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Abstract: Linguistic judgment experiments typically elicit judgments in terms of the
acceptability or surface probability of a sentence. There is evidence that the
dimension of the scale on which sentences are judged influences the outcome of
the experiment, but to date this evidence is only limited. This is not a trivialmatter, as
the elicited judgment data are increasingly considered the basis for inferences about
linguistic representation. The present study investigates whether the dimension of
the scale influences judgments. Sentences are judged in one of three dimensions:
acceptability, probability, or aesthetics. Two distinct sets of experimental items are
tested; one with cases of stigmatized variation (violations of the prescriptive norm)
and another with cases of non-stigmatized variation (middle-field scrambling) in
Dutch. The results show that participants take into account the scale dimension, both
in stigmatized and in non-stigmatized variation. The results for stigmatized variation
reflect a certain degree of conscious reflection based on the judgment scale; the
effects in non-stigmatized variation, by contrast, are only main effects of instruction
without changes in the relative pattern of judgments between conditions. These
findings corroborate the idea that linguistic judgments of non-stigmatized variation
are not the result of introspection in the technical sense, but automatic, multi-
dimensional responses to a stimulus.
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1 Introduction

A common way in which language researchers with a penchant for experimental
research collect data is through pooling sentence judgments from a large sample of
linguistically naïve participants (see Cowart 1997; Goodall 2021; Schindler et al. 2020;
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Schütze 1996). The question how the data thus collected should be interpreted,
however, is a pesky one, as it is not entirely clear what the reported judgments
quantify. On one interpretation, linguistic judgments are used as a window into
“grammaticalness” (Chomsky 1965); that is, they are taken to reflect the syntactic
status of a given structure and thereby inform linguistic theory directly. However, as
Chomsky himself also acknowledges, there are many more underlying factors that
contribute to a linguistic judgment than the grammatical status of an utterance
alone. Thus, while the grammatical status of a linguistic string is certainly an
important component of its acceptability, it is not the sole contributor to the reported
reaction. It widely assumed, for example, that linguistic judgment data are prone to
confounding factors, or “performance effects”, which do not belong to the language
system proper (e.g., Bever 1970; Fanselow and Frisch 2006; Hofmeister et al. 2014).
And while speakers may have certain intuitions about a hypothetical utterance, as
human beings they should not have conscious access to the cognitive mechanisms
that regulate syntactic structure building or judgment processes (Schütze 1996: §2.4).1

Schütze (1996) argues that linguistic judgments are therefore not introspective in the
technical sense; rather, they are conscious reports of automatic reactions to a
stimulus sentence (see also Sprouse 2020).

Featherston (2021) points out that what experimental researchers should ask
their participants in linguistic judgment experiments is consequently not entirely
clear. Most experiments prompt responses in a particular dimension through the
instructions of the task, such as the grammaticality or acceptability of a set of
stimuli.2 However, it cannot simply be assumed that linguistically naïve participants
will recognize and understand the intended meaning of these two notions (see
Schütze 1996: §6.3.2). Some researchers therefore recommend the use of an alter-
native scale dimension which instead measures the naturalness of a stimulus sen-
tence, asking whether someone would sound like a native speaker of a language
when they would utter it (e.g., Featherston 2008, 2021; Schütze and Sprouse 2014).
Although there is no guarantee that judgments given in terms of naturalness are any
different from those given in terms of acceptability or grammaticality, Featherston

1 Note that participants in linguistic judgment experiments usually do not know the grounds for
their judgments (Botha 1981), and asking them to justify these judgments will likely result in them
inventing post-hoc rationalizations for their responses in an attempt to explain the causal relation
between the stimulus and their judgment (cf. Nisbett and Wilson 1977).
2 The terms grammaticality and acceptability are sometimes used interchangeably, but refer to
distinct concepts (e.g., Bard et al. 1996; Chomsky 1965; Häussler and Juzek 2020; Schütze 1996; Sprouse
2007). One pertinent difference also alluded to in the previous paragraph is that the grammaticality of
a sentence is evaluated against a (subconscious) knowledge state (i.e., it relates to linguistic
competence), whereas the acceptability of a sentence is impacted by many different (behavioral)
factors other than grammaticality alone (i.e., it relates to linguistic performance).
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(2021) maintains that such a difference would not necessarily be problematic,
because the reported judgments will nonetheless represent all relevant features of
the stimulus. And on the view that linguistic judgments are automatic responses to a
stimulus sentence, one would not expect differences that are particularly relevant to
linguistic theory (cf. Cowart 1997); that is, onlymain effects of the scale manipulation
would be expected without interaction effects between the scale manipulation and
item-internal factors. Yet, the question is relatively understudied to what extent
naïve participants in linguistic judgment experiments take into consideration the
dimension of the scale and, furthermore, to what extent the dimension of the scale
can contribute to the acceptability core of linguistic judgments.

Evidence that a manipulation of the scale dimension affects the output of lin-
guistic judgment experiments is restricted to cases with grammatical illusions or
stigmatized variation (Langsford et al. 2019; Vogel 2019; see also Bennis andHinskens
2014). The impact of the task instructions in cases of non-stigmatized morpho-
syntactic variation has not remained uninvestigated, but the results of these studies
are inconclusive (Cowart 1997; Langsford et al. 2019). The question remains whether
experimental researchers can guide participants towards a particular dimension in
linguistic judgment experiments and, furthermore, whether putative effects of the
judgment dimension will interact with their hypothesized effects. To that end, the
present study investigates to what extent naïve participants take into account the
intended scale dimension in a judgment experiment, using stimulus sentences that
contain cases of stigmatized and non-stigmatized variation. Different participant
groups are instructed to judge the same sentences on three different scales:
acceptability, probability, and aesthetics (following Vogel 2019). These dimensions are
chosen to elicit judgments that are conceptually distinct from one another, namely,
judgments based on a language system,3 judgments about the linguistic reality, and
judgments in terms of the linguistic feeling (referred to collectively as the “gram-
matical trinity” in Coppen 2011). The experiment thus explicitly tests tasks that are
intended to go beyond the perception of acceptability (as discussed in e.g., Schütze
1996), and in so doing seeks to unearth effects of additional processes or factors
influencing the judgments of aesthetic quality and surface probability.

Following Vogel (2019), for the stigmatized variation the experiment tests three
different violations of the Dutch prescriptive norm: comparative als (Hubers and de
Hoop 2013; Hubers et al. 2020; van der Meulen 2018), subject hun (van Bergen et al.
2011; van Bree 2012), and auxiliary doen (Cornips 1994, 1998; Giesbers 1983/1984; Sert
et al. in prep.). These norm violations are expected to receive low judgment scores in

3 Note that judgments are interpreted here as perceptions à la Schütze (1996). Judgments of
acceptability are not taken to directly reflect the linguistic competence and theymay be influenced by
prescriptive norms of a language.
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the dimension of acceptability, because they are subject to strong sociolinguistic
stigmatization. Such cultural pressure likely affects judgments in the aesthetic
dimension as well. But native speakers of Dutch are aware that other speakers (or
they themselves) occasionally violate the prescriptive norm (cf. Bennis andHinskens
2014), and such violations have been acknowledged in prescriptive grammars for a
long time (e.g., van derMeulen 2018, 2020). Judgments in the dimension of probability
are therefore expected to be more lenient (cf. Vogel 2019 for German).

The stimulus material also includes cases of Dutch (A-)scrambling to investigate
the effect of the scale dimension on sentence appreciation in non-stigmatized vari-
ation. Scrambling is a type of word order variation that is claimed to bemotivated by
information structural considerations in the theoretical literature (Broekhuis 2008;
Broekhuis and Corver 2016: Ch. 13; Neeleman and van de Koot 2008; Neeleman and
Reinhart 1998; Schaeffer 1997, 2000; Verhagen 1986). No explicit sociolinguistic con-
ventions exist around this type of word order variation. However, the judgments
reported in the literature are matter of debate (see Broekhuis 2016; de Hoop 2016),
and experimental approaches to the phenomenon donot fully corroborate the claims
made by theoretical linguists (Schoenmakers 2020; Schoenmakers et al. 2022; de
Swart and van Bergen 2011). The discourse structure of the stimulus sentences in the
experiment presented here are manipulated in such a way that the results are not
only potentially informative about effects of the different scale dimensions; theymay
also contribute to an on-going discussion about a controversial type of word order
variation.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 discusses the cognitive nature of lin-
guistic judgments and presents a discussion on the three dimensions of linguistic
judgments under investigation in this paper in Section 2.1. Section 2.2 reviews pre-
vious studies which report on judgment experiments in which the dimension of the
scale is manipulated, and Section 2.3 presents a description of (A-)scrambling in the
Dutch middle-field. The sentence judgment experiment is presented in Section 3.
Sections 4 and 5 contain general discussion and conclusions.

2 Theoretical background

Before discussing the putative influence of the scale dimension in linguistic judg-
ment experiments, let me briefly digress to give some background on the cognitive
nature of linguistic judgments. Schütze (1996) notes, following Ringen (1977), that
Chomsky’s (1965) (implicit) suggestion that linguistic judgments should emulate
research methods from introspective psychology is not borne out. Introspection in
the technical (Wundtian) sense entails careful examination of physical objects and/or
experiences, and scrutinous discernment of the impressions surrounding them
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(Wundt 1896). Wilhelm Wundt asked his psychology students to report their
elementary impressions in personal, reductionist terms, such as what the object or
experience makes them think of or how it makes them feel. Wundt’s idea was that in
order to understand the human psyche one must first make sense of the processes
involved in experiencing.

This endeavor received an abundance of criticism, however, since it is not
possible to discern e.g., the elements of water (hydrogen, oxygen) just by looking at it
(Dellarosa 1988). Moreover, Dellarosa (1988) notes, Wundt’s (1896) students received
special training to be able to perform the task – and still there was no consensus on
the perceptions they reported. A related problem is that conflicting reports can never
be reconciled in scientific fashion because the impressions are internal (see also
Santana 2020). Schütze (1996) argues that this does not preclude scientific analysis
per se and suggests to look for ways in which judgment data can inform linguistic
theory. However, (linguistic) judgments should then not be considered as directly
reflective of cognitive mechanisms, because human beings do not have conscious
access to such systems; rather, they are the conscious reports of automatic reactions
to a stimulus, such as pain or the brightness of light – or the acceptability of a
sentence (cf. Pateman 1987; Ringen 1977; Sprouse 2020). To illustrate the difference,
Schütze distinguishes between two formulations of a research question a linguist
collecting judgment data may have:

The perception-based definition of linguistic judgments seems to come closest to
what linguists are working with. That is, judgment data are not commonly taken to
reflect the linguistic competence directly; rather, they are subject to many inter-
fering factors that arise during sentence processing as well as social judgments of
linguistic acceptability. Crucially, however, the initial reaction to a stimulus sentence
cannot be actively disengaged (Sprouse 2020). A manipulation of the judgment scale
is therefore expected to only change one component that contributes to the auto-
matic reaction, imbuing its acceptability core with contributions from other di-
mensions, without affecting the patterns between conditions (which would be
possible on the introspective conception of judgments), at least in cases of non-
stigmatized variation. Violations of the prescriptive norm are exceptional in that
there is a social stigma against these forms despite their being frequent in colloquial
speech. The question, then, is not only whether a manipulation of the judgment scale
affects judgments, but also how it does.

Introspection: What must be in the minds of participants for the sentence to have the [syntactic] status
that they claim it has?

Perception: What must be in the minds of participants in order for them to react this way to the
sentence?

(reproduced from Sprouse : ; cf. Schütze : §.)
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2.1 Linguistic judgments in three dimensions

Recent linguistic judgment experiments often ask participants to rate how natural
stimulus sentences sound to them with respect to their grammaticality, a formula-
tion explicitly recommended by e.g., Featherston (2008, 2021) and Schütze and
Sprouse (2014). This formulation elicits responses in terms of “naturalness” and
hence prompts judgments about the linguistic system, although the reported judg-
ments arguably reflect intuitions about the surface probability of a string as well (on
the assumption that linguistic judgments can be multi-dimensional). Featherston
(2008: 74) argues that this formulation “highlights the receptive aspect and the
speaking mode and, crucially, avoids confusing or leading informants with
association-laden terms such as ‘grammatical’.” It moreover excludes associations
with status and prestige (Featherston 2021). Schütze and Sprouse (2014) similarly
recommend a judgment scale in terms of native speaker ability rather than fre-
quency or plausibility, in an effort to elicit judgments that come closer to judgments
of acceptability (linguistic system) than judgments of surface probability (linguistic
reality).

Sometimes, however, participants are asked how likely they think it is that a
stimulus sentence is produced by a native speaker of a language (see e.g., Trotzke
et al. 2015 for an elaborate version of this). This formulation seems comparable to
Schütze and Sprouse’s (2014) native speaker ability at first, except it crucially takes
into account the surface probability of the string. This is an important difference
conceptually, because participants are now asked to provide a judgment about the
linguistic reality, and not (only) about the linguistic system. The linguistic reality
sometimes meshes with (judgments of) the grammar linguists attempt to describe
only poorly. Many researchers have reported considerable differences between
elicited acceptability judgments and frequency data extracted from a corpus (Adli
2015; Arppe and Järvikivi 2007; Bader and Häussler 2010; Bermel and Knittl 2012;
Divjak 2008; Featherston 2005; Kempen andHarbusch 2005, 2008). A common finding
is that low-frequency forms are judged as acceptable. In other cases, participants give
low judgment scores to a particular structure because of the experimental setting, or
they claim to never use it, while in reality they use it regularly in colloquial speech
(Labov 1975; Schmidt and McCreary 1977). This is especially problematic in cases of
stigmatized variation when the prescriptive norm is violated. As a case in point, van
Bergen et al. (2011) describe that a speaker of Dutch uses the pronoun hun ‘them’ as a
subject, in a conversation where they claim to be aware of the prescriptive rule that
rejects this construction. When this error is pointed out to them, the speaker con-
tinues to express their disgustwith their own error and the fact that the conversation
is being recorded. Participants in linguistic judgment experiments in which
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prescriptive norm violations are tested may consequently feel inclined to demon-
strate their knowledge of the language ruleswhich they learned in school, evenwhen
they are not instructed to do so. Judgments about the surface probability of a string
may thus not be completely independent from the corresponding acceptability
judgments at least in the cases of stigmatized variation. Furthermore, it is not clear
whether participants are able to accurately reflect on the frequency of linguistic
constructions, or how these estimations relate to the corresponding judgments of
acceptability.

This raises the question to what extent the contribution of the judgment’s
dimension (e.g., acceptability vs. surface probability) shines through in the reported
judgment. Recall that Schütze’s (1996) conception of linguistic judgments is that they
are reactions which cannot be suppressed (nor verified or falsified by mere obser-
vation). Schütze therefore suggests that they are better described as grammaticality
sensations (cf. Pateman 1987; Ringen 1977). This definition of linguistic judgments is
reminiscent of what is known in the literature as the “linguistic feeling” (or
Sprachgefühl, or sentiment de la langue). This term is commonly used in various
guises in philosophy of language, but although it is generally understood what it
refers to in abstract terms, it is notoriously difficult to define in scientific terms (see
e.g., Schulte 1988). Romand (forthcoming) demonstrates that the termhas historically
been used with different definitions in different disciplinary fields, by different
authors, and even in different publications by the same authors. Siouffi (2018) sug-
gests that the term in its current use is in some sort of entre-deux state between a
technical and a “lay” sense.4 Essentially, it refers to subconscious and conceptually
pluralistic opinions about the aesthetic value of an expression (Fortis 2019) or the
affective state that emerges from the interaction between a structural representation
and the actual expression uttered (Romand 2019, forthcoming).

Romand (2019, forthcoming) discusses the difference between the two common
definitions of the “linguistic feeling” in detail and crucially distinguishes between
form feeling and formal feeling. The term form feelingwas coined by aestheticians and
art historians, and principally refers to subconscious feelings about the patterning
harmony within the art that is language (Fortis 2019); the term formal feeling hails
from the field of affective psychology and refers to “more abstract organizational
dimensions of conscious experience” (Romand forthcoming: 22). Especially the latter
definition is reminiscent of Schütze’s (1996) definition of linguistic acceptability

4 Samuel Jay Keyser (p.c.) suggests that abstract or “lay” terminology may help to better understand
art, in this case the linguistic feeling, becausewhenwe talk about suchmatters in scientific terms, the
art itself may get lost. For example, the use of metaphor and impressionistic description, rather than
standard technical vocabulary, is very common in music instruction and has been shown to be
pedagogically effective (e.g., Barten 1992, 1998).
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judgments. To mark the contrast with the dimension of linguistic acceptability, in
what follows I will interpret the term “linguistic feeling” as pertaining to psycho-
aesthetic feelings of speakers towards the form andmeaning of a linguistic sequence,
without much conscious linguistic reflection, and which is “tainted with a suspicion
of subjectivism” (Siouffi 2018: 98, my translation). The psycho-aesthetic and subjec-
tive nature of the linguistic feeling is also evident from one of Schulte’s (1988: 137)
uses of the term, as he claims that “[…] there are people who simply are naturally
clever at using words in surprisingly suitable or subtle ways; it does not cost them
any effort to find the most adequate turn of phrase in the right situation; that is,
they display a certain form of Mutterwitz, a gift or talent which we may envy but
cannot acquire or imitate” (Schulte, however, also makes a “rough and ready”
distinction between judgments of acceptability and judgments of aesthetic quality).
The dimension of aesthetic quality is therefore substantially different from the
dimensions of linguistic acceptability and surface probability in that it does not
necessarily entail considerations of a grammatical system (as much as acceptability
judgments) or hypothetical encounters with a language (as much as probability
judgments). Rather, participants are encouraged to use their personal criteria when
reporting judgments about their linguistic feeling, that is, the subjective component
is one of the aspects that sets it apart from more specific (quasi-)scientific
dimensions. Note, however, that the relation between the linguistic feeling and
the other two dimensions is relatively unclear, as it is not common in the field of
linguistics to ask participants for judgments of aesthetic quality.

Having identified three distinct dimensions of linguistic judgment, which are
taken to reflect considerations of the linguistic system, linguistic reality, and lin-
guistic feeling, the experiment in Section 3 will elicit the corresponding types of
judgments: judgments of the linguistic acceptability, the surface probability, and the
aesthetic quality of a set of stimulus sentences. The question is whether, and how, a
manipulation of the judgment scale influences the outcome of the experiment.5

5 It has been reported that participants perform rather inconsistentlywhen asked to judge sentences
without explicit instructions (Bley-Vroman et al. 1988). But even when instructed to consider a
specific dimension, it is conceivable that participants spend as little effort as possible on processing
the instructions (cf. Noordman and Vonk 1987), especially those more familiar with linguistic judg-
ment experiments. Participant pools often consist for themost part of students,whosemain reason to
participate in the experiment is that they receive a gift voucher or course credit upon completion of
the task. One possible consequence is that participants do not feel motivated to pay close attention to
the instructions, since their “reward” does not depend on the quality of their answers. Theymay then
attempt to use simple rules of thumb to check whether they can proceed with the experiment by
relying on their previous experience with similar experiments. If this is the case, a manipulation of
the judgment scale will not have an effect on the outcome of the experiment and the question is
reinforced what exactly it is linguistic judgments quantify (cf. Featherston 2021). There is evidence,
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2.2 Previously reported effects of the judgment scale

Evidence that the dimension of the scale in linguistic judgment experiments impacts
the outcome is limited. Cowart (1997: Ch. 4) maintains that the influence of the
instructions can never be assumed, and presents an experiment in which two
participant groups took part in the same task, but under different instruction sets. He
distinguishes “intuitive instructions”, which instruct the participants to use any
grounds available (apart from prescriptive grammar rules) in judging the stimulus
sentences, from “prescriptive instructions”, which were designed to invoke careful
examination of the structural well-formedness of the sentences. However, this
distinction did not yield any differences in the pattern of results that are relevant to
linguistic theory; that is, the contrasts between conditions remained intact. Cowart
(1997: 57) concludes with the general impression that participants are poor at
intentionally adjusting their judgment criteria, noting that “[a]pparently, the same
factors govern informant responses under both types of instructions.” The
researcher therefore appears to have little control over these criteria (modulo
matters of non-interest to the experiment, see e.g., Schütze 1996; Schütze and Sprouse
2014). Schütze (1996) suggests that Cowart’s results could be interpreted as an indi-
cation that the instructions in a linguistic judgment experiment are ineffective. He
maintains that participantsmay simply not have the cognitive ability to run different
judgment processes in linguistic judgment experiments, and argues that the in-
structions will consequently not have an impact on judgment patterns between
conditions. Cowart recognizes, however, that his results do not provide direct evi-
dence against the possibility that the instructions affect linguistic judgment pro-
cesses and suggests that future research might demonstrate systematic differences
between judgment patterns.

Bennis and Hinskens (2014) investigate linguistic judgments about different
kinds of prescriptive norm violations in Dutch (including subject hun) using a large
scale questionnaire with 1,515 self-selected participants. Participants rated ten con-
structions with non-standard morphosyntactic inflection on four different scales:
“good–bad Dutch”, “ugly–beautiful”, “sloppy–diligent”, and “dialect–standard lan-
guage”. The judgment scores were remarkably similar across the board and each
correlation between judgment scales was highly significant. Bennis and Hinskens
conclude based on factor analyses of the judgment scales that only the “dialect–
standard language” scale elicited judgments in a truly different dimension than the
other three judgment scales. Notably, 283 participants in Bennis and Hinskens’s

however, that the instructions of linguistic judgment experiments affect the elicited responses, see
Section 2.2.
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questionnaire signed up specifically for the purpose of their study on prescriptive
norm violations, whereas the others were already registered as part of the survey
panel. The “new” participantsweremore critical of four prescriptive normviolations
in terms of their aesthetic quality. Bennis and Hinskens infer from this that these
panelists are purists when it comes to grammar. Their findings indicate that par-
ticipants are sufficiently invested to engage with the instructions at least in cases of
stigmatized variation, although they were each given all four scales and may have
had different motivations to use them. Yet, the high correlations corroborate
Schütze’s (1996) suspicion that the experimental instructionsmay be relatively trivial
at least when it comes to linguistic theorizing (i.e., there was no difference in judg-
ment patterns).

Langsford et al. (2019) investigate the difference between two instruction types,
measuring in the dimensions of acceptability and (confidence of) grammaticality.
Their choice for these two dimensions is based on the existence of so-called
“grammatical illusions”, i.e., sentences which are fleetingly accepted by most par-
ticipants in judgment experiments, but turn out to be completely nonsensical on
closer scrutiny (Bock andMiller 1991; Drenhaus et al. 2005; Leivada andWestergaard
2020; Parker and Phillips 2016; Phillips et al. 2011; Vasishth et al. 2008; Wagers et al.
2009; Wellwood et al. 2018). Langsford et al. (2019) include three grammatical illu-
sions in their experiment, exemplified in (1).

(1) a. More people have been to Russia than I have.
b. A man who had no beard was ever thrifty.
c. The key to the cabinets are on the table.

The experiment moreover includes sentences withmultiple center embeddings (e.g.,
The rat the cat the dog chased killed ate the malt; see Chomsky and Miller 1963). Such
sentences are grammatical, but typically receive low acceptability scores in judg-
ment experiments because they are unparseable due to resource limitations of the
comprehension system. The constructions in (1) and the center-embedding sentences
have in common that their acceptability and grammaticality statuses diverge.

In addition to these constructions, Langsford et al.’s (2019) experiment contains a
subset of the stimulus sentences used in Sprouse et al. (2013). Sprouse et al. accu-
mulated samples of judgment contrasts from papers published in Linguistic Inquiry
(2001–2010) and collected the corresponding nonlinguist judgments in a series of
judgment experiments. The convergence rate between the two data sources was
extremely high.6 Langsford et al. specifically include a subset of sentences in their

6 This finding implies that neither method is empirically superior to another, a position defended in
e.g., Gibson and Fedorenko (2013). Empirical evidence frommassive replication studies indicates that
linguist and nonlinguist judgments are highly similar (e.g., Chen et al. 2020; Häussler and Juzek 2017;
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experiment for which the judgments from linguists differed from those from non-
linguists, on the hypothesis that a different construct may have been measured in
these cases (cf. Juzek and Häussler 2020). Langsford et al. hypothesize that the
judgment scores for the grammatical illusions in (1), the sentences with multiple
center embeddings, and the subset drawn from Sprouse et al. (2013) will differ
depending on the specific instructions participants receive.

The results of Langsford et al.’s (2019) experiment indicate that the acceptability
scores are more uniformly distributed over the six-point scale than the grammati-
cality scores; however, there is no clear discrepancy between the mean judgment
scores for the two instruction types, in all four construction types. The largest dif-
ferences are found in the agreement attraction sentences (1c), which receive higher
judgment scores on the acceptability scale than on the grammaticality scale, and in
the multiple center-embedding sentences, which show the reverse pattern. These
findings are in accordance with the linguistic literature. Crucially, the sentences
drawn from Sprouse et al. (2013) receive similar judgment scores under both in-
struction types. Langsford et al. (2019) perform a State Trace Analysis (Kalish et al.
2016) on their data, but do not find evidence that distinct dimensions were
contemplated in the judgment process under the two instruction types (i.e., the state
trace plot is one-dimensional). However, they do find evidence that the instructions
in a judgment experiment impact the outcome; that is, the instructions can be used to
guide the decision-making process of the participants to a certain extent, but again
not in a way that is relevant to linguistic theory.

Vogel (2019) reports on a linguistic judgment experiment which takes German
cases of stigmatized variation, or “grammatical taboos”, as its stimuli. The experi-
ment consists of three subexperiments, which differ only in the dimension of the
scale. The experiment elicits judgments in terms of normativity, possibility, and
aesthetics. Vogel hypothesizes that prescriptive norm violations are a specific type of
morphosyntactic variation, since their markedness is caused by extra-grammatical
(sociolinguistic) factors. Based on the historical development of the stigmatized
auxiliary use of tun ‘do’ in German (see Davies and Langer 2006; Langer 2001), Vogel
suggests that the relation between the three scale dimensions in questionmight be as
illustrated in (2). The reason for this is that auxiliary tun ‘do’ was first rejected in

Langsford et al. 2018; Linzen and Oseki 2018; Mahowald et al. 2016; Munro et al. 2010; Spencer 1973;
Sprouse and Almeida 2012; Sprouse et al. 2013). Note that these findings support Schütze’s (1996)
original take on linguistic judgments as conscious reports of reactions to (or perceptions of) stimuli
which cannot be suppressed. An anonymous reviewer points out that speakers should not be able to
readily provide judgments of structural well-formedness (or grammaticality) separately from all of
the other factors that contribute to acceptability (as suggested in e.g., Juzek and Häussler 2020),
because linguists and nonlinguists alike are human beings and therefore have the same automatic
processes (see also Schütze 1996: §4.4.1).
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poetic registers; the more general grammars of (written) German only followed
several decades later. Aesthetic judgments about the auxiliary use of tun ‘do’ are
therefore potentially less compromising than judgments in terms of the linguistic
norm. Judgments about whether an expression is possible in German at all are
considered the most liberal.

(2) beautiful language < norm-compliant language < informal language

Vogel’s (2019) experiment crosses a taboo and a non-taboo variant of 32 experimental
items (of four different taboo phenomena) with a grammatical and an ungram-
matical variant, in which the ungrammaticality was due to an agreement error on
the finite verb. A sample item is given in (3), adapted from Vogel (2019: 56, his (15)),
with the different types of markedness indicated in boldface. The grammaticality
manipulation was added to the design on the hypothesis that the between-
participant variation in judgments of taboo phenomena is larger than in judgments
of grammar-internal markedness, because the former are subject to sociolinguistic
conventions.

(3) a. Damals hat Hans gut gelesen. [+gramm., −taboo]
then have.3SG Hans well read
‘In those days, Hans was a good reader.’

b. Damals tat Hans gut lesen. [+gramm.,+taboo]
then do.PST3SG Hans well read

c. Damals haben Hans gut gelesen. [−gramm., −taboo]
then have.3PL Hans well read

d. Damals taten Hans gut lesen. [−gramm., +taboo]
then do.PST3PL Hans well read

Vogel (2019) reports that, across all sentence types (including filler items), the
aesthetic scores are only slightly lower than the normativity scores. These two
judgment types show a comparable pattern overall, which Vogel takes to suggest that
the dimensions of aesthetics and normativity may not be completely independent
from each other. Yet, the difference between the two is relatively large in the +taboo
conditions (aesthetics: 18.7%, normativity: 24.5%), implying an additional aesthetic
disadvantage for the cases of stigmatized variation. The elicited possibility scores are
considerably higher than the aesthetic and normativity scores, providing evidence
for the prediction in (2). When compared to unmarked grammatical sentences,
however, the +taboo conditions receive a relatively low average possibility score of
36.1%.

The +taboo conditions nonetheless receive higher judgment scores than the
cases of intra-grammatical markedness, with the largest difference in the dimension
of possibility. This finding is not surprising: despite their high degree of
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sociolinguistic stigmatization, taboo sentences do exist in the linguistic reality. Vogel
(2019) refers to this as the paradox of grammatical taboos. His data furthermore show
larger between-participant variation in the taboo sentences than in grammar-
internal markedness.7 The degree of variation is the largest in the aesthetic scores
(which highlights the subjective nature of the dimension) and decreases via the
normativity scores to the possibility scores. This same pattern was found for the
grammatical taboo phenomena and the grammar-internally marked sentences,
except there was no decrease in variation from the normativity scores to the pos-
sibility scores in the grammatical taboos. Vogel concludes that the difference in scale
dimensions cannot neutralize the high level of sociolinguistic controversy.

The findings in Cowart (1997), Bennis and Hinskens (2014), and Langsford et al.
(2019) indicate that the instructions in linguistic judgment experiments can impact
the outcome of the experiment, although they only impinge on the relative judgment
scores between conditions in sentences with a prescriptive norm violation (Vogel
2019). These constructions must therefore be accounted for somehow in Schütze’s
(1996) theory of linguistic judgments; I will return to this in Section 4.1. The present
study investigates Dutch cases of stigmatized variation and non-stigmatized varia-
tion in a novel judgment experiment, eliciting judgments in the dimensions of
acceptability, probability, and aesthetics. The stimuli contain three Dutch prescrip-
tive norm violations, in an attempt to replicate Vogel’s (2019) findings for German, as
well as an item set with middle-field scrambling sentences, which are not subjected
to sociolinguistic stigmatization.

2.3 Scrambling in the Dutch middle-field

In Dutch, definite objects may occupy various positions in the middle-field of the
clause, i.e., the typological region between the finite verb, or the complementizer in
embedded clauses, and the clause-final main verb. An example is given in (4), where
the object het boek ‘the book’may appear on the left or right side of the clause adverb
waarschijnlijk ‘probably’.

(4) Jan heeft (het boek) waarschijnlijk (het boek) gelezen.
Jan has the book probably the book read
‘Jan probably read the book.’

7 It is not clearwhether this comparisonwaswith the grammar-internallymarked test items orwith
separate filler items with grammar-internal markedness, since the experimental lists contain 21
ungrammatical filler items as well as nine filler items which are “syntactically marked according to
the standard criteria” (Vogel 2019: 57). Vogel (2019) refers to the “marked filler items” in this dis-
cussion, and no reference is made to the ungrammatical test items until much later in the paper.
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There is a consensus inmost of the theoretical literature that scrambling is regulated
by discourse packaging conditions: objects which appear to the left of clause adverbs
(in “scrambled” position) are claimed to be presuppositional (i.e., topical and/or
anaphoric), and objects which appear to their right (in “unscrambled” position) non-
presuppositional (i.e., focused and/or non-anaphoric) (e.g., Broekhuis 2008; Broe-
khuis and Corver 2016: Ch. 13; Neeleman and van de Koot 2008; Neeleman and
Reinhart 1998; Schaeffer 1997, 2000; Verhagen 1986). Deviations from this discourse
template are considered highly awkward (see Schoenmakers 2020), yet some re-
searchers argue that scrambling is much more optional in this regard than is
generally assumed (van Bergen and de Swart 2009, 2010; van der Does and de Hoop
1998; de Hoop 2000, 2003, 2016; Schoenmakers 2020; Schoenmakers et al. 2022; de
Swart and van Bergen 2011). De Hoop (2016), for instance, expresses her disagree-
ment with some of the judgments reported in Broekhuis and Corver (2016: Ch. 13).
Consider the brief dialogue in (5). Broekhuis and Corver mark Speaker B’s utterance
as an unacceptable answer to Speaker A’s question, because the direct object de
verkeerde ‘the wrong one’ is new to the discourse and should thus not be able to
surface on the left side of the clause adverb. Not agreeing with this judgment, de
Hoop calls for efforts to collect empirical data to test such theoretical assumptions.

(5) Speaker A:
Ik heb het aan Peter verteld.
I have it to Peter told
‘I told it to Peter.’
Speaker B:
Dan heb je de verkeerde waarschijnlijk ingelicht.
then have you the wrong.one probably informed
‘Then you probably informed the wrong person.’

Such empirical data are reported in van Bergen and de Swart (2009, 2010), who
conduct a large-scale corpus study in order to investigate the scrambling behavior of
different types of direct objects in spontaneous speech. One of the factors they
investigate is the anaphoricity of direct objects. They find 7% of the non-anaphoric
definite objects and, strikingly, only 22% of the anaphoric definite objects in
scrambled position. This finding indicates that anaphoricity might influence object
placement in the expected direction, but also that there is a general preference for
the unscrambled word order. De Swart and van Bergen (2011) do not find support for
the claims that non-anaphoric definite objects obligatorily surface in unscrambled
position, or vice versa, in a follow-up study either: in a sentence completion task, as
much as 8.2–32.7% of the non-anaphoric definite objects (depending on the order of
presentation of constituents) and only 13.7–34.1% of the anaphoric definite objects
were produced in scrambled position.
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Schoenmakers et al. (2022) conduct a similar sentence completion experiment in
which the anaphoricity and topicality of definite objects in scrambling structures is
manipulated. They report that anaphoric definite objects were produced in scram-
bled position more frequently than non-anaphoric objects, and topics more
frequently than foci (in line with the above-mentioned discourse template). How-
ever, the scrambling proportions are nowhere near categorical: 34% of non-
anaphoric foci were produced in scrambled position, and 43% of anaphoric topics
were left unscrambled. The authors conclude that scrambling is relatively optional; it
may be influenced, but it is not determined, by information structure. So far,
experimental studies on Dutch scrambling which report on a sentence judgment
experiment have not investigated the influence of information structure, but they do
show that scrambled and unscrambled sentences receive similarly high judgments
scores when presented free of context (Schoenmakers and de Swart 2019; de Swart
and van Bergen 2011). These studies asked participants to rate the likelihood of
someone saying the sentence (de Swart and van Bergen 2011) and how native-like a
friend would sound when they would utter the sentence (Schoenmakers and de
Swart 2019). The question remains whether judgments change when the discourse
status of the object is manipulated, as predicted in most of the theoretical literature,
and to what extent this finding hinges on the scale dimension.

Recall that Schütze’s (1996) account of linguistic judgments asserts that they are
the conscious report of automatic reactions to a stimulus sentence and not the result
of Wundtian introspection. The findings from the experimental studies discussed
above indicate that scrambling is at least a grammatical option in Dutch that in
constrained language production may be sensitive to, but does not depend on, in-
formation structure. Regarding the different scale dimensions investigated in the
experiment, one may expect one of two judgment patterns depending on whether
one sides with the Wundtian or the Schützean conception of judgment data. If par-
ticipants engage in Wundtian introspection, one might expect differences between
the dimensions of acceptability and probability, in that these dimensions are
conceptually at least somewhat comparable to the notions of competence and per-
formance (cf. Section 2.1). Technical introspection, when properly executed, entails
prolonged reflection and careful consideration (grammatical reasoning in Juzek and
Häussler 2020), and should to some extent permit suppression of performance ef-
fects,8 which in turn enhances the making of inferences about the language system

8 It is matter of debatewhether linguistically naïve participants are even able to successfully engage
in grammatical reasoning, since they are not aware of the theoretical assumptions that trained
linguists are aware of. I will leave this matter aside, noting that there is no empirical evidence for the
claim that linguist and non-linguist judgments represent distinct cognitive processes (see also foot-
note 6).
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proper. The acceptability judgment scores should then show a stronger contrast
between configurations which do and do not deviate from the discourse template
(based on the theoretical literature); a contrast stronger than in the dimension of
probability at least (based on the production data reported in Schoenmakers et al.
2022). Here, however, I will follow the argumentation in Schütze (1996) instead, and
so only main effects of the use of the scale are expected. That is, the elicited judgment
scoresmaymove up or down the scale due to processes influencing the aesthetic and
probability judgments in addition to the core acceptability judgment, but effects are
crucially not expected to impinge on the relative acceptability between conditions.
More specifically, regardless of the judgment scale it is expected that the elicited
judgments of scrambling structures will not reflect the strong information structural
contrasts assumed in most of the theoretical literature; that is, topical and focused
definite objects should be (more or less) acceptable, aesthetically pleasing, and
probable, regardless of their position vis-à-vis the adverb (although the experiment
might reveal slight preferences in the direction of the discourse template, cf.
Schoenmakers et al. 2022).

3 A sentence judgment experiment

This section presents a novel sentence judgment experiment, inspired by the
experiment reported in Vogel (2019). The stimulusmaterial contains an item set with
prescriptive norm violations and an item set with scrambling sentences. Different
participant groups are instructed to judge sentences on one of three scales, designed
to elicit judgments in terms of the linguistic system (acceptability), the linguistic
reality (probability), or their linguistic feeling (aesthetics). Based on Vogel’s (2019)
findings, the acceptability and aesthetic scores are expected to be lower than the
probability scores across the board, but especially in the sentences with a pre-
scriptive norm violation, because they are subject to strong sociolinguistic stigma-
tization. A second expectation is that the difference between the acceptability and
aesthetic scores is larger in items with a prescriptive norm violation than in items
without a prescriptive norm violation (cf. Vogel 2019). Only main effects of the
judgment dimension are expected in the scrambling item set, on the hypothesis that
the contributions of the alternative scales can only add to the acceptability core of a
linguistic judgment of non-stigmatized variation (cf. Schütze 1996).

Further, the experiment manipulates the information structure of the scram-
bling sentences to test the assumption of a strict discourse template. Topical definites
should then show a preference for the scrambled position, and focused definites for
the unscrambled position, although all combinations are predicted to receive judg-
ment scores at the high end of the scale (independently of the dimension of the scale).
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3.1 Participants

Two hundred and four native speakers of Dutch volunteered to take part in the
online questionnaire, the vast majority of whom was recruited via an e-mail chain
with the aim of sampling from a heterogeneous population. Data from 36 partici-
pants were discarded, because they did not complete the full survey. Data from
thirteen participants were removed because they gave more than a quarter of the
fillers an unexpected judgment score. Unexpected scores were defined prior to sta-
tistical analysis as scores under 40% for the grammatical fillers and scores over 60%
for the ungrammaticalfillers. Data fromone participantwere removed, because they
mentioned the term scrambling in a follow-up question about the purpose of the
experiment. Data from one participant were removed, because they did not show
variance in their responses (the overall standard deviation in their responses was
1.75). In the end, data from 153 participants (90 female, 62 male, 1 “other”; mean
age = 48.51, age range = 18–91, SD = 20.89) were entered into statistical analysis.

3.2 Materials

The questionnaire closely followed the design of the experiment in Vogel (2019).
There were three versions of the experiment, which only differed in the experi-
mental instructions. The experimental items in each version were identical. The
different versions of the experiment were designed to elicit judgments in the di-
mensions of aesthetics, acceptability, and probability; see (6) for the corresponding
questions and scale labels. These were repeated for each experimental item. Note
that judgments are given on a semi-continuous scale (0–100) and the labels presented
here correspond to the endpoints.

(6) a. Aesthetic judgment:
Hoe mooi vind je de formulering van de bovenstaande zin?
How nice do you find the wording of the above sentence?
niet mooi Nederlands—heel mooi Nederlands
not nice Dutch—very nice Dutch

b. Acceptability judgment:
Hoe goed vind je de bovenstaande zin als Nederlandse constructie?
How good do you find the above sentence as a construction of Dutch?
niet goed Nederlands—heel goed Nederlands
not good Dutch—very good Dutch
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c. Probability judgment:
Hoe waarschijnlijk vind je het dat de bovenstaande zin is uitgesproken door
een moedertaalspreker van het Nederlands?
How likely do you think it is that the above sentence has been uttered by a
native speaker of Dutch?
niet waarschijnlijk—heel waarschijnlijk
not likely—very likely

The experiment contained 108 experimental items in total, 36 of which contained a
prescriptive norm violation (stigmatized variation) and 24 a scrambling structure
(non-stigmatized variation). The target sentences of the stigmatized items were
constructed in a similar way as in Vogel (2019) and contained a prescriptive norm
violation or its prescriptively correct equivalent. Each target sentence was then
paired with ungrammatical variants containing an agreement error on the finite
verb. Thus, the factors in this item set were ±norm violation and ±grammaticality.

Each target sentence was preceded by a short preamble which served no inde-
pendent function other than establishing a degree of similarity with the scrambling
items. The stigmatized items contained three violations of the prescriptive norm:
errors in the use of the comparative particles als ‘as’ and dan ‘than’, the use of hun
‘them’ as a subject, and the use of auxiliary doen ‘do’ in habitual or intentional
contexts. A sample item from each norm violation is given in (7), (8), and (9), with the
causes of markedness indicated in boldface (±gramm. stands for grammatical, ±viol.
stands for (norm) violation). Items from the stigmatized item set never contained a
clause adverb or scrambling structure, so as to avoid priming effects with the
scrambling sentences.

(7) Comparative als
Vincent heeft aan een hardloopwedstrijdmeegedaan. In zijn categorie deden 50
mannen mee. Vincent is als 48e geëindigd.
‘Vincent participated in a running race. 50 men took part in his category.
Vincent finished 48th.’

a. Vincent is langzamer dan de meeste mannen. [+gramm., −viol.]
Vincent is slower than the most men
‘Vincent is slower than most men.’

b. Vincent is langzamer als de meeste mannen. [+gramm., +viol.]
Vincent is slower ALS the most men

c. Vincent zijn langzamer dan de meeste mannen. [−gramm., −viol.]
Vincent are slower than the most men

d. Vincent zijn langzamer als de meeste mannen. [−gramm., +viol.]
Vincent are slower ALS the most men
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(8) Subject hun
Arthur is een cadeau aan het bedenken voor het jubileum van zijn ouders. Opeens
heeft hij een geweldige ingeving: hij gaat ze een weekendje weg aanbieden.
‘Arthur is thinking of a present for his parents’ anniversary. Suddenly, he has
a great idea: he is going to offer them a weekend away.’

a. Arthur weet dat zij naar Parijs willen. [+gramm., −viol.]
Arthur know.SG that they to Paris want
‘Arthur knows that they want to go to Paris.’

b. Arthur weet dat hun naar Parijs willen. [+gramm., +viol.]
Arthur know.SG that HUN to Paris want

c. Arthur weten dat zij naar Parijs willen. [−gramm., −viol.]
Arthur know.PL that they to Paris want

d. Arthur weten dat hun naar Parijs willen. [−gramm., +viol.]
Arthur know.PL that HUN to Paris want

(9) Auxiliary doen
Rosa heeft een belangrijke brief ontvangen van haar makelaar. Ze weet niet
goed hoe ze erop moet antwoorden. Na veel wikken en wegen vraagt ze haar
moeder om hulp.
‘Rosa received an important letter fromher real estate agent. She doesn’t quite
knowhow to answer it. Aftermuch deliberation, she asks hermother for help.’

a. Rosa gaat vanavond op de brief reageren. [+gramm., −viol.]
Rosa go.SG tonight on the letter respond
‘Rosa will respond to the letter tonight.’

b. Rosa doet vanavond op de brief reageren. [+gramm., +viol.]
Rosa do.SG tonight on the letter respond

c. Rosa gaan vanavond op de brief reageren. [−gramm., −viol.]
Rosa go.PL tonight on the letter respond

d. Rosa doen vanavond op de brief reageren. [−gramm., +viol.]
Rosa do.PL tonight on the letter respond

The scrambling sentences were constructed in four variants, crossing the factors
object position (scrambled, unscrambled) and context type (topic, focus). Each target
sentence was preceded by a preamble which served to identify the object in the
target sentence as the topic or focus. The object of the target sentence was always
introduced in the first sentence of the preamble;9 the remainder of the preamble

9 This entails that the target objects were always anaphoric. It has been claimed that it is the object’s
anaphoricity, and not its topicality, that determines its position relative to adverbs in scrambling
structures (e.g., Erteschik-Shir 2007; Schaeffer 1997, 2000). However, the distinction between
anaphoric topics and anaphoric foci yielded a significant effect in the expected direction in
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either revolved around the object, licensing it as the topic in the target sentence, or
around the subject, licensing the object as the focus in the target sentence.

In the topic condition, the preamble explicitly mentioned the target object a
second time and continued to provide more information about it. In the focus con-
dition, the target object was not mentioned again or referred to in any other way.
Moreover, the subject of the target sentence in this condition took the form of a
pronoun tomark it as the topic (cf. Givón 1988). Using a pronominal subject made the
target sentences sound more natural and reinforced the focused status of the object.
Care was taken that the preambles did not contain scrambling clauses. Each target
sentence had a S-Aux-O-V structure, with the auxiliary gaan ‘will’ (lit. ‘go’), and a
clause adverb on the left or right side of the object. All objects were referential nouns
preceded by a definite article, placed in scrambled (OBJ – ADV) or in unscrambled
(ADV –OBJ) position. The objects and adverbs werematched for length in syllables to
avoid effects of grammatical weight. A sample item is given in (10) and (11).

(10) Topic condition
Nora heeft een interessant museum ontdekt. Het is een wetenschappelijk
museummet een uitgebreide collectie. Binnenkort wordt een nieuwe expositie
geopend.
‘Nora discovered an interesting museum. It is a science museum with an
extensive collection. A new exposition will be opened soon.’
Target sentence:
Nora gaat (het museum) absoluut (het museum) bezoeken.
Nora goes the museum absolutely the museum visit
‘Nora will absolutely visit the museum.’

(11) Focus condition
Nora heeft een interessant museum ontdekt. Ze wil zich al een tijd meer
verdiepen in de archeologie. Binnenkort heeft ze een weekendje vrij.
‘Nora discovered an interesting museum. She has been wanting to indulge
more in archeology for a while. She has a weekend off soon.’
Target sentence:
Ze gaat (het museum) absoluut (het museum) bezoeken.
she goes the museum absolutely the museum visit
‘She will absolutely visit the museum.’

The stigmatized items and the scrambling items were distributed over four experi-
mental lists according to a Latin Square design. Fourty eightunrelatedfiller itemswere

Schoenmakers et al.’s (2022) sentence completion experiment. It is therefore anticipated that a
manipulation of topicality will yield similar effects in the experiment presented here.
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added to each experimental list, which were identical across lists. Twelve filler items
were unmarked grammatical sentences. Twelve filler items were ungrammatical
sentences and contained a violation of V2, a violation of verb-final in complex main
clauses, or an error in gender agreement (e.g., *het papegaai ‘the parrot’). Twenty four
filler items were “marked”, in the sense that they contained an error that is not
generally considered a serious (grammatical) error. These items contained anglicisms
(Zenner et al. 2012), violations of theAnimate Firstprinciple (Lamers anddeHoop 2014),
or past participles in first sentence position (Schoenmakers and Foolen 2022). Each
experimental list contained 108 items. These lists were pseudorandomized in two
distinct orders, using the softwareMix (van Casteren and Davis 2006). Each list started
with at least three filler items (one from each category). Scrambling itemswere at least
four items apart, as were prescriptive norm violations of the same type (comparative
als, subject hun, auxiliary doen) and, within the item set with prescriptive norm vio-
lations, items in the same condition of either factor (±norm violation and ±grammat-
icality). The experimental lists and data are available in a repository available at https://
doi.org/10.34973/k01s-ez17. The experiment was conducted using Qualtrics software
(Qualtrics 2021).

3.3 Procedure

The experiment took the form of an online questionnaire in which participants were
randomly assigned to one of the three versions. After reading an information
document and providing their consent, participants were asked to carefully read the
general instructions of the experiment. These general instructions explained what
the experiment would look like and what was expected from the participant, i.e., to
carefully read the stories and to rate a sentence in a given dimension (depending on
the version of the experiment) on a scale from 0 to 100%, and to follow their first
intuition. The general instructions did not include an example nor training items and
were followed by questions about the participant’s age and gender. Participants were
thenmoved into the main part of the experiment and were asked to rate sentences in
the instructed dimension (cf. (6)). After the experiment started, participants would
read brief preambles to a sentence andwere asked to judge this sentence on the basis
of the preceding information, using a slider bar on a scale from 0 to 100%. The slider
bar was initially set to 50% for each trial and participants were forced to move it to
continue to the next trial, which was presented on a new page. Participants saw
percentage labels on the scale in 10-point increments, in addition to the verbal labels
of the scale, but they did not see the precise percentage corresponding to their
responses. After the main part of the experiment, participants were asked for qual-
itative comments about the questionnaire and their ideas about the purpose of the
experiment.
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3.4 Results

The results for thefiller items across the elicited dimensions are visually represented
in Figure 1 (the same information can also be found in table form for the fillers and
for both item sets in Appendix A). The data confirm that the filler item categories
were judged in the intended manner. Grammatical filler items received the most
positive judgment scores at the high ends of the scales, and ungrammatical filler
items received judgment scores at the very low ends of the scales. Marked filler items
received judgment scores near 50%, which indicates that participants were indeci-
sive about their aesthetic quality, acceptability, and surface probability. Thus, par-
ticipants were invested enough to follow the instructions given to them and carefully
read the sentences. Notice finally that the judgment scores for the (unmarked)
grammatical fillers are numerically much lower in the aesthetic dimension than in
the two other dimensions.

Figure 1: Mean judgment scores per filler item category in three dimensions (error bars indicatewithin-
subject standard errors from the mean).
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3.4.1 Prescriptive norm violations

The results for the stigmatized item set are visually represented in Figure 2. The
judgment patterns are generally similar in all dimensions, with the grammatical
variants receiving the highest scores by far and the ungrammatical variants
receiving judgment scores at the very low ends of the scales. There are two deviations
from the general pattern, which are related to the dimension of the scale. First, while
the items with a prescriptive norm violation received similarly low judgment scores
in the dimensions of aesthetics (17.49%) and acceptability (16.71%), they were much
better appreciated in the dimension of probability (46.08%). Second, the unmarked
variants (i.e., grammatical items without a prescriptive norm violation) were judged
considerably lower on the aesthetics scale (71.25%) than on the other scales
(acceptability: 85.72%; probability: 85.40%). Notice finally that the two types of
markedness seem to have triggered an additive effect: variants that contained both a
violation of the prescriptive norm and an agreement error received judgment scores
visibly lower than variants with only one type of markedness. This effect emerges in
all three dimensions, but is smallest in the dimension of probability (if it exists there
in the first place).

The results per type of prescriptive norm violation are displayed in Figure 3. The
general pattern is the same for each norm violation: they receive judgment scores at

Figure 2: Mean judgment scores per condition for the stigmatized item set in three dimensions (error
bars indicate within-subject standard errors from the mean).
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the low end of the aesthetics and acceptability scales, and much higher judgment
scores on the probability scale. The cases with comparative als received the highest
mean scores in each dimension, with a considerable margin, especially in the
dimension of probability. This discrepancymay be related to the fact that the als/dan
variation is one of the most well-known cases of stigmatized variation, and made its
first appearance in prescriptive grammars as early as in the 16th century (van der
Meulen 2018). By contrast, subject hun was not described until 1911 (van Bree 2012),
and auxiliary doen is currently still mostly restricted to specific dialectal regions of
the Netherlands (Giesbers 1983/1984) and may not even have been recognized as a
violation of the prescriptive norm by some participants (as also suggested in Sert
et al. in prep.). It must therefore be noted that, while judgments of prescriptive norm
violations are clearly influenced by the dimension of the scale, their overall appre-
ciation differs per violation type.

A linear mixed-effects model was performed on the z-transformed judgment
data using the software R (version 4.0.5, R Core Team 2020) and the lme4 package
(Bates et al. 2015). The variables judgment dimension, ±norm violation, and ±gram-
maticality were entered into the model as fixed effects. The dimension of accept-
ability was set as the reference category for the variable judgment dimension. Both

Figure 3: Mean judgment scores per prescriptive norm violation (comparative als, subject hun, auxiliary
doen) in three dimensions (error bars indicate within-subject standard errors from the mean).
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two-level factors were coded using deviation contrasts (−0.5, 0.5). The random
structure of the initial version of the model contained by-participant as well as by-
item intercepts and slopes for the effects of the two two-level fixed factors and their
interaction. When the model failed to converge, its random structure was simplified
by removal of the by-item interaction term. The reported p-values were calculated
with the normal approximation to the t-value.

The estimates of the final model for the stigmatized item set are presented in
Table 1. Themodel yielded a significant effect of ±norm violation (β = −1.00, SE = 0.06,
t = −18.25, p < 0.001) and ±grammaticality (β = 0.99, SE = 0.07, t = 14.03, p < 0.001). This
confirms that, across all dimensions, the variants without a norm violation were
better appreciated than the variants with a norm violation, and the grammatical
variants were better appreciated than the ungrammatical variants. The model
moreover yielded a significant interaction effect between the two factors (β = −1.47,
SE = 0.07, t = −19.75, p < 0.001); this effect is likely driven by the high judgment scores
of the grammatical sentences without a norm violation. Further, items were judged
significantly higher in the dimension of probability than in the dimension of
acceptability (β = 0.09, SE = 0.02, t = 3.72, p < 0.001). This effect appears to be driven by
the relatively high judgment scores of items containing a prescriptive norm violation

Table : Model specifications of the linear mixed-effects model for the stigmatized item set (number of
observations: ,, groups: participant, ; item, ).

Fixed effects Random effects
(SDs)

Parameters β Std.
error

t-value p by-
participant

by-
item

(Intercept) −. . −. <. . .
Norm violation −. . −. <. . .
Grammaticality . . . <. . .
Dimension (aesthetics) −. . −. . – –

Dimension (probability) . . . <. – –

Dimension (aesthetics) * norm violation . . . . – –

Dimension (probability) * norm violation . . . <. – –

Dimension (aesthetics) * grammaticality . . . . – –

Dimension (probability) * grammaticality . . . <. – –

Norm violation * grammaticality −. . −. <. . –

Dimension (aesthetics) * norm violation *
grammaticality

. . . . – –

Dimension (probability) * norm violation *
grammaticality

. . . <. – –
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in the probability dimension (see Figure 2). This is supported by the significant two-
way interaction effects between judgment dimension (probability) and ±norm
violation (β = 0.44, SE = 0.05, t = 8.33, p < 0.001) and between judgment dimension
(probability) and ±grammaticality (β = 0.44, SE = 0.05, t = 8.08, p < 0.001), and the
significant three-way interaction between judgment dimension (probability), ±norm
violation, and ±grammaticality (β = 0.54, SE = 0.10, t = 5.39, p < 0.001). The difference
between judgment scores in the dimensions of aesthetics and acceptability was not
significant (β = −0.01, SE = 0.02, t = −0.49, p = 0.623), nor were the two-way interaction
effects between judgment dimension (aesthetics) and ±norm violation (β = 0.10,
SE = 0.05, t = 1.82, p = 0.068) and between judgment dimension (aesthetics) and
±grammaticality (β = 0.07, SE = 0.06, t = 1.20, p = 0.229), or the three-way interaction
effect between judgment dimension (aesthetics), ±norm violation, and ±grammati-
cality (β = 0.01, SE = 0.10, t = 0.09, p = 0.931). Thus, the judgment patterns, in terms of
the variables ±norm violation and ±grammaticality, did not differ significantly be-
tween the acceptability and aesthetics scales, but they did differ significantly be-
tween the acceptability and probability scales.

3.4.2 Scrambling

The results for the scrambling item set are visually represented in Figure 4. The
judgment patterns are similar across dimensions, with lower judgment scores on the
aesthetics scale than on the acceptability and probability scales. The scrambled
variants received higher judgment scores than the unscrambled variants on each
scale, yet all four conditions received a judgment score at the high end of the scale.
Definite objects are thus better appreciated in scrambled than in unscrambled po-
sition, regardless of their topicality. But when compared to the judgment scores of
the filler items, all scrambling clauses are judged as acceptable, likely to be produced
by a native speaker, and to a lesser extent aesthetically pleasing (scrambled or
unscrambled, topical or focused). The manipulation of the discourse context did not
have an effect that is clearly visible from Figure 4.

A linear mixed-effects model was performed on the z-transformed judgment
data using the software R (version 4.0.5, R Core Team 2020) and the lme4 package
(Bates et al. 2015). The variables judgment dimension, context type (topic, focus), and
object position (unscrambled, scrambled) were entered into the model as fixed ef-
fects. The dimension of acceptability was set as the reference category for the var-
iable judgment dimension. Both two-level factors were coded using deviation
contrasts (−0.5, 0.5). The random structure of the initial version of the model con-
tained by-participant as well as by-item intercepts and slopes for the effects of the
two two-level fixed factors and their interaction. When the model failed to converge,
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its random structurewas simplified by removing the by-participant interaction term.
The reported p-values were calculated with the normal approximation to the t-value.

The estimates of the final model for the stigmatized item set are presented in
Table 2. The model yielded a significant effect of object position (β = 0.16, SE = 0.05,
t = 3.43, p < 0.001), confirming that scrambled variants were rated higher than
unscrambled items in general. The effect of context typewas not significant (β = 0.03,
SE = 0.03, t = 0.89, p = 0.374), nor was the interaction effect between context type and
object position (β = −0.04, SE = 0.06, t = −0.62, p = 0.533). This means that the present
experiment did not provide evidence for a discourse template of sorts. Regarding the
scale dimensions, the difference between the acceptability and probability scores
was not significant (β = −0.05, SE = 0.03, t = −1.52, p = 0.129), but the aesthetic scores
were significantly lower than the acceptability scores (β = −0.08, SE = 0.03, t = −2.56,
p = 0.010). The model did not yield a significant interaction effect between judgment
dimension (aesthetics) and context type (β = −0.02, SE = 0.04, t = −0.42, p = 0.677) or
between judgment dimension (aesthetics) and object position (β = 0.09, SE = 0.06,
t = 1.55, p = 0.121). The interaction effects between judgment dimension (probability)
and context type (β = −0.05, SE = 0.04, t = −1.33, p = 0.185) and between judgment

Figure 4: Mean judgment scores per condition for the scrambling item set in three dimensions (error
bars indicate within-subject standard errors from the mean).
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dimension (probability) and object position (β = 0.00, SE = 0.06, t = 0.06, p = 0.949) were
not significant. Finally, neither of the three-way interactions was significant (aes-
thetics: β = −0.01, SE = 0.07, t = −0.13, p = 0.895; probability: β = 0.03, SE = 0.07, t = 0.39,
p = 0.694).

3.5 Discussion

The results of the judgment experiment demonstrate that the manipulation of the
scale dimension had an effect on the outcome, although what the effect looks like is
dependent on the type of variation in the stimulus sentences. In the following, I will
discuss the results for the stigmatized and non-stigmatized variation separately.

3.5.1 The (non-)appreciation of prescriptive norm violations

The results of the present study replicate the results in Vogel (2019) for cases of
stigmatized variation in Dutch: items with a prescriptive norm violation received
higher judgment scores on the scale of probability than on the scale of acceptability.

Table : Model specifications of the linear mixed-effects model for the scrambling item set (number of
observations: ,, groups: participant, ; item, ).

Fixed effects Random effects
(SDs)

Parameters β Std.
error

t-
value

p by-
participant

by-
item

(Intercept) . . . <. . .
Context type . . . . . .
Object position . . . <. . .
Dimension (aesthetics) −. . −. . – –

Dimension (probability) −. . −. . – –

Dimension (aesthetics) * context type −. . −. . – –

Dimension (probability) * context type −. . −. . – –

Dimension (aesthetics) * object position . . . . – –

Dimension (probability) * object position . . . . – –

Context type * object position −. . −. . – .
Dimension (aesthetics) * context type *
object position

−. . −. . – –

Dimension (probability) * context type *
object position

. . . . – –
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The results presented here differ from Vogel’s results in one crucial respect. Vogel
reports that the aesthetic judgment scores were only slightly lower than the
normative judgment scores especially in the variants without a norm violation, yet
the difference between the aesthetic and acceptability judgment scores presented
here was only small for items with a prescriptive norm violation—not for the un-
marked variants. Instead, the acceptability scores for these sentences were much
higher, closer to the probability scores. One possible reason for this discrepancy is
that the stimulus sentences in the experiment presented here were accompanied by
linguistic context. The preambles may have influenced the aesthetic judgments in a
negative way, through lack of poetic flourish. Moreover, the “P-judgments” in Vogel’s
experiment were judgments in terms of mere possibility in all varieties of German,
whereas the experiment presented here elicited judgments in terms of probability
(i.e., likelihood of a sentence having been pronounced by a native speaker). Judgment
in terms of possibility might be more lenient than judgment in terms of probability.
Another possibility, finally, is that the difference can be partially or additionally
attributed to cultural differences between the Netherlands and Germany regarding
the prescriptive norm, that is, German speakers might simply draw a closer
connection between prescriptive norms and aesthetics than Dutch speakers do.

As noted, judgment scores in the stigmatized item set of the present experiment
were significantly higher in the dimension of probability than in the dimension of
acceptability. Moreover, the two-way interactions as well as the three-way interac-
tion between judgment dimension (acceptability vs. probability), norm violation, and
grammaticality were also significant. These effects are driven by the relatively high
probability scores for grammar-internally unmarked items that contained a viola-
tion of the prescriptive norm: the constructions exist in the linguistic reality despite
the prescriptive norms that reject them, and native speakers of Dutch are aware of
this. The results show that one group of participants did not deem such constructions
particularly good in terms of the language system (based on prescriptive rules);
another group of participants judged their surface probability much higher. This
indicates that participants in a linguistic judgment experiment take into consider-
ation the dimension of the judgment scale and are therefore able to consciously
control the judgment routine they invoke based on the instructions – at least in case
of stigmatized variation. Therefore, Schütze’s (1996) perception-based theory of
linguistic judgments needs to allow for a degree of variability around prescriptive
norms (cf. Labov 1996). The question which cognitive processes play a role in judging
prescriptive norm violations and how these processes interact, as well as the ques-
tion how these processes relate to those operational in the judgment of non-
stigmatized variation, I will mostly leave for future research (although I will briefly
return to this discussion in Section 4.1).
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Considering the prevalence (or salience) of prescriptive norm violations in
colloquial language use, however, one could argue that the mean probability score is
still rather low (46.08%). This suggests that participants in the probability condition
did not judge the sentences completely independently of the dimension of accept-
ability; that is, the reported judgments may represent considerations from a com-
posite of multiple dimensions. Participants may have wanted to demonstrate their
knowledge of the prescriptive rules despite not being instructed to do so,10 which
would mean that linguistic judgments can in fact be multi-dimensional. Moreover,
note that the status of prescriptive norm violations in a grammatical system is not at
all clear. In the experiment presented here, for example, the acceptability and the
aesthetic scores for items with a prescriptive norm violation were comparable to the
corresponding scores for ungrammatical items. This replicates earlier findings from
a sentence-matching experiment reported in Hubers et al. (2020), who study
comparative als ‘as’ and find that the prescriptive norm violations slow down the
sentence-matching process as much as ungrammatical sentences do. However,
Hubers et al. also conduct an eye-tracking experiment in which they observe that
prescriptive norm violations and ungrammatical sentences do not in fact pattern
alike in the earliest stages of the parse. Thus, prescriptive norm violations are
crucially different from their grammatical and ungrammatical counterparts and in a
sense form some sort of an in-between category (see also Hubers et al. 2016 for an
fMRI study with the same conclusion).

Finally, in the present study I collected judgment data of three violations of the
Dutch prescriptive norm, each with a vastly different history. The disparate (non-)
appreciation of these norm violations can serve as an important consideration for
much needed future research on the topic, which is relatively understudied (Bennis
and Hinskens 2014 is a notable exception).

3.5.2 The (non-)appreciation of middle-field scrambling

Based on the results from Schoenmakers et al. (2022), the prediction for the scram-
bling sentences was that all variants would receive high judgment scores, with
discourse conditions motivating object placement. Specifically, topics were expected
to be (slightly) better appreciated in scrambled position, and foci in unscrambled
position. This is not what we find. Instead, scrambled objects received higher

10 An alternative interpretation of the findings is that the prescriptive norms are effective to the
extent that the actual surface probability of the prescriptive norm violations is in fact low (see van
Bergen et al. (2011) and Hubers and de Hoop (2013) for corpus data of subject hun and comparative
als). However, the high general salience of prescriptive norm violations suggests that surface
probability estimations are not likely to be affected in this way.
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judgment scores than unscrambled objects regardless of their topicality, in each
dimension of judgment. This finding is unexpected, as most of the theoretical liter-
ature postulates a strict discourse template which reserves the scrambled position
for topics and the unscrambled position for foci (Broekhuis 2008; Broekhuis and
Corver 2016: Ch. 13; Neeleman and van de Koot 2008; Neeleman and Reinhart 1998;
Schaeffer 1997, 2000; Verhagen 1986). Deviations from the discourse template
(i.e., unscrambled topics and scrambled foci) were therefore expected to receive
lower judgment scores than their information structurally better-behaved coun-
terparts, although they were not expected to receive judgment scores at the very low
end of the scale either (based on previous experimental results).

The general preference for scrambled definite objects is unexpected as well,
since van Bergen and de Swart (2009, 2010) find a preference for the unscrambled
position in their corpus data, and Schoenmakers and de Swart (2019) moreover find
in a sentence judgment experiment that scrambled and unscrambled sentences with
a clause adverb receive similar judgment scores at the high end of the (naturalness)
scale when presented free of context. Note, however, that the differences in judg-
ment scores for scrambled and unscrambled items in the experiment presented here
are smaller than 10%, and that the unscrambled sentences still received judgment
scores at the very high end of the scale.

A possible explanation for the two observations reported above is that the
objects in the present experiment were part of the common ground in both the
topic and focus conditions, because they were always anaphoric (see also footnote
9). The possibility that presuppositionality (or anaphoricity) is the most important
determinant in scrambling, and not discourse prominence (topicality), could
explain the general preference for scrambled objects as well as the non-significant
difference between context types. However, a manipulation of topicality was
enough to elicit a significant effect in Schoenmakers et al.’s (2022) experiment. The
discrepancy with the findings presented here can then be understood as a task
difference. Recall that two sentences can be equally acceptable while there is a
distinct preference for one of them in language production (e.g., Bader and
Häussler 2010; Kempen and Harbusch 2008). Such a discrepancy has in fact been
reported for Dutch scrambling sentences before (Schoenmakers and de Swart 2019;
de Swart and van Bergen 2011).

Another possible explanation for the unexpected findings is that (some) par-
ticipants may not have been fully engaged in the context because of its non-evident
role in (and the overall length of) the experiment. If this was the case, the manipu-
lation of context type was unsuccessful, and participants may have used the definite
article as a proxy for information structure instead (Givón 1988, cf. also Coussé 2009).
That is, participants may have interpreted the target objects as presuppositional
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regardless of the manipulation of context type. Note, however, that on either pos-
sibility, the relatively high judgment scores for the unscrambled sentences are un-
expected on the assumption that this position is reserved for non-presuppositional
(discourse-new) information.

3.5.3 A comparison of raw scores and z-scores11

Recall that, following Schütze’s (1996) seminal work, Sprouse (2020) defines linguistic
judgments as the conscious reports of automatic responses to a stimulus sentence.
The critical issue for this theory of judgments is to what extent the effects are simply
main effects of the use of the scale and to what extent they impinge on the relative
acceptability between conditions. Now, the z-score transformation is explicitly
designed to “capture all of the available information about the relative acceptability
of the tested sentence types, while abstracting away from the specifics of the scale
used to collect the data” (Cowart 1997: 14), i.e., judgment scores are standardized
across scales, thereby eliminating the main effects of the use of the scale. For that
reason, the z-score plots of the data should look identical in the three dimensions, on
Schütze’s account, despite the clear numerical differences depicted in Figures 2 and 4
(viz. between the dimensions of aesthetic quality and linguistic acceptability). If the
effects would involve the judgment pattern between conditions, those should
become more pronounced after the z-score transformation, because the main effect
of the scale would not distract us from it.

The mean z-scores and distributional information of the two data sets are given
in Figures 5 and 6 (see Figure B1 in Appendix B for a violin/boxplot of the filler items).
On visual inspection, the differences in the judgment patterns between dimensions
are much less pronounced in the z-scores than in the raw data (see Figures 2 and 4),
except in the case of (grammatical) prescriptive norm violations. These items are
rated considerably higher in the dimension of probability than in the dimensions of
acceptability and aesthetic quality. That is, the use of the scale has a clear effect on the
judgment patterns between conditions. This finding does not readily corroborate
Schütze’s (1996) account of linguistic judgments, an issue I will address in Section 4.1.
But in the cases of non-stigmatized variation, in the scrambling set, the judgment
patterns between dimensions in the z-score plots look nearly identical, unlike those
in the raw data plots, where we can see that the judgment scores of aesthetic quality
are much lower. This is exactly what Schütze’s account predicts; I will elaborate on
this finding in Section 4.2.

11 I would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for recommending the addition of this subsection.
In retrospect, the manuscript would not have been complete without it.
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Figure 5: Distribution of z-scores per condition (stigmatized item set) in three dimensions (the red dot
encodes the mean, the horizontal black line the median, and the edges of the boxplot the interquartile
range; the violins provide a density plot).

Figure 6: Distribution of z-scores per condition (scrambling item set) in three dimensions (the red dot
encodes the mean, the horizontal black line the median, and the edges of the boxplot the interquartile
range; the violins provide a density plot).
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Note, however, that the statistical analysis reported in Section 3.4.2 was
performed on the z-transformed data. This analysis reveals a significant main
effect between the dimensions of aesthetic quality and acceptability. The sig-
nificance of this main effect is likely due to bottom effects of the ungrammatical
non-experimental conditions (i.e., fillers and stigmatized items). This should not
distract us from the discrepancy between the judgment patterns visualized in
the raw data plots and the z-score plots. This discrepancy is striking and speaks
against the claim that participants in judgment experiments engage in Wund-
tian introspection to arrive at their reported judgment, and in favor of Schüt-
ze’s (1996) perception-based theory. More specifically, it indicates that
participants take into account the dimension of the judgment scale, but this
does not affect the relative judgments between conditions (in non-stigmatized
variation).

4 General discussion

The main research question of this study was whether the dimension of the scale
in linguistic judgment experiments can impact their outcome. Earlier studies on
the topic report inconclusive results (Cowart 1997; Langsford et al. 2019) and/or
examined specific constructions with a grammatical illusion or prescriptive norm
violation only (Bennis and Hinskens 2014; Langsford et al. 2019; Vogel 2019). The
present study provides evidence for the impact of the experimental instructions:
stimulus sentences were rated differently in terms of the aesthetic quality,
linguistic acceptability, and surface probability both in cases of stigmatized
(prescriptive norm violations) and non-stigmatized (middle-field scrambling)
variation. What exactly these differences between judgment scales look like de-
pends on the type of variation.

4.1 Reasoning about and processing of sentences

The manipulation of the scale dimension triggered differences in the judgment
pattern in the stigmatized item set only, i.e., there were interactions between the
scale dimension and the two other factors under investigation. The crucial difference
between this item set and the non-stigmatized item set is that participants have
conscious access to the prescriptive rules of their language. As Schütze (1996: 83) puts
it, “we could imagine that expected judgment causes people to revert to conscious
reasoning about sentences, rather than processing of them.” This warning applies
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especially to the acceptability scores, and likely also the aesthetic scores, which may
verywell reflect the participants’ knowledge of the prescriptive rules rather than the
extent to which they really accept the sentences or find them beautiful. The differ-
ence with the probability scores reported in the previous section can thus be
considered a difference between, on the one hand, a conscious mapping between a
stimulus sentence and a prescriptively ideal grammar, and on the other hand, an
estimation of the frequency with which the stimulus sentence occurs – where the
latter is the more automatic reaction. Notice that the judgments of linguistic
acceptability and aesthetic quality then reflect a binary opposition, in that the
stimulus sentence either does or does not match a prescriptively correct form,
whereas the frequency estimations are much more open-ended. The idea that there
are different types of judgment in itself is not new, although it has been presented in
different guises. Featherston (2005), for example, argues that categorical and relative
judgments tap into different cognitive processes,12 and Bader and Häussler (2010)
present a model which can be used to derive binary judgments from gradient
judgments (i.e., automatic responses), implementing a so-called decision criterion (cf.
Bader and Häussler 2020). The stigmatized item set may thus not be particularly
relevant for Schütze’s (1996) perception-based theory of linguistic judgments; how-
ever, the results do indicate that, when rating sentences with a prescriptive norm
violation, participants are able to toggle between judgment strategies based on the
instructions provided to them.

The different strategies may also explain the processing effects reported in
Hubers et al. (2020). In an eye-tracking experiment, Hubers et al.find no reading time
differences between prescriptive norm violations and grammatical sentences in the
earliest stages of the parse. But then later on in processing, the reading times for the
norm violations start to increase compared to the grammatical items, and they start
to resemble the ungrammatical items more (at least for some participants; the au-
thors report considerable individual variation here). Thus, participants may have
had an automatic reaction to the stimulus sentence and initially accepted the pre-
scriptive normviolation (note that forms that are frequent in the linguistic reality are
considered grammatical in theories of grammar, cf. Hubers et al. 2016). But when the
participant recognizes the structure as a prescriptive norm violation, they revert to
conscious reasoning about it and, in so doing, they slow down. The reading times
consequently increase and start to resemble those due to processing difficulties
associated with ungrammaticality. The unique way in which violations of the

12 For Featherston (2005: 201), categorical judgments are actually expressions of “the likelihood that
a structure is good enough to occur in practice,” yielding a binary opposition reflecting occurrence
(yes or no). Relative judgments, on the other hand, reflect the processing cost of a structure’s form,
meaning, and the mapping between the two.
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prescriptive norm are processed may thus be due to a tension between automatic
and more conscious processing strategies, which also affect the corresponding
judgment data.

4.2 An acceptability core with aesthetic add-ons

Regarding the grammatical sentences that do not contain a prescriptive norm
violation, Schütze’s (1996) account of linguistic judgments predicts that there should
only bemain effects of the scale dimension, without changes in the relative judgment
pattern between conditions (cf. Cowart 1997). The reason for this is that the core
component of the judgments is driven by an automatic process (cf. Sprouse 2020). The
results of the experiment presented here show exactly this pattern: the mean
judgment scores only move up or down the scale without affecting the relative
patterns between conditions. Specifically, the judgment scores for the grammatical
fillers were considerably lower in the dimension of aesthetics than in the other two
dimensions (at least numerically, see Appendix A), and this same penalty also
emerged in the grammatical sentences without a norm violation from the stigma-
tized item set as well as in the scrambling sentences. In line with the prediction, the
interactions between the scale dimensions and the other two factors in the scram-
bling item set were not significant, and the judgment patterns look remarkably alike
when the effect of the judgment scale has been neutralized (see Section 3.5.3). So,
participants were more critical when instructed to judge sentences in terms of their
linguistic feeling (aesthetics) than in terms of the linguistic system (acceptability), but
the experiment presented here did not yield evidence that the scale dimension
influenced the pattern of judgments between conditions. The results can thus be
interpreted as supporting and extending Schütze’s (1996) account: linguistic judg-
ments are the conscious reports of automatic reactions to stimulus sentences, con-
sisting of an acceptability core and additional effects from other cognitive processes
that influence judgments of aesthetic quality (and presumably also judgments of
surface probability, or other types of judgment, although the results reported here do
not provide evidence for this).

The results indicate that the aesthetic judgment scores were decreased across
the board when compared to the acceptability judgment scores. One possible
explanation is that the two judgment scales reflect Romand’s (2019, forthcoming)
distinction between form feeling and formal feeling. Themain difference between the
two terms is that the form feeling pertains to the psycho-aesthetic, in part socially
determined, impression of a string (cf. Fortis 2019), whereas the formal feeling
describes an affective state towards the mapping of the mental representation of a
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sentence and its structure onto the actual utterance (here, terms such as expectation,
satisfaction, and deception are used). Note that the latter definition is reminiscent of
Schütze’s (1996) take on linguistic judgments as automatic perceptions of a sentence.
Although aesthetic judgments are not commonly elicited in linguistic research, here
they indicate that participants in linguistic judgment experiments do take into ac-
count the dimension of the scale (while still representing all relevant features of the
stimulus, cf. Featherston 2021). The instructions in the aesthetics condition possibly
motivated participants to take into account considerations of their form feeling in
addition to their normal judgment criteria (which constitute their formal feeling and
are arguably elicited by the acceptability instructions, cf. Schütze 1996).

This is an important conclusion in light of the mapping between experimental
data and linguistic theory. When interpreting the results of their experiments,
experimental linguists must disentangle the grammatical and extra-grammatical
factors that weigh in on the judgment process, and then make inferences about the
grammaticality status of a construction based on explicit theoretical assumptions
(Juzek and Häussler 2020). This process is very intricate if the results reflect an
amalgamation of (partially non-instructed) considerations on the part of the
participant, especially since these considerations can be vastly different conceptu-
ally. However, the findings presented here imply that the experimental instructions
did not influence the outcome of the judgment experiment in a way that impinges on
the relative acceptability between conditions, and so the observed differences be-
tween judgment scales are not necessarily problematic for linguistic theory-building
(cf. Featherston 2021). The experimental researcher is nonetheless advised to care-
fully consider the dimension of the scale prior to testing (Chaudron 1983; see also
Featherston 2021; Marty et al. 2020; Schütze 1996; Schütze and Sprouse 2014 for other
considerations), and to be explicit about whether the reported judgments are pri-
marily judgments about the linguistic system, the linguistic reality, or the linguistic
feeling (or any other dimension).

5 Conclusion

The dimension of the scale in judgment experiments impacts the results, whether the
stimuli contain cases of stigmatized or non-stigmatized variation. Judgments about
the surface probability of prescriptive norm violations in Dutch are higher than
judgments about their aesthetic quality or linguistic acceptability, which reflects the
prevalence (or salience) of such constructions in the linguistic reality. However, the
judgments of linguistic acceptability (and aesthetic quality) are likely informed by
conscious reflection of prescriptive language rules. The probability scores, by
contrast, are likely automatic responses to the stimulus sentence, but they are still
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only at approximately 50%. Given the prevalence of violations of the prescriptive
norm in the linguistic reality, this finding suggests that participants take into account
considerations from multiple dimensions.

Regarding the scrambling item set, the experimental results did not reveal
judgment patterns that follow the discourse template assumed in most theoretical
literature. Instead, definite objects in scrambled position were better appreciated
than those in unscrambled position (by a small margin), regardless of the manipu-
lation of information structure. This finding corroborates theoretical accounts of
Dutch middle-field scrambling that allow for a degree of optionality (e.g., de Hoop
2000, 2003; Struik and Schoenmakers 2022), as well as Schütze’s (1996) perception-
based theory of linguistic judgments, in that participants do not engage in conscious
Wundtian introspection, but rather report their automatic responses to the stimulus.

The probability and acceptability scores for all grammatical sentences in the
experiment presented here were considerably higher than the aesthetic scores for
the same sentences. Thus, participants were more critical when asked to judge
sentences in terms of their linguistic feeling than in terms of the linguistic system or
the linguistic reality, but the judgment scale manipulation did not impinge on the
relative acceptability between conditions. The different scale dimensions may,
however, trigger additional cognitive processes that add to the acceptability core of a
linguistic judgment. What it is exactly that linguistic judgments quantify is matter of
debate, although definitions from the field of philosophy of language highlight its
subjective nature, relating it to the broader perspective of affective psychology
(Romand 2019, forthcoming) and art appreciation (Fortis 2019). The present study
disentangled judgments in terms of linguistic acceptability and aesthetic quality
(in cases of non-stigmatized variation). Linguistic research has not been concerned
with this question as much; instead, judgments have for the most part been elicited
in terms of acceptability and surface probability. What led participants to their
eventual judgment scores can never be assumed, but the dimension of the scale can
serve as a first indication and should receive special attention in the experimental
design stage.
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Appendix A

Table A: Mean judgment scores and standard deviations (between brackets) for the different cate-
gories of filler items in three dimensions.

Aesthetics Acceptability Probability

Grammatical fillers . (.) . (.) . (.)
Marked fillers . (.) . (.) . (.)
Ungrammatical fillers . (.) . (.) . (.)

Table A: Judgment scores and standard deviations (betweenbrackets) for the different conditions in the
stigmatized item set in three dimensions.

Aesthetics Acceptability Probability

Grammatical, norm not violated . (.) . (.) . (.)
Grammatical, norm violated . (.) . (.) . (.)
Ungrammatical, norm not violated . (.) . (.) . (.)
Ungrammatical, norm violated . (.) . (.) . (.)

Table A: Judgment scores and standard deviations (between brackets) per prescriptive norm violation
in three dimensions.

Aesthetics Acceptability Probability

Comparative als . (.) . (.) . (.)
Subject hun . (.) . (.) . (.)
Auxiliary doen . (.) . (.) . (.)

Table A: Judgment scores and standard deviations (betweenbrackets) for the different conditions in the
scrambling item set in three dimensions.

Aesthetics Acceptability Probability

Scrambled, topic . (.) . (.) . (.)
Scrambled, focus . (.) . (.) . (.)
Unscrambled, topic . (.) . (.) . (.)
Unscrambled, focus . (.) . (.) . (.)
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