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Abstract: This paper explores whether there is evidenceddueed input effects on differential
object marking in heritage Romanian. The 50 paricts (age range 5;07 — 25;07) are all Romanian-
French bilinguals born to Romanian families livimgjFrance. The analysis of DOM use in their
narratives identified three developmental stagetil ldge 7, DOM use is monolingual-like, but
during the first school years, there is a significdecrease in DOM use followed, in adulthood, by
a reversion to monolingual-like use. The adulttage speakers use DOM similarly to Romanian-
speaking adults living in the homeland. The papscusses these findings in relation to reduced
input effects in heritage languages. The claimha these effects reach their peak after onset of
schooling which coincides with a decrease in irgrabunt in the heritage language and a shift in
language dominance. The effects of reduced inpu} lsawever, be overcome in adulthood, as
long as there is continual exposure to the herilmgguage over time.
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1. Introduction

Heritage speakers are (simultaneous or succedsiv®guals who are exposed to
a language in the family, the heritage language tara different societal language.
In the vast majority of cases, the latter becorhesdbminant one (Montrul 2008,
2016, 2023a,b, Benmamoun, Montrul, Polinsky, 2@8insky 2018). The heritage
language is typically acquired under conditiondirofted input. According to the
Incomplete Language Acquisition Hypothesis (Mon2008, 2016, Polinsky 2006),
knowledge of the heritage language may remain ipteienas a result of lack of “optimal
input conditions during the age of primary lingiastevelopment (birth — 4 years)
and/or the period of later language developmentdkas place during the pre-school
and school years (4 — 13 years)” (Montrul 2008:)241

This view predicts, in principle, language deteat@n, language divergence
or “interrupted” acquisition especially after onsétschooling. It is expected that
the heritage language undergoes structural chamngeghe lifespan. Testing such
a prediction would require the investigation of gaeticular language structure or
language property, in the same language contathgetcross different age
groups. Studies on school-age children are, howeekatively rare in the heritage
language literature and studies which investigaee $ame language property
across age groups are even rarer. One exceptite istudy in Polinsky (2008),
which investigated subject and object relative staaomprehension in heritage
Russian in contact with English. The 7-year-oldakees of heritage Russian in
the study did not differ from age-matched monoliaguiving in the homeland.
The adult heritage speakers (mean age 22;08), ewttier hand, had problems
comprehending object relatives and, to a certatergx even subject relatives.
Such a developmental pattern suggests that monaliige acquisition in childhood
does not exclude structural changes in time, duquemntitative and qualitative
changes in language input, a shift in language dande, etc.

This, however, cannot be the only available develeptal pattern. Firstly,
because not all language properties are (equaffgctad by reduced input.
Narrow syntax, for example, is indifferent to in@umount and quality. Secondly,
some properties can be acquired faster by simutaneilinguals than by
monolingual children (Meisel 2011). Structures wh@re acquired early, well
before onset of schooling, may be less likely tdargo structural reanalysis in
time as a result of limited amount of input (Tsimp014). Linguistic proximity
can favour language interference effects which nieey reflected in the
developmental pattern. In order to identify possipatterns of development in a
heritage language setting one needs to examineatheisition of as many
language properties as possible across differengemups.

The aim of the present study is to contribute ® ithentification of such
patterns. This paper documents the acquisition iféérdntial object marking
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(DOM) in heritage Romanian by 7-year-olds, 10-yalds and young adults living in
France. The choice of DOM is not accidental. In Raran, there are contexts in
which DOM is obligatory and contexts in which itsgntactically optional. Optional
DOM is an interface phenomenon, which requiresitibegration of syntax with
discourse pragmatics, i.e. it should be, in prilegipffected by reduced input. The
results of the investigation can be informativehwispect to the (possible) effects of
limited exposure on the acquisition of interfacempbmena. Additionally, the few
available studies focused either on DOM in adulithge Romanian (in contact
with English) (Montrul 2023b and references théreinon DOM in child heritage
Romanian (in contact with French, Spanish andahal{Avram, Mardale, and Soare
2022, 2023 a, b, d, Popa 2022, Babei-Popa 2023heTbest of our knowledge, there
is no study which investigated DOM in heritage Rarmaa across different age
groups (child and adult heritage speakers) in Hmeslanguage contact setting.
The present study aims to fill in this gap.

The remainder of this paper is organized as fdlo%ection 2 offers a
brief presentation of the most important properie®OM in Romanian. Section
3 summarizes the main findings on the acquisitibP©@M in Romanian reported in
the literature, with a focus on heritage Romanidre current study, which uses data
from a corpus of “frog story” narratives, is prasehin Section 4. Section 5 concludes.

2. DOM in Romanian

The Romanian DOM marker g, which derives from a locative preposition. It is
placed in front of the marked direct object (see 1)

(1) Crinasalutat pe vetin
Crin has greetedom neighbour
‘Crin greeted the neighbour.’

The use opeis obligatory with definite pronouns and proper ear() (Farkas
and von Heusinger 2003, hig 2011, 2014). In this context, tpe-marked object
must be doubled by an Accusative clitic, i.e. DQMIitic doubling (clitic ..pe DP).

(2) Crin *(l)- a salutat *(pe) el / lon
CrincL.3sG.Mhas greetedom him lon
‘Crin greeted him/lon.’

! The DPvecin‘neighbour’ is interpreted as definite. In theetie of a modifier, the definite article

must be omitted, a more general constraint on D&seged by a preposition (Mardale 2008b).
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DOM is (syntactically) optional with descriptive BPdefinite and indefinite,
but the latter are rare. A marked indefinite objé} is usually interpreted as
specific (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990, Tig 2011, 2014). In this context, the use of the
doubling clitic is optional, i.e. DOM may be eithggor clitic doubling.

(3) Cirin (I)- a salutat (pe) uncie
CrincL.3sG.Mhas greetedoM a neighbour
‘Crin greeted a neighbour.’

Animacy constrains DOM (Farkas and von Heusing€&32Mardale 2007,
2008a, among many others). Generally, marking eppbh animate objects (see
example 3 above) but marked inanimate nominalsiested. There are syntactic
contexts in which DOM can (see 4) or must apply €sgn when the DP is
inanimate (Irimia 2020). DOM can also be used withnimate objects with an
upgrading effect (see 6) (Mardale 2008a,#Ramdelegan 2013). When DOM is
extended to inanimate DPs, DOM is clitic doubling.

(4) L- am reparagi pe asta.
CL.3SG.M have fixed alsoowm this
‘I have fixed this one too.’

(5) Dintre toate, *(I-) am reparat
from all cL.3sG.M have fixed
doar *(pe) acesta.
Onlypbowm this
‘Among all of them, | have fixed only this one.’
(from Avram, Mardale, and Soare 2023c)

(6) Uitaicum o facem pe amiliguta.
look howcCL.3SG.F makeDOM polentabim
‘Look how we are making this little polenta.’ (fromtardale 2008a)

In (syntactically) optional DOM contextge signals individuation, and
prominence of the argument in event structure (Aveand Coene 2009, Hill and
Mardale 2019, 2021). Clitic doubling is sensitigediscourse topicality (Farkas
and von Heusinger 2003). The marked object is pnéded, in this case, as a
discourse-linked topic (Avram and Coene 2009, Hild Mardale 2019, 2021).
Choosing one marker or the other is dependent smoulise pragmatics. There are,
however, speakers who accept exclusively clitidatinog as DOM (as experimentally
verified in Avram and Zafiu 2017, Avram 2019). Timere conservative speakers
use bothpe and clitic doubling in optional contexts. Thisimsline with Bossong
(1991, 1998), according to whom DOM in Romaniaalitsc doubling.
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3. On the acquisition of DOM: Previous studies
3.1. DOM in L1 and 2L1 Romanian

Studies on DOM in L1 Romanian offer conflicting wé#s. Production studies
report early acquisition, before age 3;00, whetbasresults of comprehension
tasks indicate delayed acquisition. Ticio and Avré015) investigated DOM
production in the spontaneous speech of Romanigui@wg children. Their
results show early emergence and early targetdie Avram, Mardale, and
Soare (2023c), however, tested knowledge of the oblthe animacy feature in
the DOM system. Unexpectedly, the results of a guegfce judgement task
revealed that Romanian monolinguals incorrectlyeedt DOM to inanimate
objects, both proper names and common nouns,ag#ib.

Avram and Tomescu (2016, 2020) examined the adouisof DOM in
Romanian by Hungarian-Romanian bilinguals livingRemania. Their longitudinal
data show that botpe and clitic doubling emerge early and are usedetdige
by age 3. The comparison with age-matched mondisguevealed that, in
optional contexts, the bilingual children markeavée objects. This difference,
however, gets reversed at around age 5. HungaamaRian bilinguals marked a
higher number of common nouns in DOM optional crtg#dghan age-matched
monolinguals (69% vs. 48%) in “frog story” narrass Their rate of marked
objects is also higher than the one found with eugrof Hutsul Ukrainian-
Romanian and one of Lipovan Russian-Romanian hikigy These bilinguals
marked significantly fewer common nouns than agéchel monolinguals and
Hungarian-Romanian bilinguals. Hungarian lacks D(B&rany 2012) whereas
Russian and Ukrainian have morphological DOM, aamséd by animacy. The
results reported in Avram and Tomescu (2016, 2@2@)gest that the presence/
absence of DOM in the “other” language does noilifaie or hinder the
acquisition process. This, however, does not méah the process cannot be
affected by crosslinguistic interference. Hungarikres not have DOM, but the
conjugation of verbs is constrained by definitend@$e authors take this property
of Hungarian as the booster of the acquisition @MDin 2L1 Romanian. The
results in Avram and Tomescu (2020) also show@t@M is not equally difficult/
easy across 2L1 contexts.

3.2. DOM in heritage Romanian
There has been a growing number of recent studmeshwnvestigated DOM in

heritage Romanian. Montrul and colleagues examib@W¥ use by adult heritage
speakers (simultaneous and sequential bilingualani English dominant language
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setting (Montrul, Bhatt and Girju 2015, Montrul @dateman 2020a,b, Montrul 2023a,b).
Their results revealed that the first-generatiomigrants did not differ from the
native speakers of Romanian living in the homelaNdh the heritage speakers,
however, the authors report omissiorpefin all tasks and an even more significant
omission of clitic doubling, both in obligatory amdoptional contexts. These results
are taken to indicate that DOM is vulnerable to $sm@n in heritage Romanian.

DOM in child heritage Romanian has been investijateseveral language
settings: Romanian-French, Romanian-Italian, anan&woan-Spanish (Avram,
Mardale, and Soare 2021, 2023a,b, Popa 2022, Aetaal 2023, Babei-Popa
2023). All these studies report similar resultshwiéspect to DOM use by first
generation immigrants: it is similar to the useD&®M by speakers living in the
homeland and the preferred marker is clitic douplin

Avram, Mardale, and Soare (2021, 2023a) examinedatguisition of DOM
by simultaneous bilinguals living in France, agega5;07 — 11;09. The analysis
relied on a corpus of “frog story” narratives. Thiesults provide evidence that
DOM in optional contexts is not prone to erosiconirthe onset of acquisition; it
decreases in time, especially during the first sthyears. Since DOM is used
correctly, the results are argued to indicate BfaM in heritage Romanian is not
subject to attrition or loss. It is only underuse@ptional contexts.

Popa (2022) used the same method to investigate OMritage Romanian
in contact with Italian. Overall, the 31 simultansedilinguals (age range 6;00- 14;01)
in her study used clitic doubling as a marker gicgmtly less often than age-matched
monolingual children and than first generation igrants. One important finding
in her study was the effect of language dominambe. Italian-dominant children
in the group used DOM in optional contexts to aéesextent than age-matched
monolinguals, similarly to the results reported Amram, Mardale, and Soare
(2023a). No such difference was found with the grotibalanced bilinguals.

In all the studies presented in this section hgeitRomanian was acquired
in contact with a language which does not have muggically marked DOM
At first sight, this might be taken to be one o€ tfactors which yielded the
acquisition of DOM in heritage Romanian problema#in experimental study on
the role of the animacy feature in the DOM systemRomanian revealed,
however, no significant difference between heritBgenanian-French bilinguals
and heritage Romanian-Spanish bilinguals (Avramyddie, and Soare 2023b,
Avram et al. 2023). All the children who participated in thady (age range 5;00
— 12;04) incorrectly accepted DOM with inanimatejests irrespective of
whether the “other” language had or did not havepmnological DOM.

2 According to Rodriguez-Mondofiedo (2008) everylaage has DOM. What differs is the way
in which languages mark objects. We agree withpbist of view and consider that, for example,
Romanian differs from English and French with respe how object marking is implemented.
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Summing up, available studies converge on the vabigy of DOM in
bilingual acquisition in general and in heritageniRmian in particular. Clitic
doubling is singled out as being more vulnerablertission thampe

4. The Study
4.1. Aim and predictions

The present study examines data on the acquisfi@OM in heritage Romanian
by simultaneous Romanian — French bilinguals, frechool-age to adulthood.
The focus is on the developmental pattern with ewvio identifying to what
extent DOM use in the heritage language is affebtetimited input, especially
after onset of schooling in the societal languagdike previous studies, which
focused either on adult or on child heritage spesaki@& the current study we
examine data coming from both children and adults.

The Incomplete Language Acquisition Hypothesis (dr2006, 2018) predicts
that, given the reduced amount of exposure to ehitabe language, heritage speakers
should not be able to fully acquire the DOM syst&falnerability of DOM in
heritage Romanian is also predicted by the Interfelypothesis (Tsimpli and
Sorace 2006, Sorace and Filiaci 2006, Sorace 2@dtjonal DOM in Romanian
is an interface phenomenon. Language properties aytitax-pragmatics interface
have been shown to be problematic in bilingualrsgt(Tsimpli and Sorace 2006,
Sorace and Filiaci 2006, Sorace 2011, a.m.o.).rTdaxuisition can be affected
by amount and quality of input and it is more likéb be subject to L1 transfer
effects. Additionally, more recent experimentaldsdg revealed that DOM is
acquired late in L1 Romanian, this is why it is esjgd to be (even more)
vulnerable in the heritage language.

4.2. Participants and procedures

The data come from the narratives of 50 speakersedtage Romanian (age
range 5;07 — 25;04) and of 11 first generation igranits living in France The

heritage speakers were divided into three age grotyyear-olds, 10-year-olds,
and young adults. The use of DOM in their narraiwas compared to DOM use

® DOM use in some of these narratives was presentédram, Mardale, and Soare (2023a).

We include those data in the present study in otm@affer a complete picture, from school-age
children to young adults.
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in the narratives of Romanian-speaking children ahalts living in the homeland.
Corpus details are given in Table 1.

The heritage speakers are all simultaneous bilisgbarn to Romanian
families living in France. The language of the coumity is French. The children
speak Romanian in the family with both parents aatt siblings (and, in some
cases with other family members who happen to lalsan France). They speak
French, the societal language, at kindergarten szhenol and they all attend optional
classes of Romanian language and civilization, @hper week. At data collection
time, they had been attending these classes fooapyately 2 months but they had
not been taught DOM explicitly. The responses efrtparents to a sociolinguistic
guestionnaire indicated that the younger childnenrelatively balanced bilinguals.
Their parents occasionally read to them in Romanidre older children, who
spend 6 hours per day at school, have French-smediends, watch French
television, are all French dominant. They readarite in French on a number of
diverse topics but only occasionally and on a &ahihumber of topics in Romanian.
According to the parents’ responses to the quesdioa, the older children find it
easier to speak French than Romanian. All chilgrsibtheir family in the homeland
every year. The difference with respect to langudgminance between the two
age groups revealed by the questionnaire was fuctiecked by comparing the
length of the narratives in the two languages &edspeaking rate per one minute
(randomly selected) while telling the story in ttveo languages (following the
methodology used in Polinsky 2008).

The young adults are all simultaneous bilinguald Brench-dominant, as
revealed by their responses to a sociolinguistestijpnnaire. They have continually
spoken Romanian at home, with both parents (sontieeofi were still living with
their parents at data collection time). They Miséir family in the homeland on a
regular basis; all of them once a year but sominerh as often as three times a
year. They are relatively fluent in Romanian buitthwriting abilities lag behind.
They read in Romanian, but much less than in Frefbley are interested in
maintaining the heritage language; they enrolledNAl CO because they want to
improve their writing skills and to widen their kmtedge of Romanian history,
culture and civilization. At data collection timtbey had not received any explicit
instruction with respect to the DOM system.

The first-generation immigrants are all native $ges of Romanian who
had been living in France, at data collection tifoeat least 10 years.
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Table 1
Corpusdetails
Group Agerange(Mean)  No of narratives

Child heritage speakers

7-year-olds 5;07 - 8;05 (7;05) 17
Child heritage speakers

10-year-olds 8;10 - 11,09 (10;05) 17
Adult heritage speakers 18;04 - 25,04 16
First-generation immigrants 30 - 49 (39;06) 11
Romanian monolinguals

6-year-old§ 5:02 - 7;06 (5;07) 17
Romanian monolinguals

10-year-olds 9;01 - 11;09 (10;01) 17
Adult speakers of Romanian in the homefand 19 - 45 (25;02) 10

The narratives are based on Mercer Mayer’s (1968%)ine storybookrog,
where are youand data were collected in accordance with thénoaetiogy in
Berman and Slobin (1994). The child heritage spesakarrated the story both in
Romanian and in French. The adult heritage speakedsthe first-generation
immigrants told the story only in Romanian. Theiaugcorded narratives were
transcribedin Word.

DOM contexts were extracted and coded as (i) otdigaand (ii) optional.
DOM in optional contexts was coded as (i) marked én unmarked. Marked
DOM was coded as (i) marked only wiple, and (ii) marked with clitic doubling
(bothpe and an Accusative clitic). Further coding invoheadmacy (+/- animate
DP) and DP type (pronoun, quantifier, proper natoeymon noun).

4.3. Results’
The analysis revealed target-like DOM use in (g ¥ew) obligatory contexts across

groups. This is why we focused on DOM in optionahtexts. The first-generation
immigrants used DOM at a rate of 31.5% (n = 23/8iB)jlarly to Romanian-speaking

*  The narratives of Romanian-speaking childrenathdts living in Romania come from various

corpora: Buja (2008), Teodorescu (2017) as wedllasown corpus.

The same picture book was used for other corpbrRomanian (Buja 2008, Miros 2017,
Teodorescu 2017, Tomescu 2019). Using the samerialafer data collection enables the
comparison of our data with data reported in previstudies.
® The child heritage Romanian narratives and thufséhe first-generation immigrants were
collected by Alexandru Mardale and transcribed lgn& Soare, Alexandru Mardale and Andra
Vasilescu, as part of the projecnguesd’héritageat University of Paris 8.

”  Some of the results reported in this section vedse reported in Avram, Mardale, and Soare
(2023a), but with a different focus.
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adults living in the homeland. The latter used DM 1.4% of all optional contexts
(n =12/29), a slightly higher rate, but the difflece between the two groups does not
reach significance, as indicated by a chi-squat@téendependencg2 (1) = 0.8% = .34.
Both groups used exclusively clitic doubling andked only animate definite DPs.

We first examined the overall use of DOM in optiboantexts pe and clitic
doubling together. The results for the three ageigs of heritage speakers (HS)
compared to Romanian-speaking adults in the hordelr® summarized in
Figure 1. The raw data reveal a U curve developahgatitern, with overall DOM
use decreasing from age 7 to age 10 and then swgeagain, in adulthood, to a
rate similar to the one found with the group of l&lliving in Romania.

45%
41.4%

28.3%
| |

13.9%

L d l

7-yo HS 10-yo HS AdultHS Adults -
homeland

Figure 1.DOM use in optional contexts in the narrativehefitage speakers per age group

The younger group of heritage speakers used DOMIatel similar to the
one found with first-generation immigraf(€8.3% vs. 31.5%), i.e. similar to the
one in the input. The 10-year-olds, however, whie@inant language is French,
used DOM at a rate significantly lower than the onthe input, i.e. the one found
with first-generation immigrantgZ (1) = 5.79p < .05),and also than the one found
with the younger group of speakers of heritage Roamg?2 (1) = 6.50,p < .05).
The adult heritage speakers used DOM significamibye often than the 10-year-
olds (45% vs. 13.9%).

The comparison of the child heritage speakers ag+-matched Romanian-
speaking children living in the homeland singles thie 10-year-old group as the
one with whom DOM is underused. These children sdbjects at a significantly
lower rate than age-matched monolinguas (L, N = 34) = 17.9p < .001). The
comparison is summarized in Figure 2.

® These are the parents of some of the childréngrgroup of heritage speakers.
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40%

28.3%

13.9%

L 4

7-yo HS 10-yo HS 10-yo
monolinguals

Figure 2.DOM use in optional contexts in the narrativestold heritage speakers and monolinguals

The qualitative analysis of the data revealed nerdient use with any of the
three groups of speakers of heritage Romanian, nice.DOM omission in
obligatory contexts (where such contexts are foam#) no extension of DOM to
inanimate objects. Marking was limited to defiriis.

We next examined the use of clitic doubling aloRercentages of clitic
doubling were calculated against the total numib&@M-ed objects. Both adults
living in Romania and first-generation immigrantsng in France used exclusively
clitic doubling. The 7-year-old heritage speakessduclitic doubling more frequently
thanpe (75%, i.e. 21 objects out of the total of 28 werarked with clitic doubling)
but the rate is lower than the one found with fgsheration immigrants (100%).

(7) [...]si pe broast a hsat-0 jos.
andobom frog  has putL.3sG.Fdown
‘and he put the frog down.’ (C. 5;07)

(8) Bufnta a vrut sl sperie pe frate.
owl-the has wantegBJVv CL.3SG.MfrightenDOM brother
‘The owl wanted to frighten the brother.” (A. 8)0

The comparison with a 5-year-old group of Romamamnolinguals revealed
no significant differencez2 (1, N = 34) = 2.41p > .05. Given the fact that according
to the raw data there is a slight advantage fomtheolingual group, who are younger,
it is possible that the 7-year-olds actually usecctioubling less frequently than
age-matched monolinguals.
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With the 10-year-olds the results are clear: thdvD@e decreases significantly,
to a low 20%. These children preferygeito peand an Accusative clitic.

(9) si vede pe brosca care-i aata.
and seepOM frog-DIM who CL.3PL.M searched
‘and sees the little frog who was looking forrthe(F. 13;0)

(10) Apoi bufnia a  speriat  pe copil.
then owl-the has frighten@wm child
‘then the owl frightened the child.’ (C. 11;01)

Recall that this group undermarked objects in oyti®OM contexts. Their
narratives contained few DOM-ed objects (n = 184 anly 3 of them were marked
with clitic doubling. The difference between thisogp and the younger one is
significant:;y2 (1,N = 34) = 14.94p = < .001. The older group used clitic doublingto
lesser extent than the younger one (20% vs. 75B&).comparison with age-matched
monolinguals (who used clitic doubling with 90%the marked objects) further
confirms that, indeed, clitic doubling is vulneiith the 10-year-old group of child
heritage speakers. The difference between thigpgnd age-matched monolinguals is
significant: y2 (1, N = 34) = 27.56p < .001. The picture in Figure 3 singles out
the 10-year-old group of heritage speakers oncmagheir use of clitic doubling
is significantly lower than the one found with theear-old heritage speakers and
significantly lower than the one found with age-chad monolingual speakers (MS).

100% 100%

) 93.8% 92.1%

20074, . .

. =

LA ==

TR - | =]

. =

LA ==

TR | =]

. =

LA ==

TR | =]

. =

LA ==

TR 20% | =]

. =

LA ==

- =

a L =

Adults - Ist TyoHS 10-yoHS 5-yoMS 10-yoMS

homeland  generation
immigrants

Figure 3.Clitic doubling in optional contexts in the naivas of child heritage speakers and monolinguals
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The adult heritage speakers used clitic doublingenaften thanpe, and
more often than the 10-year-olds. Just like witkralt DOM, with clitic doubling
the developmental pattern shows a significant deserdrom age 7 to age 10 and
then a significant increase from age 10 to adulthdde rate of clitic doubling
with the young adult heritage speakers is, howelearer than the 100% found
with the adults in the homeland and with first gatien immigrants. The data are
summarized in Figure 4.

81%
75%

20%

T-yo HS 10-yo HS adult HS

Figure 4.Clitic doubling in optional contexts in the naivat of heritage speakers across age groups

Clitic doubling was used correctly across age psou

4.4. Discussion

The current study examined the use of DOM in hgetRomanian at three points
in time (at age 7, age 10, and early adulthood) wiview to evaluating the effect
of limited input.

The results indicate that the input, which childilage speakers receive
with respect to DOM, is comparable to the one wHidmanian children get in
the homeland. The first-generation immigrants in study behaved similarly to
Romanian adults living in the homeland. This idime with what was reported in
all other available studies on heritage Romaniae &ection 3.2).

Following the Incomplete Language Acquisition Hypegis (Montrul 2008,
2016) and the Interface Hypothesis (Tsimpli andaSer2006, Sorace and Filiaci
2006, Sorace 2011) it was predicted that heritpgalsers would not be able to
fully acquire the DOM system. The results show tieritage speakers go through
a developmental stage when they undermark objactgtional DOM contexts.
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This stage coincides with a decrease in input amdtollowing onset of
schooling in the societal language and during tist $chool years) and with a
change in language dominance. At first sight, theseilts are indicative of a
vulnerable domain (possibly to erosion) in childitage Romanian, in line with
findings reported in Montrul, Bhatt, and Girju (&)1 Montrul and Bateman
(20204, b). Our data enabled us to see that themyis not vulnerable from the
onset of acquisition; it becomes weaker in time.age 7, overall DOM use in
optional contexts does not differ from the one saété with first-generation
immigrants. Our data also identified a significaleicrease in overall DOM use
(both singlepe andpe + Accusative clitic) from age 7 to age 10. Durihe first
school years there is a significant change in theuamt of DOM use in optional
contexts. The fact that, whenever DOM is useds mised correctly, even at age
10, suggests, however, that the system is noteattar lost. At age 10, (optional)
DOM is only underused. Child heritage speakers fimalit difficult to access the
acquired grammar of DOM but the linguistic repréagan of DOM is not
divergent (Perez-Cortes, Putnam, and Sanchez 2019).

Underuse may, in principle, be a precursor oftaitri Our results, however,
clearly show that this is not always the case. Mlest important finding was that
underuse of DOM at around age 10 is temporarypite ®f the fact that the input
which heritage speakers receive continues to beelirduring and after school
years, most probably even more limited than betbee onset of schooling, in
spite of the fact that the heritage language isdusea limited number of
environments, full acquisition of DOM is possibkdult heritage speakers use
DOM in optional contexts correctly and at a rateikir to the one found with
adults living in the homeland. DOM, a syntax-diss@uphenomenon, is affected
by limited exposure, as predicted, but only duraglimited stage. Sudden
decrease in input amount and change in languagendane results in DOM
underuse but only temporarily. A weakening of tifeat of reduced input in time
has been noticed before in the literature on semelbus bilingual development
(see, for example, Oller and Eilers 2002, and tlseudsion in Unsworth 2012).
The developmental pattern identified in heritagem@nian indicates that during
the early stages, under conditions of balanceaduklism, limited input is not
reflected in either delayed or divergent acquisitibhe effect becomes significant
after onset of schooling, following two importaelated changes: increase in the
input in the societal language to the detrimerthefheritage language and a shift
in language dominance. The fact that adult heritgggEakers use DOM similarly
to adults in the homeland indicates that continembosure allows gradual
weakening of the (negative) effect of limited input

At least at first sight, vulnerability of DOM appsdo be selective, with clitic
doubling being more problematic thpe This is in line with what was reported
in previous studies on DOM in Romanian in a biliagoontext (see Section 3.1)
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as well as in heritage Romanian (see Section12)youngest group, the 7-year-olds,
avoid using clitic doubling. With the 10-year-old$itic doubling becomes vulnerable
to omission. This comes as no surprise since diiabling is subject to delayed
acquisition in a monolingual setting as well (&g, Vendeet al 2018). One possible
account of this delay is in terms of the difficuiseated by the dependency relation
between the pronominal clitic and the associated@#pendency relations in general
involve “third factors” (Chomsky 2005), such as gessing abilities or working
memory. Linguistic domains whose delay in acqusiis caused by such language
external factors should finally be fully acquirethe adult heritage speakers in
our study, however, differed from the adults in tlmeneland with respect to clitic
doubling. The latter used exclusively clitic dowiglito mark objects, whereas the
adult heritage speakers, although showing a biaartts clitic doubling, also used
pe without an Accusative clitic. As mentioned in Sewt2, the use of clitic
doubling is not obligatory when DOM is optional; rkiag objects withpe alone

is fully acceptable in this context. The adult teege speakers used DOM
correctly but they opted for clitic doubling to ansewhat lesser extent than
(some) adults in the homeland. Recall that accgrthnrsome studies (Avram and
Zafiu 2017, Avram 2019), there are two competing NDQyrammars in
contemporary Romanian. Some speakers, the inngvaige exclusively clitic
doubling to differentially mark objects. The groapadults who took part in the
current study may have included only such innogatBut there are speakers who
still use bothpe and clitic doubling in optional contexts, i.e. agers who are
more conservative. The adult heritage speakergignstudy may belong to the
latter. This suggests that when there is a languwdgege in progress, if the
change targets an interface property, it may noadenced in language contact
situations (see also the discussion in Avram, Matdand Soare 2023a).

Our results differ from those reported in Mont®hatt, and Girju (2015) and
Montrul and Bateman (2020a,b), according to whi@dmBnian DOM (in contact
with English) is “somewhat vulnerable to omissian” adult heritage speakers
(Montrul 2023a), especially in simultaneous biliatgu This difference is in need of
an explanation. Since both English and French (lackphologically marked) DOM,
an account in terms of crosslinguistic interferemfiects is therefore excluded.
Montrul, Bhatt, and Girju (2015) report data whstitow that DOM in Romanian is
less vulnerable than DOM in Spanish and Hindihexgame language contact setting.
These data additionally exclude an account in teomdéinguistic transfer. The
difference between the heritage Romanian - Engdibhguals in the US and the
heritage Romanian - French bilinguals living inrie® suggests that an account in
terms of the properties of the Romanian DOM sysgeatso to be excluded. This is
reinforced by the data reported in Avram and Tomg2016, 2020), which show
that vulnerability of Romanian DOM differs acrosups of bilingual children
(acquiring Romanian and a different second language
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One difference between the groups of heritage gveaik Montrul and
colleagues’ studies and the current study couldelaed to “immigration type”.
Romanian immigration to France is a relatively regghenomenon, which began
at a time when preserving the heritage languageush easier (internet, online
meetings with family and friends in the homelaretent visits to Romania, etc.)
and also encouraged. Successful integration iméve community is no longer
perceived as excluding heritage language maintendrtee parents’ responses to
our sociolinguistic questionnaire showed that ihisideed their view. They speak
exclusively Romanian at home, they read to theidmm in Romanian and they
enroll them in optional classes of Romanian languagd civilization. This possibly
creates a context in which input in the heritagggleage is reduced (as in any
bilingual setting) but it is continual, with thenfildy encouraging children to use
this language at home even after French has bettmiredominant language. The
adult heritage speakers in this study have chasstutly Romanian at university,
a fact which is indicative of a genuine interesheritage language maintenance.
We are aware of the speculative nature of this @ucadt is, nevertheless, in line
with the results of the current study which sugdkat continual exposure to the
heritage language over time can overcome the sftdaieduced input.

5. Conclusion

The current study examined DOM in heritage Romamaa Romanian — French
setting with a view to identifying the possibleesffs of reduced input on DOM
production at different developmental stages. DG3¥ in obligatory and optional
contexts in “frog story” narratives was analyze®ND in obligatory contexts was
unproblematic. For DOM in optional contexts ouradegvealed a U curve pattern
which included an early stage (of balanced bilinignd when limited input did
not affect DOM. This was taken to indicate thdd®M is vulnerable to omission
it is not so from the onset of acquisition. Durithg first school years, when the
heritage speakers became French dominant, a s@gmifdecrease in DOM use
was attested. The period of time when DOM was wvalle to omission
coincided with a change in input amount and a shifanguage dominance. The
system, however, was not divergent; DOM was onlgennsed. This stage was
followed by a reversion to monolingual-like use.eT20-year-old adults marked
objects in optional DOM contexts at a rate simitathe one attested with native
speakers of Romanian living in the homeland.

We tentatively advanced the hypothesis that chamd¢gnguage dominance
in conjunction with input reduction during the gasichool years can temporarily
affect DOM production. But continual exposure, tenly in restrictive environments
and in limited amounts, can have a cumulative éffdach “repairs” the negative
effect of limited input and facilitates, in timeylifacquisition.
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