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Abstract: Some grammatical phenomena are more resistant to diachronic change
than others. The syntactic core is particularly resilient, raising the question why this
is the case and what causes the least vulnerable properties to change. Since funda-
mental alterations of grammars do not occur across the lifespan of adults, first
language acquisition is commonly considered to be the main locus of syntactic
change. Under the assumption that language contact leads to cross-linguistic inter-
action, early bilinguals have been claimed to be the main agents of change. I revisit
this debate, focusing on head directionality and V2. Summaries of studies of various
acquisition types lead to the conclusion that reanalysis in core syntax does not
happen in the course of neither monolingual nor bilingual L1 acquisition. Contrary to
hypotheses entertained in diachronic linguistics, neither language contact nor
structural ambiguity/complexity has this effect. For core properties to change in L1,
the triggering information must be contained in the input. Insufficient exposure, as
in heritage language acquisition, can cause morphosyntactic change, though not in
the syntactic core. Only second language acquisition exhibits such effects. L2 learners
are thus the most likely agents of fundamental syntactic change. I conclude that
explanations of the resilience of syntactic phenomena cannot rely exclusively on
structural aspects. It results from an interaction of syntactic and developmental
factors, defined by grammatical constraint, acquisition principles, and processing
demands.
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1 Introduction

Languages change over time, and grammars change too. This is not news, yet the
mechanisms of change are less well understood than we would hope. An adequate
theory of change must account not only for the properties of a given variety but also
for their immutability or vulnerability to variation and change. Syntax is

*Corresponding author: Jiirgen M. Meisel, University of Hamburg, Hamburg, Germany,
E-mail: jmm@uni-hamburg.de

3 Open Access. © 2024 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.


https://doi.org/10.1515/probus-2024-2004
mailto:jmm@uni-hamburg.de

32 — . M. Meisel DE GRUYTER MOUTON

acknowledged as a domain where change does not happen easily; cf. Longobardi’s
inertial theory (2001). Still, some properties are more resilient than others."

The question I address here is: When syntactic properties are particularly
resistant, what causes them nonetheless to change? My focus is on grammatical
phenomena I consider to be part of the syntactic core, primarily OV/VO order and V2
(verb-second placement). This terminological choice calls for a justification since the
core-periphery distinction, proposed by Chomsky (1986), is an object of controversy
(Culicover 2013). The notion of syntactic core that I adopt covers a set of properties
that are constitutive of grammatical systems and that play a crucial role in emergent
grammars. They are essential for the definition of grammatical parameters
(Chomsky 1981, 1986) and provide criteria for a typology of languages. Perhaps more
importantly, they are the first syntactic properties to emerge in first language (L1)
acquisition. Indeed, Tsimpli (2014) argues that they are acquired early because they
are syntactic core properties. It should not come as a surprise that phenomena with
these characteristics are particularly resistant to reanalysis. Parameter Theory dis-
tinguishes between macro- and microparameters, and core properties reflect mac-
roparametric options.” These are claimed to “have highly pervasive effects on the
grammatical system” and to be “unlikely to be subject to reanalysis by language
acquirers ... ” (Biberauer and Roberts 2017: 149).

In what follows, I briefly explain the role attributed to language acquisition in
diachronic change. I then summarize results of empirical acquisition studies that can
corroborate or undermine these scenarios. I finally propose grammatical and
acquisitional prerequisites for a plausible scenario of diachronic change affecting
syntactic core properties.

2 The language learner as the locus of syntactic
change

There exists broad consensus among researchers in historical linguistics, particu-
larly among those adopting a generative framework, that the language-learning child
is the main agent of change. This hypothesis is based on the fact that major alter-
ations of grammars do not happen across the lifespan of adults. To the extent that
mature grammars are at all affected by change, this concerns peripheral rather than

1 Iam grateful to Susanne E. Carroll for helpful comments, and I thank three anonymous reviewers
for constructive criticism.

2 According to a threefold categorization, they are classified as mesoparametric; cf. (Biberauer and
Roberts 2017). What matters is that mesoparameters are claimed to be less system-defining but still
pervasive in their effects on grammars and, therefore, conserved diachronically.
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core properties; cf. Sankoff (2005, 2019). Designating language learners as the locus of
change is a venerable idea in historical linguistics. Paul (1975 [1880]) argued that first
language acquisition plays a crucial role in language change, and Andersen (1973)
implemented this idea in a model of diachronic change — an inevitable conclusion in
cognitively oriented linguistic theorizing where the object of study is the mental
grammar of the individual rather than the collective knowledge of the speech
community. Consequently, the individual must be the locus of change, and if alter-
ations of fundamental grammatical properties never occur in mature grammars,
these changes must happen in the process of acquisition when learners reconstruct
the grammars underlying the primary linguistic data (PLD) to which they are
exposed.

Shifting the task of explaining grammatical change from historical linguistics to
the study of acquisition is not without consequences for the latter, for the idea of
transmission failure imposes a task on acquisition theory that stands in conflict with
its genuine research interest, namely, to explain what enables children to recon-
struct the mental grammars of their parents’ generation. Transmission failure im-
plies that learners diverge from the grammar of the previous generation in their
interpretations of constructions encountered in their linguistic environment. This
assumption contradicts the hypothesis that adequate exposure from birth is all it
takes for children to become fully competent speakers of a language and that uni-
formity of development and ultimate success are defining characteristics of L1
acquisition. This hypothesis is strongly supported by empirical findings, and reports
on acquisition failure are extremely rare in the L1 literature; cf. Meisel (2011b).
Language use of learners does, of course, temporarily differ from adult speech, but
the systems ultimately converge, and this happens very early and fast for core
syntax.

One way out of this paradoxical situation is to search for elements in the input
data that might trigger an analysis diverging from that of the parents’ generation.
Lightfoot (2006, 2017) suggested that variation in the PLD could have this effect. A
frequently defended hypothesis assumes, on the other hand, that only language or
dialect contact can produce such an effect. Note that in these cases, learners perform
correct analyses, relying, however, on “wrong” cues.

Alternatively, it has been proposed that transmission failure occurs if the in-
formation that is necessary for learners to reconstruct the previous generation’s
mental grammars is difficult to detect or partly inaccessible in the PLD. This is an
approach taken in historical linguistics over past decades: various learner-external
as well as -internal factors have been suggested that allegedly trigger reanalyses of
grammatical properties in intergenerational transmission, most importantly struc-
tural ambiguity. The idea is that the PLD contain ambiguous information, obliging
children to decide between grammatical analyses because a particular construction
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can be assigned more than one grammatical interpretation. This choice between
competing analyses is argued to be decided by the construction’s frequency of
occurrence or by its structural complexity.

These are potentially crucial factors for explanations of core syntactic changes.
Unfortunately, these scenarios refer only cursorily or not at all to insights obtained
by L1 research. They rely on grammatical arguments alone in their attempts to
identify conditions favoring novel analyses. Yet in order to make a convincing case
for transmission failure, morphosyntactic and acquisitional facts need to be taken
into account; see Meisel (2011a) or Rinke and Meisel (2009). In what follows, I will
point out shortcomings of scenarios that rely exclusively on syntactic arguments,
using the change from V2 to non-V2 as an illustration.

The ambiguity argument refers to the fact that V2 as well as non-V2 grammars
generate SVO surface order in main clauses although subject and finite verb occupy
distinct structural positions in the two grammar types, CP (V2) or TP (non-V2). Only if
a constituent other than the subject appears initially, does this underlying difference
become apparent in surface word order: in V2 languages, the subject then follows the
finite verb (XVSO), yet it precedes the verb in non-V2 languages (XSVO). A first
observation casting doubts on the ambiguity argument is that there exists no
empirical evidence from L1 research indicating that surface ambiguity of SVO se-
quences trigger reanalysis. To the contrary, it has been demonstrated again and
again that children learning a V2 language like German acquire the V2 option during
the earliest phase of syntax development, fast and virtually without errors, with no
sign of confusion; cf. Clahsen (1982) and more recently Westergaard (2008) or Tsimpli
(2014).

This is where the frequency argument kicks in. Adams (1988), for example, who
analyses OF (Old French) as a V2 language, attempts to explain the transition to non-
V2 in Modern French due to an increase in the number of SVO patterns in children’s
input during the Middle French period. Thus, the high frequency of SVO surface
strings putatively reduces the number of telltale signs for the underlying V2
grammar. Yet again, insights from L1 research do not support the claim that
increasing numbers of ambiguous patterns trigger reanalysis, as long as the number
of unambiguous ones does not drop below a critical threshold; cf. Kiparsky (1997:
464). In fact, Westergaard (2008) has shown that even children acquiring a mixed
V2/non-V2 system acquire both orders early, irrespective of very different input
frequencies.

An alternative approach combines structural ambiguity and complexity, sug-
gesting that the less complex among competing analyses wins out over the more
complex one in the course of acquisition. Roberts (1993), for example, claims that
reanalysis of French as a non-V2 language is due to the fact that verb movement to T°
is more economical than movement to C° and is, therefore, preferred, for children
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adopt a “Least Effort Strategy” (LES). LES is considered a principle of acquisition, but
it depends on a notion of economy defined in strictly grammatical terms (Economy of
Derivation). According to a more recent version (Roberts 2007: 233), learners prefer
more economical representations, defining economy in terms of the number of
formal features of functional heads (Feature Economy, FE).

Nevertheless, from an acquisition perspective, this is not a satisfactory solution
either, for difficulty of learning must be explained in terms of principles operative in
learning processes. Whether featural or derivational economy translates into
learning or processing complexity is, of course, an empirical question. It is not an
implausible hypothesis, but one that still lacks psycholinguistic support. Similar
qualms arise concerning the LES, for it is not obvious that this is indeed an acqui-
sition strategy applied in other domains, rather than an ad hoc solution for this
particular problem. Again, the necessary psycholinguistic evidence is lacking.
Moreover, empirical and theoretical considerations raise doubts about this
approach. Firstly, it is a mystery what could ever entice language learners to opt for a
less economical option if a more economical one is available. Yet children acquiring
Germanic V2 languages succeed in doing so without apparent effort, producing XVS
sequences as soon as they use multi-word utterances. This is even more remarkable
if we consider that speech directed to very young children seems to consist primarily
of main clauses, exposing learners of V2languages mostly to SVO strings. Secondly, as
pointed out by Hale (1998), in order to assign the simplest parse to an input string,
learners need to posit a numeration, determine that this numeration can converge at
LF, and posit the appropriate features on the functional heads, allowing convergence
at PF. This, however, is not a licit procedure since “Economy of Derivation is relevant
only to the evaluation of derivations involving the same numeration. It cannot,
therefore, be invoked to choose between these two competing hypotheses since they
involve different numerations.” (Hale 1998: 14). In fact, such a procedure is not only
excluded on theoretical grounds (Lightfoot 2017: 517, among others), known language
processing mechanisms may not enable children to compare and evaluate deriva-
tions either; cf. Jacobson (1998).

To avoid misunderstandings, my conclusion is not that syntactic core properties
in general or the V2 constraint in particular never change. If this were the case, we
should not find variation across languages in this respect, as we actually do. The
claim is that change of syntactic core properties happens rarely and not in inter-
generational L1 transmission triggered by structural ambiguity under the above-
mentioned conditions of decreasing frequency of telltale constructions and/or
economy of the reanalyzed option. One question that remains to be addressed is
whether L1 learners develop grammatical knowledge different from that of their
parents’ generation if at least part of the PLD contain structures that might trigger
alternative analyses, as in dialect or language contact settings. Language contact has
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indeed been claimed to be a likely condition for this to happen, and I will address this
issue in Section 3.

3 Searching for structural reanalysis in bilingual
acquisition

The principal idea pursued here is that the plausibility of any scenario of gram-
matical change must be assessed based on what is known about principles and
mechanisms of language acquisition. Considering how widely held the view is that
grammatical change happens during L1 acquisition, it is surprising that arguments in
its favor are based almost exclusively on grammatical considerations or presumed
acquisition mechanisms. In fact, the question whether empirical studies of child
language support the idea of acquisition failure in cases of structural ambiguity, low
input frequency, etc., does not meet with much interest in historical linguistics. But
the cognitive mechanisms operative in acquisition are the same today as thousands
of years ago. Consequently, what happens in acquisition today might have happened
in past centuries, and what is impossible today was impossible then. I will, therefore,
examine some results from acquisition research that shed light on the role of lan-
guage learners as agents of grammatical change, focusing on findings obtained by
studies of various types of bilingual acquisition.

3.1 The role of language contact in diachronic change

In Section 2, I argued that insights from L1 research do not support the hypothesis
according to which structural ambiguity is a crucial factor triggering reanalysis of
I-languages during acquisition, not even if structural complexity or decreasing
exposure to the PLD is taken into account. Nevertheless, frequency of exposure
cannot be ruled out as a causal factor of reanalysis, provided it refers to the acces-
sibility of cues triggering implementation of structural properties in developing
grammars, rather than to the number of occurrences of allegedly ambiguous
structures in the PLD. I will return to this issue in Section 3.2, but first I will discuss
the role of language (or dialect) contact, frequently claimed to be a prime cause of
diachronic change; cf. Thomason and Kaufman (1988).

Although language contact is possibly a relevant factor in diachronic change,
broad-ranging claims suggesting that any linguistic feature can be transferred from
any language to any other (Thomason and Kaufman 1988) are unenlightening. They
conceal the fact that multilingual settings do not necessarily result in cross-linguistic
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interaction. Agents of change, triggering factors, and vulnerable parts of grammar
need to be identified. Most importantly, one must demonstrate that observed
changes are indeed caused by language contact. Biberauer and Roberts (2017: 150)
argued that the loss of the null-subject property in the Northwestern Romance lan-
guages is an effect of contact with Germanic languages, an idea first proposed by Diez
(1882) and Thurneysen (1892). However, the Germanic influence on Old Romance
languages is far from being a well-established fact; cf. Rinke and Meisel (2009).
Rather, at least as far as word order is concerned, such influence is unlikely. Elsig
(2009) studied 13th century charters from a region where Germanic settlers sup-
posedly exerted massive influence on the Old French-speaking population during the
second half of the first millennium. His analysis led to the expected conclusion that
Middle High German was a V2 language, but it also showed that 13" century OF was a
null-subject but not a V2 language. Thus, despite extensive language contact, no
Germanic influence could be detected. The crucial point is that proponents of the
contact-hypothesis must develop a scenario where children can plausibly be
assumed to be agents of change. Referring to societal but not to individual bilin-
gualism does not suffice.

These considerations inevitably direct our attention to simultaneous bilinguals
(2L1) who appear to be prime candidates when it comes to identifying populations
likely to exhibit effects of contact-induced change. The idea is that functionally
equivalent but structurally distinct constructions in bilinguals’ languages invite
cross-linguistic interaction by which properties of grammar A are incorporated into
grammar B. Yet whereas cross-linguistic interaction affects language use of simul-
taneous bilinguals, transfer of grammatical knowledge is a negligible phenomenon;
see Meisel (2007b). Simultaneous bilinguals typically attain competences that do not
differ qualitatively from those of monolinguals; cf. Meisel 2017. They differentiate
languages from early on and are able to keep them apart during later developmental
phases. Importantly, syntactic core properties like head-complement directionality
emerge very early in both languages, i.e., when the mean length of utterances (MLU)
attains values 0f 1.75-2.0. In other words, these developments are attested as soon as
production data allow for the study of syntax. It is thus a terminus post quem non, for
comprehension studies might reveal that this knowledge is attained earlier.

Although these findings were obtained by studies investigating mostly Indo-
European languages, analyses of language pairs that included non-Indo-European
languages arrive at identical conclusions. Barrefia and Almgren (2013) investigated
the acquisition of OV and VO order in Basque and Spanish. Basque is an SOV language
with variable surface order; both SOV and SVO occur in colloquial speech. Spanish,
on the other hand, is an SVO language exhibiting mostly VO order, although OV is
possible when a focused object is placed preverbally. This study analyzed longitu-
dinal (age 1,6-3;0) as well as cross-sectional data. The longitudinal corpus comprises
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recordings of one Basque and one Spanish monolingual, as well as of one simulta-
neous Basque—Spanish bilingual. The cross-sectional corpus contains speech samples
of 49 successive bilinguals recorded at ages 5 and 8. For 30 of them, Spanish is the
family language (Sfl); first exposure to Basque happened before age 3;0 in immersion
programs. The other 19 children were raised in Basque families (Bfl) and attended
Basque preschool and school; in primary school, they were taught Spanish, and
although they live in a Basque-dominant environment, additional exposure to this
language is provided by the media and in occasional everyday interactions.

The longitudinal data revealed that the 211 child’s use of OV and VO did not differ
in either language from that of the respective monolingual. Almost identical results
were obtained for the use of Spanish by successive bilinguals. Although three Bfl
children used more OV at age 5, group comparisons show no significant differences,
neither between groups nor between recordings at ages 5 and 8. In Basque, on the
other hand, the use of OV does differ significantly between the two groups at age 5, Bfl
children using OV more frequently than Sfl children. However, the difference had
disappeared at age 8, and the Sfl children used OV significantly more often than at
age 5.

Studies like this one demonstrate that bilingual settings do not necessarily
trigger contact-induced effects on grammatical development. Not only do 2L1 chil-
dren behave like monolinguals in both languages, early successive bilinguals do not
show grammatical transfer effects either. Where differences do appear, they concern
the frequency of use of OV/VO by some children at age 5. They overuse an order that is
allowed in Basque, possibly adopting temporarily a strategy favoring the use of a
surface pattern common to both languages. At age 8, this effect has disappeared.
Thus, no trace of grammatical reanalysis was found.

My conclusion is that language contact, by itself, is not a sufficient cause of cross-
linguistic interaction affecting grammatical knowledge, contrary to what is
frequently assumed in historical linguistics.

3.2 Effects of reduced exposure to the target languages

Although research on early bilinguals has demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt
that simultaneous and early successive hilinguals typically develop native compe-
tences in both languages, this is not to say that less successful cases cannot exist. Even
if language contact is not sufficient as a trigger of change in the syntactic core,
additional factors might have this effect, for example, if exposure to one of the
languages of bilinguals is significantly reduced. After all, we have seen that reduced
frequency of exposure can result in alterations of language use. This raises the
question whether structural reanalysis happens if the prerequisites for the
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development of native competences are not met: early age of onset of acquisition,
ideally from birth, and sufficient exposure to PLD. Let me add that acquisition
research has not yet succeeded in quantifying the lower threshold for acquisition to
be successful; cf. Meisel (2019: Ch. 6.2). Thus, the only way to proceed is to examine
cases of decreasing exposure to the target PLD in order to arrive at an approximative
definition of sufficient exposure.

3.2.1 The weaker language

One scenario of possibly partial success in grammar acquisition involves cases where
one of the languages of bilinguals develops more slowly or differs in structural
characteristics from the language in monolinguals or balanced bilinguals. The
question is whether these differences reflect alterations of the attained grammatical
knowledge in the weaker language (WL).

Schlyter (1993) and Schlyter and Hakansson (1994) led the way by drawing
attention to WL development. Schlyter (1993) reported that Swedish—French bilin-
gual children sometimes fail to place finite verbs in second position in WL Swedish.
Schlyter and Hékansson (1994), therefore, argued that these hilinguals resemble
child second language learners in that they use more target deviant *V3 patterns than
monolinguals or balanced bilinguals. Note, however, that V2 emerged at the same
point of development (in terms of MLU) as in monolinguals. Moreover, V2 con-
structions were used in the WL from early on and predominantly in almost all
recordings. Thus, WL children had not failed to acquire V2 placement; rather, the
higher frequency of use of *V3 arguably reflects a failure to inhibit the stronger
language, as required in bilingual processing; see Meisel (2007a).

In other words, acquiring alanguage as the weaker one does not represent a case
of change in the attained grammatical knowledge. I, therefore, refrain from a
detailed discussion of WL research and turn immediately to findings concerning
possible reanalysis in heritage languages.

3.2.2 Heritage languages

Heritage language learners are defined in current research as bilinguals who ac-
quired the heritage language (HL) from birth, typically as a family language, and the
community language simultaneously or successively, but no later than at age of onset
(AO) 5. Crucially, the HL develops as the weaker language and the community lan-
guage as the stronger one; cf. Polinsky (2018). HL learners are thus unbalanced
bilinguals whose L1 ends up as a WL due to a significantly reduced amount of
exposure as the community language becomes dominant. This brings us back to the
question of whether WL grammars provide evidence for structural reanalysis of core
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syntactic properties, and, if this is the case, whether it can be shown to be due to
reduced exposure.

Polinsky and Scontras (2020) present a summary of research on comprehension
and production of HLs. They show that numerous grammatical phenomena are
resilient to alteration. Morphology, though, counts among the more vulnerable
areas, particularly encodings of dependency relations across structural distance, e.g.,
agreement or case marking. Syntax, on the other hand, is considerably more resil-
ient. The syntactic properties in which HLs are most likely to differ from baseline
languages are interface phenomena, either at the syntax-discourse/pragmatics
interface or between grammatical modules.

As an explanation of HL - baseline differences, Polinsky and Scontras (2020:
23ff.) suggest that HL speakers seek to reduce processing costs, a hypothesis that is
plausible and in line with earlier findings; see also Montrul (2023: 74). Recall that *V3
patterns in WL Swedish of French—-Swedish children probably result from a failure to
inhibit the stronger language. High frequency of SVO use in Basque by Spanish-
dominant successive hilinguals too can be argued to indicate an attempt to reduce
processing load, for using primarily a word order common to both languages can
serve this purpose. Moreover, psycholinguistic research suggests that SVO chains are
easier to parse than SOV sequences (cf. Weyerts et al. 2002); preference for SVO might
thus reflect efforts to reduce processing demands.

What is less plausible, however, is the claim that reduced processing results in
grammatical reanalysis, e.g., in shrinking of hierarchical structures. This is prob-
lematic in a number of ways. Firstly, a majority of studies report that divergent
constructions appear in HL speech alongside those conforming to the baseline lan-
guage, and comprehension is frequently less problematic than production, even in
areas of grammar that are particularly difficult for HL speakers, like case marking;
see Polinsky (2018: 197). This can only mean that we are looking at instances of
divergent language use again. Prime candidates as potential cases of grammatical
reanalysis are divergent constructions that are either used categorically or preferred
strongly in comprehension, like quantifier scope interpretation in English or dif-
ferential object marking in heritage Spanish; cf. Polinsky (2018: 69, 165). And yet,
secondly, even in these cases, the question remains whether a performance strategy
aiming at reduced processing costs can alter mentally represented grammatical
knowledge. The short answer is, it cannot, as a glance at language processing shows.
Sentence parsing or formulation does not require computation of the full set of
syntactic algorithms. Rather, under online time pressure, language users resort to
heuristic strategies but can rely on grammatical knowledge whenever necessary.
Thus, this knowledge does not decay, even if individuals strongly prefer processing
procedures involving structure shrinking or shallow processing (Polinsky 2018: 289—
290). At most, continued avoidance can lead to difficulty in accessing peripheral
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grammatical phenomena, as in language attrition; see below. This brings me to the
third and most important point, the developmental schedule of emerging grammars.
Recall that HLs are acquired from birth and that decreasing exposure to the HL does
not happen until later, between ages 3 and 5 or later. Consequently, alleged changes
of grammatical knowledge are instances of attrition if they happen early in (2)L1
acquisition, and they can only be cases of divergent acquisition if they are normally
acquired late. Vulnerability must thus be defined in developmental as well as
structural terms. Agreement phenomena that are acquired relatively late, like
gender marking, can, therefore, be expected to be objects of divergent acquisition, cf.
Polinsky (2018: 204-205), whereas syntactic core properties like finiteness, V2 or
OV/VO, are acquired early and are unlikely to be affected by input deteriorations,
whether in quantity or in quality.

As a preliminary conclusion: changes in the syntactic core, if they do happen in
HLs, result from attrition. Unfortunately, however, we are not yet closer to an un-
derstanding of what counts as a significant enough reduction of exposure to PLD to
trigger this effect. A look at the most dramatic scenario, total or near total loss of
exposure, might help to make progress on this issue. Such a situation occurs when
emigrants return to the country of origin and children lose contact with what used to
be their dominant language with the HL becoming dominant.

Particularly interesting findings on the fate of the formerly strong language are
presented by Flores (2010, 2012) who investigated the attrition of German in Portu-
guese returnees. She not only shows that core grammatical knowledge is not lost,
although the number of ungrammatical utterances increases considerably over time,
she also finds that age at loss of exposure is of crucial importance. Individuals who
lost contact at age eleven or later exhibited minimal attrition effects on German verb
placement as compared to those who lost contact between ages seven and eleven.
Thus, acquired grammatical knowledge needs to be stabilized; during the
entrenchment period, proficiency remains vulnerable.

In order to get a more detailed picture of attrition effects over time, it is
necessary to examine case studies. Flores (2015) reports on such a study with one
child, recorded 3 weeks and 5, 13, and 18 months after arrival in Portugal. Ana was
19 months old when she moved to Germany and 9 years when her mother returned to
Portugal with the children. At that time, German was Ana’s dominant language, but
except for the first 3 months during which she talked German with her brother, she
had no more contact with that language. First attrition effects appeared after
5 months, mostly affecting fluency and lexical retrieval. As for morphosyntax, a few
errors occurred in case and gender marking and in verb placement, but V2, OV order
and verb inflection were not affected. After 13 months, Ana’s German had deterio-
rated significantly. She experienced serious lexical retrieval problems, mixed Por-
tuguese into German and made word order errors in 43% of her utterances,
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including *V3 and *vVO (finite V, non-finite V, object), although vOV and V2 order still
predominated. The rate of correct person/number inflection on verbs dropped from
100 % to 81 % and to 70 % after 18 months. At this point, Ana was no longer able to use
German spontaneously. In elicited production, *V3 and *vVO were used more often.
The rate of case errors attained 62 % after 13 months, dropping again to 55 % after
18 months, and the rate of gender errors increased to 38 % and then to 45 %.

Attrition in children after loss of contact with the dominant language informs us
about how drastically reduced exposure affects knowledge and proficiency at an age
when mental grammars are not yet fully stabilized. These insights are transferable to
HL acquisition for HL learners are native speakers, interrupted (Montrul 2023). In
Ana’s case, attrition led to a deterioration of proficiency but not to loss of competence
or to reanalysis of morphosyntactic properties in the grammatical domain under
investigation.

We can thus conclude that HL speakers do not qualify as agents of change in the
syntactic core. Whether high error rates in peripheral domains of grammar can
trigger change is an open question. But to the extent that language contact can
accelerate diachronic change in progress (Silva-Corvalan 1994), this effect is indeed
observable in HLs; cf. Rinke and Flores (2021).

4 Successive bilingualism: Second language
speakers as agents of change

The question raised above was whether structural reanalysis happens if the pre-
requisites for the development of native competences are not met, early age of onset
of acquisition and sufficient exposure to PLD. The available evidence suggests that
drastically reduced quantity of exposure to the PLD results in high error numbers,
but not in changes of early acquired morphosyntactic knowledge. Turning to the
other factor, early onset of acquisition, we are looking at a different picture. Sum-
marizing succinctly the vast amount of research on this topic, one can say that second
language (L2) acquisition differs substantively from L1 development. What is
controversial is whether these differences indicate that L2 learners have only partial
access to Universal Grammar (UG) and must, therefore, resort to inductive learning
in cases where L1 learners are guided by UG. I will not revisit this lengthy and
inconclusive debate. It should suffice to mention the empirically well-documented
fact that morphosyntactic phenomena that emerge early in L1 development repre-
sent particularly difficult L2 learning tasks; see Meisel (2011b: Ch. 4.4).

Children acquiring L1 German, for example, initially use both OV and VO.
Yet already during this phase of variable word order, typically before age 2;0, they
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clearly prefer OV. Shortly afterward, still at around age 2;0, when most of their
utterances consist of only two words (MLU 2.0), they distinguish between finite and
nonfinite verbs, placing finite ones before objects or adverbs and moving them into
V2 position where required; cf. Clahsen (1982). Importantly, although they occa-
sionally fail to move finite elements, they do not raise nonfinite ones. Finally, they
consistently place verbs in clause-final position as soon as they use subordinates
(2;6-3,0).

L2 learners, on the other hand, treat German as an SVO language. Note that this
adherence to VO is not particular to learners whose L1 is a VO language; it is also
attested in learners who speak an OV language as L1; cf. Meisel (2011b: 105-107). Since
superficial SVO order exists in German main clauses containing a single verbal
element, the VO grammar generates target-conforming simple main clauses. Yet
when a constituent other than the subject appears in clause-initial position, the result
is ungrammatical (*XSVO), as are constructions where auxiliaries or modals are
combined with nonfinite verbs (*SvVO0). L2 learners then proceed through an
acquisition sequence that is identical across individuals yet different from the L1
sequence, cf. Meisel et al. (1981). First, they place nonfinite verbs in final position
(SvOV); successful learners take another step and invert subject and verb, mimicking
V2 (XvSOV). Interestingly, they do not carry over the knowledge about OV order to
subordinate clauses but use almost exclusively SVO order again. In naturalistic L2
acquisition, only the most successful learners reach the SV-inversion stage, and they
continue to also use *V3. Equally importantly, emergence of verb movement does not
correlate with acquisition of finiteness markers on verbs. Rather, even successful
learners place nonfinite verb forms in finite positions. In other words, the tight
connection between finiteness and verb raising in developing native grammars is
not found in the linguistic knowledge of L2 learners of German.

In sum, at least some grammatical phenomena that are acquired early and
without apparent effort by monolingual and bilingual L1 children count among the
most vulnerable ones in L2 acquisition. Non-native grammars can, therefore, differ
temporarily or permanently from native ones, even in core properties, and L2
learners are indeed possible agents of changes affecting the syntactic core, provided
they play a significant role in language transmission. McWhorter (2007) refers to
such cases as “language interrupted” and claims that L2 acquisition is the source of
reductions of structural complexity not witnessed when transmission is “uninter-
rupted” by non-native acquisition. Although he does not rely on results from
empirical L2 research, he is clearly in agreement with the hypothesis first suggested
by Weerman (1993), according to which L2 speakers are the source of structural
reanalysis; see also Kroch and Taylor (1997) and Meisel (2011a). Note that under this
scenario, change is not a result of transmission failure; it is triggered by speakers
who are themselves learners with an imperfect command of the target language.
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Thus, the triggering data are not structurally ambiguous; they rather contain
divergent evidence, structures that are not generated by the target grammar; see also
Lightfoot (1997).

Having identified L2 speakers as possible agents of diachronic change, the
question arises as of which age of onset of acquisition successive bilinguals acquire
an L2 kind of knowledge. Recent research on childhood bilingualism shows that AO
affects the course of acquisition and ultimate attainment of another language at an
earlier age than previously assumed, namely no later than between 3;0 and 4;0; see
Meisel (2009). Only some aspects of phonology and morphosyntax are subject to
maturational effects and not all of them simultaneously. Consequently, the knowl-
edge attained by early successive bilinguals is largely identical with that of L1
grammars, but it also shares crucial properties with adult L2. Later, AO increasingly
leads to similarities with L2.

Determining a turning point as of which successive bilingualism can be classi-
fied as child L2 acquisition (cL2) depends on which grammatical features are taken
into account, and it can only be approximative. However, Sopata and Dhugosz (2022),
analyzing elicited production data by Polish-German children, conclude that the
turning point for this group can be fixed at 3;0, confirming the age range of 3;0-4,0.
The grammatical phenomena affected by age-related changes include case and
gender marking and inflectional morphology as well as verb placement in main and
subordinate clauses. The fact that as of approximately AO 3;6 successive bilinguals
resemble adult L2 learners in their acquisition of finiteness and inflectional
morphology generally and was documented in previous publications; see Meisel
(2009). The same age range was established for verb placement. Sopata (2011), for
example, found that Polish-German children (AO 3;8-4;7) resemble L2 learners in
their use of German OV and V2 order. We can, therefore, conclude that successive
bilinguals exposed to the other language at age three or later qualify as potential
agents of change, not only adult L2 learners.

5 Toward a plausible scenario of diachronic
change

Since early versus late onset of acquisition is a criterion that differentiates vulner-
able properties from less vulnerable ones, it is clear that a plausible scenario of
diachronic change must take developmental schedules into account. The claim is not
that early acquired features are typically lost late, but that developmental sequences
reflect different acquisition timelines of various structural properties. Inductive
learning, involving identification of language-particular forms and extraction of
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structural information contained in the PLD, requires extensive exposure to pref-
erably salient and unambiguous input data. It is, therefore, a slower process prone to
individual variation, resulting in protracted developmental patterns. Yet language
learning children can also rely on knowledge available to them before any linguistic
experience. The activation of this genetically transmitted knowledge requires min-
imal exposure to the PLD; it, therefore, happens fast and early; cf. (Carroll 1989).

Let me illustrate how the latter kind of “learning” interacts with grammatical
properties of the phenomena to be acquired in shaping the emergence and the
resilience of morphosyntactic properties. German L1 development can serve as an
example again; cf. Clahsen (1982) and Meisel (1994). Multi-word utterances emerge at
around age 1;10 (MLU 1.75), initially combining two elements, nominal, adverbial or
verbal ones. This statement already credits children with a considerable amount of
grammatical knowledge, most importantly that lexical items extracted from the PLD
are syntactically categorized and organized. This seems to happen instantaneously
and error-free: Verbal elements never carry nominal inflection or vice versa, indi-
cating that they are indeed analyzed as syntactic categories and that category
attribution is not achieved by trial and error. This was to be expected under the
assumption that syntactic categorization, structure dependency, finiteness, etc. are
part of the genetically transmitted knowledge.

In terms of Parameter Theory (PT), the claim is that parameters and their values
are available from the start, but choosing target-conforming values requires struc-
tural information that learners must detect in the PLD. The directionality parameter
is set as soon as children begin to produce multi-word utterances, still before age 2;0.
Finite verb movement emerges immediately afterward, at around age 2;0 (MLU 2.0).
As soon as three-word or longer utterances are produced, the V2 effect is recogniz-
able, i.e., verbs are raised to the head of CP in V2 languages. Importantly, only finite
verbs are moved, indicating that [+finiteness] is part of early grammars. Crucially,
erroneous V2 placement has never been reported to occur in the speech of children
acquiring a non-V2 language, not even in bilinguals acquiring a V2 and a non-V2
language simultaneously; cf. Meisel (2011b).

Note that the setting of the directionality parameter and the linguistic behavior
of language acquirers informs us about the structural knowledge that they bring to
the acquisition task. As mentioned in Section 4, German children initially use OV as
well as VO, but OV is the preferred option from early on. This is an indication that VO
is not more basic than OV, as argued by Kayne (1994), nor vice versa. If this was the
case, we would expect to find, contrary to fact, that, universally, the basic order is
exclusively used at the initial stage.

What we do find rather supports the explanation proposed by Haider (2013).
According to his basic branching constraint (BBC), the structural build-up of phrases
is universally right-branching. This appears to favor basic OV order. However, “the
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branching restriction is independent of the linearization restriction of head and
complement, that is, head-final or head-initial order. The linearization follows from
the directionality parameter for identification by a head” (Haider 2013: 4). The choice
between the values of this parameter is of interest as a potential source of variation
and change. Haider (2013) characterizes it as a case of competition between the
structural simplicity of the configuration generated by the BBC and the processing
complexity of the linearization imposed by the parameter. OV is structurally less
complex because it is a direct instantiation of the BBC and because canonical
directionality is in harmony with the branching direction of head-final phrases. VO is
structurally more complex because it induces a shell structure and implies a
mismatch between canonical directionality and right-branching. Yet VO has a pro-
cessing advantage, for it presents the head early, thus facilitating parsing. Haider
(2013: 9) concludes that OV and VO are “equally costly or equally cheap outcomes of
cognitive selection for parser friendliness, otherwise one of the two types would have
vastly outnumbered the other in the course of grammar change over the past
millennia.”

This equilibrium also seems to exist in L1 acquisition where one might have
expected parsing to work in favor of VO since parsing simplicity is crucial for
learnability, and SVO is apparently easier to parse than SOV. Such a bias actually
exists in L2 acquisition where learners commonly misanalyse OV languages as VO,
but never VO languages as OV. Interestingly, diachrony also tends to work in one
direction, i.e., change from VO to OV is rare. Haider (2013: 121) observes that “we lack
any evidence that an Indo-European language has ever changed from a strict SVO
language into a non-SVO language,” confirming a similar observation by Kiparsky
(1996). If correct, this corroborates the claim that (2)L1 children are not the agents of
change in directionality, for they set the parameter from early on to the target value,
even bilinguals acquiring an OV and a VO language, as in Basque-Spanish or
German-French bilingualism.

Considerations like the ones alluded to suggest strongly that a plausible scenario
of grammatical change must take developmental schedules of structural properties
into account. The ones that require minimal experience with the PLD are imple-
mented early in developing grammars. Examples mentioned include head direc-
tionality, verb movement, finiteness, and the target-conforming movement, all
implemented in emerging grammars shortly before or after age 2;0. This was to be
expected, assuming that syntactic core phenomena are instantiations of macro-
parameters that are set before microparameters; see Tsimpli (2014). More impor-
tantly, in the present context, acquisition as well as attrition studies have
demonstrated that early acquisitions are firmly entrenched in mental grammars; see
Section 3.2. In fact, variable use has only been observed during initial phases, as
mentioned above, concerning the use OV/VO. Interestingly, initial variability in verb
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raising results from an occasional failure to move finite elements, whereas nonfinite
verbs are never raised erroneously; see Meisel and Mtller (1992).

In sum, the resilience of these phenomena is a well-established and empirically
confirmed fact. However, if we want to understand why this is so, alluding to their
nature as narrowly syntactic phenomena will not suffice. A plausible scenario of
diachronic change must explain how grammatical properties interact with acqui-
sition principles and processing mechanisms, resulting in the resilience of some
phenomena and in the vulnerability of others.

6 Conclusions

The goal of this paper has been to review and assess the relevance of empirical
studies of different acquisition types for a theory of grammatical change. Based on
the observation that certain fundamental structural properties are resistant to
diachronic change and do not change across the lifespan of adult native speakers, an
increasingly popular hypothesis in historical linguistics regards language acquisition
as the source of alterations in these grammatical areas, identifying L1 learners as
agents of diachronic change. Arguments in support of this idea consist almost
exclusively of plausibility assumptions derived from principles offered by the
adopted theoretical framework. This raises the question whether empirical findings
of acquisition research can corroborate this hypothesis and ensuing claims.

The conclusion to be drawn from the review of research on first language
acquisition is that the quest for change of syntactic core properties in L1 development
has not been successful. As pointed out by Roberts (2017), change must be well-
motivated. Yet neither structural ambiguity nor opacity constitute the required
triggering factor, not even in combination with increasing frequency of ambiguous
constructions or with decreasing frequency of unambiguous ones. Nor does low
structural complexity of an alternative analysis suffice as motivation, not even if it
could be shown to imply reduced processing complexity. I am, therefore, led to the
conclusion that for reanalysis to happen in the syntactic core, the triggering infor-
mation must be contained in the PLD, as suggested by cue-based approaches
(Lightfoot 2006, 2017). This is why bilingualism has been claimed to be a possible
setting for syntactic change to happen, assuming cross-linguistic interaction within
individuals when the alternative trigger is offered by the other language. Yet this
effect is not found in simultaneous or early successive bilinguals who normally do
not differ from L1 children in course and ultimate attainment of acquisition. Lan-
guage contact is thus not a sufficient cause either.

Weaker languages, on the other hand, do exhibit grammatical properties that
deviate from L1 norms. Here, however, alterations are not triggered by the other
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language. Rather, they result from insufficient exposure to the target PLD, as is also
argued to be the case with heritage languages. They differ from the baseline in
morphological and syntactic properties, and such differences are possible sources of
diachronic change; cf. Polinsky (2018) or Montrul (2023). Yet although HL speakers
are potential agents of morphosyntactic change — these alterations do not involve
reanalysis of syntactic core properties.

In sum, the quest for evidence of change of fundamental properties of grammar
has led to the conclusion that age of onset of acquisition is a crucial factor and that
only second language acquisition exhibits such effects. Non-native grammars can
indeed differ from native ones in core properties, and L2 learners are, therefore,
possible agents of such changes, provided they play a significant role in language
transmission. This need not imply that they are a socially dominant group within a
speech community. The perhaps most likely setting for this to happen is when child
or adult L2 speakers provide a significant part of L1 children’s input. Thus, L2
speakers are not only themselves potential agents of diachronic change, they can also
cause (2)L1 children to become agents of change affecting core properties.

References

Adams, Marianne. 1988. Parametric change: Empty subjects in Old French. In David Birdsong &
Jean-Pierre Montreuil (eds.), Advances in Romance linguistics, 1-16. Dordrecht: Foris.

Andersen, Henning. 1973. Abductive and deductive change. Language 49. 765-793.

Barrefia, Andoni & Margareta Almgren. 2013. Object-verb and verb-object order in Basque and Spanish
monolinguals and bilinguals. International Journal of Bilingualism 17. 337-356.

Biberauer, Theresa & Ian Roberts. 2017. Parameter setting. In Adam Ledgeway & Ian Roberts (eds.), The
Cambridge handbook of historical syntax, 134-162. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Carroll, Susanne. 1989. Language acquisition studies and a feasible theory of grammar. Canadian journal
of Linguistics 34. 399-418.

Chomsky, Noam. 1981. Lectures on government and binding. Dordrecht: Foris.

Chomsky, Noam. 1986. Knowledge of language: Its nature, origin and use. New York: Praeger.

Clahsen, Harald. 1982. Spracherwerb in der Kindheit: Eine Untersuchung zur Entwicklung der Syntax bei
Kleinkindern. Tubingen: Narr.

Culicover, Peter. 2013. Grammar and complexity: Language at the intersection of competence and
performance. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Diez, Friedrich. 1882°. Grammatik der romanischen Sprachen. Drei Theile in einem Bande. Bonn: Weber.

Elsig, Martin. 2009. Verb second effects in Old French: Evidence for a verb second grammar? Hamburg:
University of Hamburg, unpublished manuscript.

Flores, Cristina. 2010. The effect of age on language attrition: Evidence from bilingual returnees.
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 13. 533-546.

Flores, Cristina. 2012. Differential effects of language attrition in the domain of verb placement and object
expression. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 15. 550-567.



DE GRUYTER MOUTON Acquisition as the locus of change =—— 49

Flores, Cristina. 2015. Losing a language in childhood: A longitudinal case study on language attrition.
Journal of Child Language 42. 562-590.

Haider, Hubert. 2013. Symmetry breaking syntax. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hale, Mark. 1998. Diachronic syntax. Syntax 1. 1-18.

Jacobson, Pauline. 1998. Where (if anywhere) is transderivationality located? In Peter Culicover &
Louise McNally (eds.), The limits of syntax, 303-336. New York: Academic Press.

Kayne, Richard. 1994. The antisymmetry of syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1996. The shift to head-initial VP in Germanic. In Hoskuldur Thrainsson, Samuel Epstein &
Steve Peter (eds.), Studies in comparative Germanic Syntax II, 140-179. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1997. The rise of positional licensing. In Ans van Kemenade & Nigel Vincent (eds.),
Parameters of morphosyntactic change, 460-494. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kroch, Anthony & Ann Taylor. 1997. Verb movement in Old and Middle English: Dialect variation and
language contact. In Ans van Kemenade & Nigel Vincent (eds.), Parameters of morphosyntactic
change, 297-325. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lightfoot, David. 1997. Catastrophic change and learning theory. Lingua 100. 171-192.

Lightfoot, David. 2006. How new languages emerge. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lightfoot, David. 2017. Imperfect transmission and discontinuity. In Adam Ledgeway & Ian Roberts (eds.),
The Cambridge handbook of historical syntax, 515-533. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Longobardi, Giuseppe. 2001. Formal syntax, diachronic minimalism and etymology: The history of French
chez. Linguistic Inquiry 32. 275-302.

McWhorter, John. 2007. Language interrupted: Signs of non-native acquisition in standard language
grammars. New York: Oxford University Press.

Meisel, Jurgen. 1994. Getting FAT: Finiteness, agreement and tense in early grammars. In Jirgen M. Meisel
(ed.), Bilingual first language acquisition: French and German grammatical development, 89-129.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Meisel, Jirgen. 2007a. The weaker language in early child bilingualism: Acquiring a first language as a
second language? Applied Psycholinguistics 28. 495-514.

Meisel, Jurgen. 2007b. On autonomous syntactic development in multiple first language acquisition. In
Heather Caunt-Nulton, Samantha Kulatilake & I-Hao Woo (eds.), Proceedings of the 31st Boston
University Conference on Language Development, 26-45. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press.

Meisel, Jirgen. 2009. Second language acquisition in early childhood. Zeitschrift fiir Sprachwissenschaft 28.
5-34.

Meisel, Jirgen. 2011a. Bilingual language acquisition and theories of diachronic change: Bilingualism as
cause and effect of grammatical change. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 14. 121-145.

Meisel, Jurgen. 2011b. First and second language acquisition: Parallels and differences. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Meisel, Jurgen. 2017. Bilingual acquisition: A morphosyntactic perspective on simultaneous and early
successive language development. In Helen Cairns & Eva Fernandez (eds.), Handbook of
psycholinguistics, 635-652. New York, NY: Wiley Blackwell.

Meisel, Jurgen. 2019. Bilingual children: A guide for parents. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Meisel, Jurgen, Harald Clahsen & Manfred Pienemann. 1981. On determining developmental stages in
natural second language acquisition. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 3. 109-135.

Meisel, Jirgen & Natascha Miiller. 1992. Finiteness and verb placement in early child grammars: Evidence
from the simultaneous acquisition of two first languages: French and German. In Jirgen Meisel (ed.),
The acquisition of verb placement: Functional categories and V2 phenomena in language acquisition,
109-138. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Montrul, Silvina. 2023. Native speakers, interrupted. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



50 — . M. Meisel DE GRUYTER MOUTON

Paul, Hermann. 1975 [18801. Prinzipien der Sprachgeschichte, 9th edn. Tubingen: Niemeyer [Halle a.S.:
Niemeyer].

Polinsky, Maria. 2018. Heritage languages and their speakers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Polinsky, Maria & Gregory Scontras. 2020. Understanding heritage languages. Bilingualism: Language and
Cognition 23. 4-20.

Rinke, Esther & Cristina Flores. 2021. Portuguese as heritage language in Germany: A linguistic
perspective. Languages 6. 10.

Rinke, Esther & Jirgen Meisel. 2009. Subject-inversion in Old French: Syntax and information structure. In
Georg Kaiser & Eva-Maria Remberger (eds.), Proceedings of the workshop on null-subjects, expletives,
and locatives in Romance, 93-130. Konstanz: University of Konstanz: Working Paper 123.

Roberts, Ian. 1993. Verbs and diachronic syntax: A comparative history of English and French. Dordrecht:
Kluwer.

Roberts, Ian. 2007. Diachronic syntax. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Roberts, Ian. 2017. Inertia. In Adam Ledgeway & Ian Roberts (eds.), The Cambridge handbook of historical
syntax, 425-445. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sankoff, Gillian. 2005. Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies in sociolinguistics. In Ulrich Ammon,
Norbert Dittmar, Klaus Mattheier & P. Trudgill (eds.), An international handbook of the science of
language and society, 1003-1013. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Sankoff, Gillian. 2019. Language change across the lifespan: Three trajectory types. Language 95.197-229.

Schlyter, Suzanne. 1993. The weaker language in bilingual Swedish-French children. In
Kenneth Hyltenstam & Ake Viberg (eds.), Progression and regression in language: Sociocultural,
neuropsychological and linguistic perspectives, 289-308. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schlyter, Suzanne & Gisela Hdkansson. 1994. Word order in Swedish as the first language, second
language and weaker language in bilinguals. Scandinavian Working Papers on Bilingualism 9. 49-66.

Silva-Corvalan, Carmen. 1994. Language contact and change: Spanish in Los Angeles. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Sopata, Aldona. 2011. Placement of infinitives in successive child language acquisition. In Esther Rinke &
Tanja Kupisch (eds.), The development of grammar: Language acquisition and diachronic change,
105-121. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Sopata, Aldona & Kamil Dtugosz. 2022. Age of onset effects in child bilingual acquisition: Identifying the
turning point. GEMA Online journal of Language Studies 22. 1-23.

Thomason, Sarah & Terrence Kaufman. 1988. Language contact, creolization and genetic linguistics.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Thurneysen, Rudolf. 1892. Zur Stellung des Verbums im Altfranzésischen. Zeitschrift fiir Romanische
Philologie 16. 289-307.

Tsimpli, Ianthi. 2014. Early, late or very late? Timing acquisition and bilingualism. Linguistic Approaches to
Bilingualism 4. 283-313.

Weerman, Fred. 1993. The diachronic consequences of first and second language acquisition: The change
from OV to VO. Linguistics 31. 903-932.

Westergaard, Marit. 2008. Acquisition and change: On the robustness of the triggering experience for
word order cues. Lingua 118. 1841-1863.

Weyerts, Helga, Martina Penke, Thomas Miinte, Hans Jochen Heinze & Harald Clahsen. 2002. Word order
in sentence processing: An experimental study of verb placement in German. Journal of
Psycholinguistic Research 31. 211-268.



	Bilingual acquisition as the locus of syntactic change
	1 Introduction
	2 The language learner as the locus of syntactic change
	3 Searching for structural reanalysis in bilingual acquisition
	3.1 The role of language contact in diachronic change
	3.2 Effects of reduced exposure to the target languages
	3.2.1 The weaker language
	3.2.2 Heritage languages


	4 Successive bilingualism: Second language speakers as agents of change
	5 Toward a plausible scenario of diachronic change
	6 Conclusions
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


