitting. It involves the use of several words in the target text to 

render the meaning of a specific word in the source text. In the present corpus, this 
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translates into a shift from a compound to either a phrase or a clause, thus lengthening the 

original derivatives. In particular, compounds are rendered by a variety of syntactic 

phrases, as illustrated below: 

 

(7)  a.  the sun-drenched fields 

b.  câmpurile scăldate în lumina soarelui (lit. ‘the fields bathed in the light 

of the sun/in sunlight’) 

(8) a.  the inn’s weed-colonised courtyard 

 b.  curtea năpădită de bălării a hanului (lit. 'the courtyard overgrown with 

  weeds’) 

(9) a.  That and a whole crowd of heavy-armed, heavy-scarred, heavy-scowled 

Carls. 

b.  Ceva mai încolo zeci de mercenari greu înarmaţi, plini de cicatrice (lit. 

‘full of scars’) şi foarte încruntaţi.  

(10) a.  He had crept from his sweat-soaked bed... 

b.  Se strecurase din patul jilav de transpiraţie... (lit. ‘the bed damp with 

sweat’) 

(11) a.  piles of leather-bound ledgers 

 b.  grămezi de registre în scoarţe de piele (lit. ‘ledgers in covers of leather’) 

(12) a.  “Not unless you call a full-blown revolt serious.” 

 b.  “Numai dacă nu găseşti serioasă o răscoală în toată regula.” 

(13) a.  … through small, high windows, their thick bars casting cross-hatched  

  shadows across the shining floor. 

 b.  … prin geamurile foarte mici, situate la înălţime, ale căror gratii groase  

  aruncau carouri de umbre pe pardoseala strălucitoare. (lit. ‘diamonds of 

  shadows’) 

(14) a.  My long retreat from Puranti, which you thought so ill-advised... 

 b.  Îndelungata mea retragere din Puranti, pe care tu ai considerat-o un gest 

  necugetat... (lit. ‘a gesture reckless’) 

 

Whereas the compounds in (7) and (8) are rendered by complex APs built on adjectival 

participles accompanied by adjunct PPs ([scăldate]adjectival participle [în lumina soarelui]PP  

(≈ ‘bathed in sunlight’) and [năpădită]adjectival participle [de bălării]PP (lit. ‘overgrown with 

weeds’)), those in (9) and (10) are translated as complex APs built on bona fide adjectives 

modified by PPs with adjunct status ([plini]A [de cicatrice]PP (lit. ‘full of scars’) and 

[jilav]A [de transpiraţie]PP (lit. ‘damp with sweat’)).  

Alternatively, the adjectival head of the complex AP can be modified by an AdvP, 

as is the case in (9) (heavy-armed (lit. ‘[greu]AdvP [înarmaţi]adjectival participle’). This structure 

is an instance of literal translation, a strategy typically employed to render the Adv-V-ed 

pattern since Romanian can also readily generate the [adverbial modifier + adjectival 

participle] combination. In fact, 41 out of the 45 items illustrating the Q-V-ed pattern, 

which was analyzed as a subset of the Adv-V-ed pattern since the quantifier, just like the 

adverb, functions as Manner-denoting semantic argument, follow this particular word 

order.  
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In their turn, the compounds in (11) and (12) are rendered by PPs with attributive 

function (în scoarţe de piele for leather-bound and în toată regula for full-blown, which 

is actually an idiomatic PP). Finally, the compounds in (13) and (14) are translated as 

complex NPs, i.e. modified nouns. The translation of cross-hatched shadows as carouri 

de umbre is not only an example of compensation by splitting, but also of compensation 

in place, as once again, the first stem of the compound (cross) becomes the nominal head 

(carouri ‘diamonds’) modified by a PP which incorporates the original nominal head as 

the complement of P (de umbre ‘of shadows’). On the other hand, ill-advised (retreat) in 

(14) is replaced with a full-fledged NP un gest necugetat (lit. ‘a gesture reckless’ > ‘a 

reckless gesture’) whose nominal head the translator adds as extra element.  

Once again, notice the pervasiveness of prepositional elements in the rendering of 

most of the above compounds, triggered by the need to spell out the syntactic and 

semantic relations between the two stems of the compounds and between the compounds 

and the nouns they modify. Naturally, their added presence will contribute to the 

lengthening of the original structures, making it the translators' dominant tendency. 

In addition, the use of compensation by splitting may produce clausal structures of 

various kinds and lengths, either independent or subordinate clauses, as illustrated below: 

 

(15)    a. They looked up at him, pain-twisted, dirt-smeared or bandaged faces... 

b.  Se uitară direct la el, schimonosindu-se de durere, cu feţele bandajate 

mânjite de noroi... (lit. ‘grimacing with pain’) 

(16) a.  … across the battle-scarred ground before the walls... 

b.  … terenul din faţa zidurilor, care purta rănile luptei de mai devreme... 

(lit. ‘the grounds before the walls, which bore the wounds/scars of the 

earlier battle’)  

(17) a.  But I feel duty-bound to point out that there is such a thing as being too 

  determined.  

b.  Dar cred că este datoria mea să precizez că prea multă hotărâre strică 

uneori.  (lit. ‘that it is my duty’) 

(18) a.  … it seemed almost a thing man-made. 

 b.  … încât părea că oamenii îl ridicaseră special acolo. (≈ ‘[seemed] that 

  people had purposely built it there’) 

(19)    a.  “Cardotti's House of Leisure is an old merchant’s palace,” Vitari was 

saying,  voice chilly calm. “Wood-built, like most of Sipani...” 

b.  “Casa de Huzur a lui Cardotti este fostul palat al unui negustor,” spunea 

Vitari  pe un ton calm şi rece. “E făcută din lemn, ca mai toate 

construcţiile din Sipani...” (lit. ‘it is made of wood’) 

 

As the examples above indicate, the clausal structures translating the compounds may 

range from non-finite (gerundial) structures (15b) to different types of finite subordinate 

clauses – relative (attributive) clause (16b), direct object clause (17b), subject clause 

(18b)) to independent/root clauses (19b). They are mostly paraphrases and, in some cases, 

like in (18b), even instances of free translation.  

In contrast to the strategies investigated so far, which all contribute to the 

expansion of the original compounds, compensation by merging has the opposite effect. It 
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is a technique that entails the conversion of a complex phrase in the source text to a single 

word or a shorter phrase in the target text. In the present corpus, the two-stem compound 

is reduced to a single adjective, as illustrated below: 

 

(20) a. a touch less house-broken 

 b.  mai puţin dresat (lit. ‘trained’) 

(21) a.  Gorst’s soot-stained jacket 

 b.  haina pătată a lui Gorst (lit. ‘stained’)  

(22) a.  blood-daubed palm 

 b.  palma însângerată (lit. ‘bloodied’) 

(23) a.  Hairy’s bellow turned to a high-pitched howl... 

 b.  Răgetul Părosului deveni un urlet ascuţit. (lit. ‘shrill’) 

(24) a.  a heavy-built veteran with a scar on his cheek 

 b.  un veteran voinic, cu o cicatrice pe obraz (lit. ‘stout’) 

(25) a.  his blood-spotted aspect 

 b.  aspectul lui înfiorător (lit. ‘terrible’, ‘horrifying’)  

(26) a.  The long-established master of the middle ground. 

b.  De o veşnicie este maestrul incontestabil al compromisului.  

(lit.  ‘incontestable’, ‘indisputable’) 

(27) a.  their bright-polished weapons ready 

 b.  cu armele lucitoare gata de luptă (lit. ‘shining’) 

(28) a.  her good green-dyed cloak 

 b.  pelerina ei verde (lit. ‘green’) 

 

Leaving aside the statistics for the next section, most of the compounds that get 

translated as single adjectives are of the N-V-ed or the Adv-V-ed patterns, although the 

reasons why they end up translated as single adjectives only partially overlap.  

Thus, N-V-ed compounds are rendered by single adjectives if there is a lexicalized 

equivalent in Romanian, as is the case in (20) (dresat for house-trained), or if the adjunct 

first stem is not deemed relevant enough to translate (see (21), where soot is lost in 

translation), or if there is an item in Romanian whose meaning combines the semantics of 

the two stems of the original compound (see (22), where blood-daubed (palm) becomes 

(palma) însângerată (lit. ‘bloodied’), an adjectival participle derived from the denominal 

verb a însângera (lit. ‘to bloody’, ‘to cover or stain with blood’). In other cases, 

compensation by merging occurs simultaneously with compensation in kind, allowing the 

translator to employ a lexicalized single adjective of their choice. It is the case in (25b) 

and (26b), where there is a shift from denotative to connotative meaning, as the 

descriptive compound adjectives blood-spotted and long-established are replaced with the 

evaluative adjectives înfiorător ‘terrible’, ‘horrifying’ and incontestabil ‘incontestable’, 

‘indisputable’.  

It is interesting to notice that the number of Adv-V-ed compounds rendered by 

single adjectives is roughly three times higher than that of N-V-ed compounds (there is a 

56 to 18 ratio in favour of the Adv-V-ed pattern). A possible explanation is that most  

Adv-V-ed compounds are already lexicalized forms with recurrent first stems in English 

(long in long-lived, long-established, long-held, etc., well in well-groomed, well-muscled, 
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well-worn, etc., ill in ill-disciplined, ill-equipped, ill-advised, etc. and the list goes on). 

What is more, they have lexicalized equivalents in Romanian, for instance, long-lived is 

îndelungat, well-groomed is fercheş, ill-disciplined is indisciplinat. This is also the case 

for high-pitched in (23) (ascuţit) and heavy-built in (24) (voinic).  

Finally, more than half of the number of A-V-ed compounds are rendered by single 

adjectives (8 out of 14 tokens), though this number is less significant given the scarcity of 

the pattern. However, notice that it is the first stem that is translated as a single adjective 

(bright-polished (weapons) becomes (armele) lucitoare (lit. ‘shining') in (27) and green-

dyed (cloak) becomes (pelerina) verde (≈ ‘green cloak’) in (28). This is not surprising 

considering that, as stated in the previous section, A-V-ed compounds are passivized 

versions of resultative constructions. Therefore, it is only natural that the focus fall on the 

first stem, since it is the item that functions as Result Phrase denoting the final state 

achieved by the modified noun.  

So far the analysis has covered translation strategies that either expand or reduce 

the source language structures (grammatical transposition, compensation in place, 

compensation in kind, compensation by splitting vs. compensation by merging). In 

contrast, literal translation is defined by Hervey & Higgins (1992: 250) as: 

 

a word-for-word translation, giving maximally literal rendering to all the words in 

the ST [source text] as far as the grammatical conventions of the TL [target 

language] will allow; that is, literal translation is SL [source language]-oriented, 

and departs from the ST sequence of words only where the TL grammar makes this 

inevitable. 

  

According to this definition, there are two ways in which literal translation is employed in 

the present corpus and they are illustrated in (29) to (33) below: 

 

(29) a. a much-loved leader 

 b.  mult-iubitul lider 

(30) a.  … your well-deserved elevation to the throne. 

 b.  … binemeritata urcare pe tron. 

(31) a.  the new-mortared parapets 

 b.  parapetele [proaspăt]Adv [tencuite]A 

(32) a.  their fresh-dug ditch 

 b.  şanţul lor [recent]Adv [săpat]A 

(33) a.  the blades of their rough-forged swords 

 b.  tăişurile săbiilor [făurite]A [rudimentar]Adv (lit. ‘forged roughly’) 

 

On the one hand, literal translation is only infrequently used to render English 

compounds by means of equivalent compounds in Romanian since Romanian compounds 

are few and far between and, moreover, do not generally follow the same patterns. The 

present corpus includes only four such items that perfectly mirror the original derivatives, 

two of them exemplified in (29)  and (30) above (see also (6b)). On the other hand, as 

already pointed out, the Adv-V-ed pattern is frequently rendered by literal translation in 

so far as Romanian has a parallel syntactic structure with the modifying adverb preceding 
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the modified adjective, though without the two of them combining into a compound (see 

(31) and (32) above). As a rule, literal translation is applied concurrently with 

compensation in place, since the adverb-adjective modifying combination follows the 

noun. Alternatively, compensation in place may be taken one step further, when the order 

of the two stems – the adverb and the adjective – is reversed as well, as illustrated in (33).  

Overall, the corpus analysis conducted in this section has demonstrated that, due to 

the general absence of corresponding lexicalized forms in Romanian, the translators are 

usually forced to forgo literal translation and, instead, frequently employ alternative  

strategies which, more often than not, expand the original derivatives by spelling out the 

semantic and syntactic relations between the stems.  

 

 

4. Statistical analysis  

 

This section provides a statistical analysis of the translation patterns uncovered in 

the previous section in order to assess the validity of the predictions stated in section 2.  

The general prediction was that the strategies adopted by the three translators 

would reveal two opposing tendencies: the shortening or the lengthening of the source 

text structures, depending on the type of compound translated (lexicalized item or 

spontaneous creation). It was speculated that the tendency towards shortening would be 

related to the translators’ possible preference for single adjectives as equivalents of 

lexicalized English compounds in bilingual dictionaries. In contrast, it was hypothesized 

that the tendency towards lengthening would be triggered by the variable semantic and 

syntactic relations between the stems of novel compound formations in English, which, in 

the absence of equivalent lexicalized forms, had to be made explicit to avoid translation 

loss. Last but not least, it was predicted that the tendency towards lengthening would 

dominate the picture due to the fact that new compound creations form an open class. 

The statistical data in the tables below indicate that the predictions are borne out. 

Table 1 provides an inventory of the translation patterns generated by the various  

strategies discussed in section 3, shedding light on the translators’ shortening/lengthening 

tendencies. Table 2 provides information about the distribution of single item vs. 

phrase/clause per identified compound pattern. 

 

Table 1. Translation patterns 

Compound to 

phrase / clause 

Compound to 

single item 

Compound to 

compound 

Omission Shift in 

meaning 

(error) 

Free 

translation 
Total 

278 

68.65% 

86 

21.02% 

4 

0.97% 

23 

5.62% 

12 

2.93% 

3 

0.73% 

409 
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Table 2. Single item and phrase/clause distribution/compound pattern 

Pattern Complex AP PP Complex NP Clausal structures Single item 

N-V-ed (188 items) 128 15 4   7 18 

Adv-V-ed (162 items)   70 12 3   3 56 

Q-V-ed (45 items)   32   1 0   2   4 

A-V-ed (14 items)     2   1 0   1   8 

 232/278 

83.45% 

29/278 

10.43% 

7/278 

2.51% 

13/278 

4.67% 

86 

  
Table 1 confirms that the translators’ tendency towards lengthening the original 

derivatives does dominate the picture, with 278 out of 409 tokens (68.65%) being either 

phrases of various types (complex APs, complex NPs, PPs) or clauses (both root and 

subordinate clauses, as indicated in the previous section). It follows the frequent 

application of grammatical transposition operating simultaneously with different 

compensatory techniques (compensation by splitting, compensation in place, 

compensation in kind). These strategies are needed to render the diverse semantic and 

syntactic relations existing between the two stems of compounds that are novel 

formations. It is the case of the great majority of items in the N-V-ed group as well as of 

more than half the items in the Adv-V-ed set. 

Notice also that, when compounds are rendered by means of phrases and clauses, 

more often than not, they are translated as complex APs (232 out of 278 tokens – 

83.45%), and less frequently as PPs (29 out of 278 tokens – 10.43%) or clausal structures 

(13 out of 278 tokens – 4.67%); in other words, there is a sharp contrast between the 

percentage of complex AP structures and the rest. One possible reason is that in both 

English and Romanian, past participles can operate as adjectives and can easily associate 

with semantic arguments by virtue of their basic verbal nature, hence, that would make 

them the translators' first choice. 

Rendering compounds by means of single adjectives, thus shortening the original 

structures, ranks second, with 86 out of 409 tokens (21.02%), which is less than one third 

of the percentage of lengthened structures (68.65%). This choice derives from the 

application of the strategy of compensation by merging. As previously mentioned, it 

concerns mainly derivatives of the Adv-V-ed pattern (56 out of 86 tokens – 65.11%), to 

which one might add the four compounds in the Q-V-ed group, since it is a subset of the 

former. The 60-item group is followed by the set of derivatives belonging to the N-V-ed 

pattern (18 out of 86 tokens) and that of A-V-ed compounds (8 out of 14 tokens). The 

reason why the Adv-V-ed set has the highest percentage of single-adjective translations is 

that, as already shown in the previous section, many of the items in this group are 

lexicalized forms built on a small number of adverbs and adjectives operating as adverbs 

in the respective combinations (ill, well, long, short, hard, heavy, etc. ) and they have 

corresponding lexicalized forms in bilingual dictionaries, which are usually single 
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adjectives, though sometimes they may also be paraphrased (ill-fated (ghinionist),  

ill-tempered (irascibil), well-known (celebru), short-lived (trecător, de scurtă durată  

(lit. ‘of short duration’)), etc.).  

Although the number of A-V-ed items is small (14 tokens), eight of them are also 

translated as single adjectives (57.14%). Most likely, this is because the translated A stem 

corresponds to the Result Phrase of the resultative construction each compound is based 

on. As has been shown, the RP is the element that introduces the relevant information, i.e. 

it denotes the resulting state achieved by the entity affected by the event. What is more, in 

most cases, when the compounds are passivized versions of false/weak resultatives, the 

Result Phrase further specifies the resulting state inherent in the meaning of the  

change-of-state verb, so it is only natural that the translator should choose to focus on the 

element that details the achieved state.  

Last but not least, the presence of only four compounds as the lexicalized 

equivalents of the English items verifies the claim that English and Romanian are 

typologically different with respect to the derivational processes they favour for 

expanding their lexicons (compounding and conversion for the former, and affixation for 

the latter). 

Overall, the findings of this investigation are similar to those of studies of 

compound translation into other Romance languages (see Labrador de la Cruz & Ramón 

García 2010 for Spanish, Pierini 2015 for Italian). They also emphasized the typological 

differences between English and each of the respective languages and pointed out the 

translators' need to adopt strategies that would expand and explicate the original 

compounds. The existence of three separate studies of compound translation into 

Romance languages with similar conclusions lends support to the view that explicitation 

is, indeed, a universal strategy (see Blum-Kulka 1986, Klaudy & Károly 2005, Klaudy 

2003, 2009, 2017, Molés-Cases 2019, etc.) since many of the techniques uncovered by 

these studies are operations that involve explicitation. They may call them “(syntactic) 

transposition”, “modulation”, “functional translation”, whereas here they are called 

“grammatical transposition”, “compensation by splitting”, “compensation in place”, 

“compensation in kind”, but they all have the same effect – explicitation. However, 

although explicitation is obligatory due to the above-mentioned typological differences 

between English and Romanian (Romance), implicitation, i.e. the shortening of the 

source text derivatives, is also (infrequently) a distinct possibility when it involves 

lexicalized forms. 

 

 

5. Conclusions 

 

Starting from the typological differences between English and Romanian regarding 

their preferred means of expanding their lexicons (compounding vs. affixation) and the 

minor status of compounding in the latter language, the present article has investigated 

the issue of compound translation into Romanian by focusing on the strategies involved 

in rendering deverbal -ed adjectival compounds. 

The analysis has identified two tendencies in the way in which translators render 

deverbal -ed adjectival compounds into Romanian.  
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On the one hand, because Romanian has different means of deriving compounds 

and does so infrequently, translators are forced to opt for strategies that lengthen the 

English compound structures (grammatical transposition, compensation by splitting, 

compensation in place, compensation in kind) in order to clarify the syntactic and 

semantic relations existing between the two stems.  

On the other hand, under specific circumstances, translators may opt for strategies 

that have the opposite effect – the shortening of the original structures. This occurs when 

the English compound is a lexicalized item that has a lexicalized equivalent in Romanian. 

Of the two, lengthening the original structure is the dominant tendency given that 

compounding is an active derivational process in English constantly producing novel, 

spontaneous forms. These new creations represent an open class of items that are non-

existent in Romanian and, thus, always require clarification, hence, they lead to the 

lengthening of compounds in translation.  

The present analysis falls in line with other studies of compound translation into 

other Romance languages. Their similar findings regarding the translators' tendency 

towards expanding the source language structures supports the view whereby explicitation is 

a universal translation strategy.  
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