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Boskovic¢ (2008; 2012) argues that languages with and without articles differ con-
siderably with respect to the structure of the nominal domain (among other dif-
ferences), leading to a distinction between DP (languages with articles) and NP
(article-less) languages. Namely, DP languages are proposed to have a functional
layer (DP) above the NP where articles are presumed to be positioned, while lack-
ing definite articles indicates the absence of this functional layer in a language,
allowing for bare NPs. This structural difference has semantic and syntactic conse-
quences, one of which is the (im)possibility of left branch extraction (LBE) of ad-
jectives and adjective-like elements out of the nominal domain. Specifically, while
LBE is allowed in NP languages, is it disallowed in DP languages (Boskovi¢ 2008;
2012). While (dis)allowing LBE is fairly straightforward in languages in isolation,
here, I extend this test to mixed DP/NP structures resulting from Romanian/Serbian
code-switching (CS). Following the DP/NP language distinction, I consider Roma-
nian to be a DP language, disallowing LBE, and Serbian an NP language, allowing
LBE. Consequentially, I apply the LBE of adjectives from internal and external ar-
guments of the verb, with switches at various points in the derivation. I show that
LBE is reliable in determining the points where CS occurs, whether we are dealing
with an NP or a DP projection, but also in showing that mixing two languages may
not necessarily result in a uniform system. In other words, through LBE, the struc-
tural flexibility resulting from different points of CS indicates that CS, like LBE, is
highly contextual and sensitive to phases and phasal domains.
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1 Introduction

CoDE-swITCHING (CS) represents the alternation of elements from two languages
during a single phrase, clause, or utterance (Poplack 1980; Gonzales Velasquez
1995; MacSwan 1999; Muysken 2000; among others). In this paper, the focus is
on the CS in Romanian-Serbian bilinguals from a small, culturally Romanian
town in the Republic of Serbia. In this paper, CS constructions, just like con-
structions belonging to any other natural language, are undergoing tests based
on grammaticality judgements of bilingual native speakers. Specifically, here I in-
vestigate how relevant CS constructions that contain elements from Romanian
(a DP language) and Serbian (an NP language) fare with respect to LEFT BRANCH
EXTRACTION (LBE) of adjectives out of the TRADITIONAL NOUN PHRASE (TNP).!
Given that LBE is allowed in NP but not DP languages (Uriagereka 1988; Bos-
kovi¢ 2008; 2012), the combination of elements belonging to the two parameter
settings (DP/NP) has consequences on the (im)possibility of LBE in CS. More
importantly, I show that LBE is a reliable test to (i) identify which parameter
setting prevails in certain environments, (ii) identify points of CS, and (iii) show
that CS, like LBE, is contextual and it depends on the elements that participate
in the switch during a spell-out domain.

The paper is organized as follows. §2 provides the demographics, methods, and
type of data used for this study. In §3, basic assumptions and relevant LBE back-
ground are introduced. §4 gives the background of the relevant CS construction
to introduces the main questions addressed in this paper, and §5 investigates LBE
in CS. Finally, §6 concludes the paper and offers future research directions.

For ease of exposition, I will follow the common practice of marking elements
from the two languages uniformly throughout the paper; in CS examples, Roma-
nian elements will be in bold, and Serbian in italics.

2 Data and methods

Data for this study was gathered in the course of several years. Examples found
in this paper are extracted from speech produced by Romanian-Serbian bilingual
speakers from a culturally Romanian town called Uzdin, in Vojvodina, Serbia. The

The term traditional noun phrase covers both NP and DP, whichever applies in a given lan-
guage, assuming the so called DP/NP parameter. Under the particular approach of Boskovi¢
(2014), the TNP in languages with articles is DP, and in article-less languages it is NP. TNP
is generally considered a phase, consequently, DP is a phase in DP languages, while NP is a
phase in NP languages.
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15 Extract to unravel: LBE in Romanian/Serbian code-switching

methods of data gathering include interviews targeting spontaneous production,
elicitation, and grammaticality judgements.

Uzdin is one of the several towns in Serbia where the Romanian language,
culture, and customs have been highly preserved and nurtured. The author has
interviewed 8 subjects, with the age mean of 27. All subjects have at least a col-
lege degree, and have attended K-8 grades in Romanian, and high school and
college in Serbian. This Romanian community is highly bilingual with a lot of
code-switching occurring on a daily basis.

3 Relevant background

3.1 General assumptions

There are two underlying assumptions in this paper. The first is broad, referring
to the approach and analysis of CS constructions. As argued by some authors
(Gonzales Velasquez 1995; Bhatia & Ritchie 1996; den Dikken 2011; Bandi-Rao &
den Dikken 2014), I do not assume CS to impose restrictions that apply to CS con-
structions alone. Rather, given that participating languages are natural languages
that adhere to UG principles, I treat CS in the same way. The second assumption
is specific, concerning the language pair in question. Following Boskovié¢ (2008;
2012), I consider Romanian and Serbian to differ with respect to whether they
have or lack definite articles, consequently, whether they have or lack the DP
layer.

3.2 DP/NP languages and left branch extraction

According to Bogkovi¢ (2008; 2012), languages with and without articles differ
in a systematic way. Empirically, having the NP or the DP parameter setting set
has shown to have consequences not only on the structure of the TNP, but on a
number of different syntactic and semantic phenomena, as well. This has allowed
for the investigation of numerous crosslinguistic differences and similarities on a
structural level. Boskovié¢ (2008; 2012) presents a number of generalizations that
group languages based on the presence of absence of definite articles. The one
relevant for current purposes is given in (1):

(1) Only languages without articles may allow left branch extraction.

2For a more detailed overview discussing the subjects, data, and methods, I refer the reader to
Petroj (in prep).
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While I will only focus on the generalization in (1), I refer the reader to Boskovic¢
(2008; 2012) for a comprehensive list of generalization with discussions.

As stated, one of the tests used to capture the crosslinguistic asymmetry be-
tween DP and NP languages is LBE of adjectives and adjective-like elements out
of the TNP, with the generalization that LBE may only be allowed in NP lan-
guages Boskovi¢ (2008; 2012). Starting with the Slavic language family, only Bul-
garian and Macedonian disallow LBE, and these are the only two languages that
have (definite) articles. In Romance, the only language that allows LBE is Latin,
and this is also the only Romance language that lacks articles. A very impor-
tant example that contributes to the LBE generalization is the case of Finnish,
discussed in Franks (2007). Namely, Finnish is an article-less language and it al-
lows LBE. Interestingly, as articles started to develop in colloquial Finnish, LBE
constructions immediately became very marginal and unacceptable. We see a
similar case of variation among a single language in Ancient Greek, where the
languages belonging to two different periods pattern differently with respect to
the presence of articles, and, therefore, to LBE as well. Koine Greek has articles
and disallows LBE, while LBE was used productively in Homeric Greek — which
lacks articles. There are a few more languages that allow LBE, and these are: Mo-
hawk, Southern Tiwa, Gunwinjguan (Baker 1996), Hindi, Bangla, Angika, and
Magahi. These are all article-less languages.

Moving on to concrete examples, while LBE is disallowed in English (a DP
language) (2), and in Spanish (a DP language) (3), it is allowed in Serbian (an NP
language) (4):*

(2) *{Expensive; / Those} he saw [yp t; cars]. (Boskovic 2008)

(3) a. *Supuestas; investigaba [pp t; estafas].
alleged.pL.F used.to.investigate.1sG frauds.pL.F
‘Tused to investigate alleged frauds. (Spanish, Riqueros 2013)

b. *Profesionales; ofrecia [pp traducciones t].

professional PL.F used.to.offer.1pL  translations.pL.F
‘Tused to offer professional translations.  (Spanish, Riqueros 2013)

4) {Skupa / Tay} je vidio [np t1 kola].
expensive.sG.F that.sG.F be.Aux.3sG seen.sG.M Ccar.sG.F
‘He saw {an expensive / that} car’ (Boskovic 2008)

3There is an additional requirement for a language to allow LBE — and this is agreement be-
tween the noun and the adjective. This, in turn, answers the question of why Chinese, that
has very poor agreement morphology, disallows LBE even though it lacks articles. I will not
be concerned with this requirement in this paper.

4Note that LBE is not possible with non-agreeing adjectives in Serbian (see Bogkovi¢ 2013).
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As predicted, English (a DP language) disallows, while Serbian (an NP language),
allows LBE. To account for the contrast from above, Boskovi¢ (2013; 2014) pro-
poses a contextual approach to phases in which the highest phrase in the ex-
tended domain of a lexical head acts as a phase. NP and DP languages then differ
with respect to the phasal boundaries. Specifically, NP is a phase in NP languages,
while DP is a phase in DP languages. Furthermore, assuming that the edge of
each phase is visible to the next phase (Chomsky 2001), i.e., it can be available
for extraction and movement, the adjective then occupies significantly different
positions relative to the phasal edge in NP and DP languages. This is illustrated
in (5), where the adjective is at the edge the TNP phase in NP languages (5a) and
extraction of the adjective is allowed, versus DP languages in (5b), where DP is
the phase, and the adjective is not at the edge of the TNP phase (the TNP being
DP in this case). In order to be available for movement, the adjective has to move
to DP due to the Phrase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) (Chomsky 2001), but the
movement is blocked by antilocality, which requires the AP movement to cross
a full phrase. In the case of (5b), AP does not cross a full phrase, only a segment.

(5) a. NP languages b. DP languages
NP DP
\/AA\IP Sp(\D'
s

When this is applied to Romanian and Serbian, the outcome is clear. Serbian (NP)
allows LBE as in (6), and Romanian (DP) disallows it, as in (7):

(6) a. Vidio je {skupa / ta} kola.
seen.sG.M be.AUX.35G expensive.SG.F that.sG.F car.sG.F
‘He saw {an expensive / that} car. (Boskovi¢ 2008)
b. {Skupa / Tar} Jje vidio [np 1 kola].
expensive.sG.F that.sG.F be.Aux.3sG seen.sG.M car.sG.F
‘He saw {an expensive / that} car. (Boskovi¢ 2008)
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(7) a Am vazut {scumpe / scumpe-le}
have.AUx.1sG seen.PTCP expensive.PL.F expensive-the.PL.F
automobile.
cars.PL.F
‘I saw {expensive / the expensive} cars. (Petroj in prep)
b. *{Scumpe, / Scumpe-le;} am vizut

expensive.PL.F expensive-the.PL.F have.AUX.1SG seen.PTCP
[pp t; automobile].
cars.PL.F
Intended: ‘T saw {expensive / the expensive} cars’  (Petroj in prep)

Structurally, this looks as follows: In Serbian, the LBE of adjectives (located in
SpecNP) takes place through one movement out of the NP, as in (8a). In Roma-
nian, however, a more complex movement is required. First, in order for the ad-
jective to reach SpecDP, the AP (that has previously merged with D° through
Affix Hopping) has to proceed through SpecDP, which is the edge of the phase;
only then would it be visible for further movement. The first movement, however,
is blocked, by antilocality.® This is illustrated in (8b).°

(8) a. Serbian (NP language) b. Romanian (DP language)
NP DP
AP NP LSpec D’
skupa kola NP
‘expensive’  ‘car’ /\
AP NP

scumpe  automobile
‘expensive’ ‘cars’

While affairs are clear in Romanian and Serbian in isolation, the mixed parameter
settings in Romanian/Serbian CS poses an important question with respect to

SThere are accounts where Romanian APs move to SpecDP (this is why they can precede the
article, see Abney 1987; Dobrovie-Sorin 1993; Ungureanu 2006; a.o.). These accounts face a
problem: if movement to SpecDP is possible, APs should be allowed to move out of DPs, too.

SFor the complete analysis of definite article being hosted by the noun or the adjective, I refer
the reader to Petroj (in prep).
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which setting prevails in the relevant CS constructions; DP or NP. To address
these issues, I will examine LBE of adjectives in CS, starting with simple transitive
constructions. However, before testing LBE, the next section offers facts about
elements participating in the CS TNP that are relevant in understanding the LBE
of adjectives in CS.

4 Relevant code-switching background

As mentioned, Romanian and Serbian differ with respect to the DP/NP parameter
setting — Romanian being a DP (having articles) and Serbian an NP language
(lacking articles).

(9) a. [pp-ul [np examen]] A examen-ul
the.sc.m exam.sG.M exam.sG.M-the.sG.m
‘the exam’
b. [np ispit]
€Xam.sG.M

‘an/the exam’

Following Boskovi¢ (2008; 2012) and the numerous generalizations that group
languages according to the DP/NP parameter, Romanian and Serbian bring two
clashing constructions and parameter settings interacting into combined struc-
tures. Although CS occurs on various levels (cf. Petroj in prep), the relevant con-
struction is represented in (10):

(10)  teski ispit-ul
difficult.LF.sG.M exam.sG.M-the.sG.M
‘the difficult exam’

In this construction, the elements that participate in CS are the Romanian definite
article -ul, the Serbian noun ispit, and the Serbian adjective teski. The counter-
parts of Romanian and Serbian constructions are illustrated below in (11a) and
(11b) respectively:

(11) a. greu-l examen
difficult.sc.m-the.sG.M exam.sG.M
‘the difficult exam’
b. teski ispit
difficult.LF.sG.M exam.sG.M
‘the difficult exam’
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Being either an NP or a DP language has additional consequences. In this case,
it means different ways in which a language can express definiteness. Specifi-
cally, while Romanian expresses definiteness through definite articles on nouns
(12a) or adjectives (12b), Serbian has an alternative way of obtaining definite ver-
sus indefinite interpretation. As illustrated in Table 1, Serbian has two lexical
forms for adjectives: short form (sr) and long form (LF). These two forms are con-
sidered by some authors (Aljovi¢ 2002; Despi¢ 2011; Tali¢ 2014) to correspond
to definite/specific (13a) and indefinite/non-specific (13b) interpretations, respec-
tively.’

Table 1: Serbian shoft form vs. long form adjectives

Short form Long form
Masculine nov nov-i
Feminine nédv-a nov-a:
new.sF new.LF
(12) a. examen-ul greu

exam.sG.M-the.sG.M difficult.sc.m
‘the difficult exam’

b. greu-l examen
difficult.sc.M-the.sG.M exam.sG.M
‘the difficult exam’

(13) a. teski ispit
difficult.LF.sG.M exam.sG.M
‘the difficult exam’
b. tezak ispit
difficult.sF.sG.M exam.sG.M
‘a difficult exam’

What is most striking about the constructions like (10) is the combination of ele-
ments that is not found in either of the participating languages.® In other words,

7For current purposes, I will simplify matters a bit and will consider the long vs. short form con-
trast to impose a definite vs. indefinite NP interpretation, respectively. For relevant discussion,
see Aljovi¢ (2002); Despi¢ (2011); Tali¢ (2014); Stankovié¢ (2015); a.o.

8For a comprehensive analysis and account of the CS TNP and the interaction of Romanian
definite articles, Serbian nouns, and Serbian adjectives, I refer the reader to Petroj (in prep).
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the resulting structure is a combination of two definiteness-related elements — a
Romanian definite article and a Serbian long-form (definiteness-imposing) adjec-
tive — in one TNP. Although coming from languages with different architectures,
the elements form a cohesive and productive mixed structure. Given that both
languages can express definiteness separately and that both definite elements are
allowed in a single construction raises the question about the underlying struc-
ture of cases like (10). Specifically, does the resulting construction have the DP
layer like in Romanian, or is it an NP construction like in Serbian?

Although having the definite article in the structure should indicate the pres-
ence of the DP layer, the fact that CS represents a mixture of (in this case) two
parameter settings does not necessarily point towards the dominance of either
one of the participating languages. On the one hand, the presence of the definite
article may indicate that there is, in fact, a DP layer in (10), and that -ul is posi-
tioned in D°. One the other, given that all three elements (D, N, and A) undergo
agreement in CS (Petroj in prep), the definiteness may be licensed by the Serbian
long-form adjective, and the DP layer may not exist.” One way to confirm that
the DP layer indeed exists in this type of construction is by turning to the con-
textual approach to phases. Recall that this approach says that any phrase can
be a phase, as long as it is the highest in its domain. As seen above, the edge
of the phase is available for further actions, while the rest of the construction
is frozen inside the phase. That being said, there are two possibilities regarding
the status of the CS TNP: (i) if there is no DP and the highest phrase in the TNP
domain is NP, the adjective is in SpecNP and it should be extractable, allowing
for the possibility of LBE; (ii) if there is a DP layer present, i.e. DP is a phase, the
adjective being in SpecNP would make it too deeply embedded for extraction
(only SpecDP being visible as the edge of the phase); LBE, in this case, will not
be allowed.

To test this, the next session focuses on the LBE from the CS TNP from internal
and external arguments respectively.

5 Left branch extraction in code-switching

5.1 Left branch extraction in Romanian and Serbian

As LBE is a reliable test for identifying the DP/NP parameter setting of a natural
language, the same test is applied to CS constructions that include structures like
(10), repeated below as (14).

By agreement, I refer to the forms that the adjective and the article take relative to the gender
of the noun.
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(14) teski ispit-ul
difficult.LF.sG.M exam.sG.M-the.sG.m
‘the difficult exam’

Recall that as predicted by the generalizations in Boskovi¢ (2008), Romanian,
being a DP language, disallows LBE and Serbian, an NP language, allows it. This
is illustrated in (6) for Serbian and in (7) for Romanian, repeated below as (15)
and (16), respectively:

(15) a. Vidio je {skupa / ta} kola.
seen.sG.M be.AUX.35G expensive.sG.F that.sG.F car.sG.F
‘He saw {an expensive / that} car’ (Boskovi¢ 2008)
b. {Skupa / Tar} Jje vidio [np t kola].
expensive.sG.F that.sc.F be.Aux.3sG seen.sc.Mm car.sG.F
‘He saw {an expensive / that} car’ (Boskovi¢ 2008)
(16) a. Am vazut {scumpe / scumpe-le}
have.AUX.1sG seen.PTCP expensive.PL.F expensive-the.PL.F
automobile.
cars.PL.F
‘I saw {expensive / the expensive} cars. (Petroj in prep)
b. *{Scumpe; / Scumpe-le;} am vazut [pp t1
expensive.PL.F expensive-the.PL.F have.AUX.1SG seen.pTCP
automobile].
cars.PL.F
Intended: ‘T saw {expensive / the expensive} cars’  (Petroj in prep)

As seen above, facts are clear for Romanian and Serbian in isolation. In the re-
mainder of this section, LBE of adjectives will be applied to CS TNPs from tran-
sitive constructions and from the subject.

5.2 Transitive constructions

The paradigm below starts with (17), in which CS occurs within a TNP where
the verb is Romanian, the definite article is Romanian, and the noun and the
adjective are Serbian. As illustrated in (17b), LBE out of this TNP is disallowed.
In (18), the verb is still Romanian, but even a fully Serbian TNP fails the LBE test.
Interestingly, when the Romanian verb is replaced by its Serbian counterpart in
(19), LBE improves drastically. Interestingly, while the Serbian verb can take a DP
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complement in (20a), extraction of the adjective is blocked in (20b), confirming
that -ul may indeed point towards the existence of the DP layer.?

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

a.

Am trecut teski ispit-ul.
have.aux.1sG passed.prcp difficult.LF.sG.M exam.sG.M-the.sG.M
‘I passed the difficult exam.

* Teski; am trecut [ty ispit-ul].
difficult.LF.sG.M have.AUX.1sG passed.PTCP  exam.SG.M-the.sG.M
‘I passed the difficult exam.

Am trecut teski ispit.
have.Aux.1sG passed.ptcp difficult.LF.s6.M exam.sG.M
‘I passed the difficult exam.

* Teski am trecut [ty ispit]
difficult.LF.sG.M have.AUx.1sG passed.PTCP  exam.SG.M
Intended: ‘T passed the difficult exam’

Am polozila  teski ispit.
have.Aux.1sG passed.sG.F difficult.LF.sG.M exam.sG.M
‘I passed the difficult exam

? Teski; am polozila [ty ispit].
difficult.LF.sG.M have.AUX.1sG passed.sG.F  exam.SG.M
‘I passed the difficult exam.

Am polozila  teski ispit-ul.
have.Aux.1sG passed.sG.F difficult.LF.sG.M exam.sG.M-the.sG.M
‘T passed the difficult exam’

* Teski am polozila [ty ispit-ul].
difficult.LF.sG.M have.AUX.1sG passed.sG.F  exam.sG.M-the.sG.m
Intended: ‘T passed the difficult exam’

Based on the above discussion, I take (dis)allowing LBE to indicate the presence
or absence of the DP layer. The ungrammaticality of (18b) and (20b) then indicates
that any Romanian element in the VP domain forces DP-hood on the object. What
is particularly interesting here is that although the entire TNP is in Serbian, LBE
still cannot take place. This suggests that although no Romanian D element is
present overtly, there is still a DP projection here, which is not the case in (19),

107 would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for noticing the incomplete paradigm and point-
ing out the relevance of the example in (19).

347



Vanessa Petroj

where LBE improves drastically with a Serbian verb introduced in the structure.
Additionally, the paradigm in (17)-(20) confirms that regardless of the verb being
Romanian or Serbian, the presence of a Romanian element in the object position
will always have the DP layer.

Given that both Romanian and Serbian verbs can occur and take either a Ro-
manian or a Serbian complement in CS, data from above indicates that Romanian
verbs must take a DP complement even in CS as in (21a), while a Serbian verb
can take either an NP complement as in (19b), or a DP complement, as in (21b).

(21) a. Am trecut {examen-ul / ispit-ul /
have.AUx.1sG passed.PTCP examsG.M-the.sG.M examsG.M-the.sG.Mm
*ispit}.
exam.sG.M
(Intended:) ‘T passed {the exam / the exam / an/the exam}.

b. Am poloZila  {examen-ul / ispit-ul /
have.AUx.1sG passed.sG.F examsG.M-the.sG.M examsG.M-the.sG.M
ispit}.
exam.sG.M

‘T passed {the exam / the exam / an/the exam}’
We then have the generalization in (22):!

(22) Romanian verbs must take a DP complement, while Serbian verbs can
take either a DP or an NP complement.

I will now test the LBE of adjectives out of a ditransitive construction. Examples
in (23) and (25) represent fully Serbian sentences with the LBE of the possessor
out of the indirect object (I0) in (23b) and direct object (DO) in (25b). As expected,
Serbian being an NP language, LBE is allowed in both cases. In contrast, when a
Romanian object is introduced into the structure in (24) and (26), LBE out of the
Serbian object in (24b) and (26b) leads to ungrammaticality.?

The pattern of certain elements allowing DP or NP arguments seems to extend beyond the VP
domain, specifically, with respect to CS of conjuncts and coordinated structures. I refer the
reader to Petroj (in prep) for more examples and more detailed explanation.

12Pe in (24) is a dummy preposition assigning the accusative to its complement. It is comparable
to the Spanish g, illustrated in (i).

(i) Lo vimos a Juan.
him.crL.Acc.M saw.IPL A Juan
‘We saw John! (Spanish; Jaeggli 1986)
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Moja  drugarica predstavlja  svom prijatelju
my.NoM friend.NoM introduce.3sG her.poss.REFL.DAT friend.DAT
Jovana.

Jovanacc

‘My friend introduces Jovan to her friend’

Svomy moja  drugarica predstavlja
her.Poss.REFL.DAT my.NoM friend.NoM introduce.3sG
[np t1 prijatelju] [np Jovanal.

friend.DAT Jovan.acc
‘My friend introduces Jovan to her friend’

Moja  drugarica predstavlja  svom prijatelju
my.NoM friend.NoMm introduce.3sG her.Poss.REFL.DAT friend.DAT
pe Jovan.

PE Jovan

‘My friend introduces Jovan to her friend’

* Svomy moja  drugarica predstavlja
her.Poss.REFL.DAT my.NoM friend.NoM introduce.3sG
[np t prijatelju] [op pe Jovan].

friend.pDAT PE Jovan
Intended: ‘My friend introduces Jovan to her friend’

Moja  drugarica $alje svoju knjigu ~ mom
my.NoM friend.NoM send.3sG her.poss.REFL.ACC book.Acc my.DAT
bratu.
brother.pAT
‘My friend sends her book to my brother’
Svojuy moja  drugarica Salje [np t1 knjigu]
her.poss.REFL my.NoM friend.NoM send.3sG book.acc
[Np mom  bratu].

my.DAT brother.pDAT
‘My friend sends her book to my brother’

Moja  drugarica $alje svoju knjigu
my.NoM friend.NoM send.3sG herposs.REFL.ACC book.acc
fratelui meu.

brother.pAT my

‘My friend sends her book to my brother’
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b. * Svoju moja  drugarica $alje [np 1 knjigu]
her.ross.REFL.ACC my.NOM friend.NOM send.3sG book.acc
[pp fratelui meu].

brother.pAT my
Intended: ‘My friend sends her book to my brother’

(24) and (26) show that when one object is in Romanian and the other in Serbian,
LBE is not allowed even when the LBE is attempted out of the TNP that contains
Serbian elements only. This is especially interesting since LBE was allowed once
a Serbian verb was introduced into the structure in (19). (24) and (26) indicate
that any Romanian element (not just the verb) in the vP/VP domain blocks LBE.
With respect to the DP/NP status, it seems like both objects are DPs when one
object is in Romanian. These examples then indicate that no structural mixing
regarding the categorical status is allowed between the objects in a double object
constructions (where one object would be an NP and one object a DP); if one
object is a DP, both must be DPs. Consequently, if vP is considered a phase, the
following generalization can be made:!

(27) No mixing of the categorical status of the TNP within a spell-out domain,
where the spell-out domain is a phasal complement.

13 An anonymous reviewer pointed out an interesting question about the generalization in (27),
namely, that having a Romanian low/VP-adjunct after a Serbian ditransitive construction like
the one in (i) might reveal additional (counter)evidence for the structure of mixing within
the spell-out domain. While the sentence in (i.b) is only marginally acceptable, the subjects
reported challenges in processing the sentence, rather than in grammaticality, which can be
assigned to prosodic factors of a fully Serbian LBE construction. I leave CS of adjuncts for
future research.

(i) a. Moja drugarica Salje svoju knjigu  mom
my.NoM friend.NoM send.3sG her.poss.REFL.ACC book.ACC my.DAT
bratu cu avion-ul.

brother.nAT with plane.sc.m-the.sc.m
‘My friend sends her book to my brother via plane’

b. ? Svojuy moja  drugarica Salje [Np t1 knjigu]  [Np mom
herposs.REFL.AcC my.NOM friend.Nom send.3sG book.acc my.DAT
bratu] cu avion-ul.

brother.pAT with plane.sc.m-the.sc.m
‘My friend sends her book to my brother via plane’
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5.3 Subject

Given that having a Romanian element in either IO or DO blocks LBE from the
other object (even when the other object is entirely in Serbian) it is important to
test the extent of influence of the Romanian DP on the rest of the structure.

In the examples below, (28) represents a fully-Serbian example, with the pos-
sessor being extracted from the subject in (28b). This being a fully Serbian con-
struction, LBE is allowed.

(28) a. Tvrdis da moja  drugarica predstavija  Petru
claim.2sG that my.Nom friend.NoM introduce.3sG Petar.pDAT
Jovana.
Jovan.acc
“You claim that my friend introduces Jovan to Petar.

b. Moja; tvrdis da [np t1 drugarica) predstavlja  [np Petru]
my.NoM claim.2sG that friend.NoM introduce.3sG Petar.pAT
[np Jovanal.

Jovan.Acc
“You claim that my friend introduces Jovan to Petar.

Interestingly, when a Romanian element is introduced as the DO in (29) and as
the 10 in (30), LBE out of a fully-Serbian Subject is permitted in both cases, as in
(29b) and (30Db).

(29) a. Tvrdis da moja  drugarica predstavlja  Petru pe Jovan.
claim.2sG that my.NoM friend.NoM introduce.3sG Petar.DAT PE Jovan
‘You claim that my friend introduces Jovan to her friend’

b. Moja;  tvrdis da [np t1 drugarica) predstavlja  [np Petru]
my.NoM claim.2sG that friend.NoM introduce.3sG ~ Petar.pAT
[op pe Jovan]
PE Jovan

‘You claim that my friend introduces Jovan to her friend’

(30) a. TvrdiS da moja  drugarica Salje svoju
claim.2sG that my.NoMm friend.NoM send.3sG her.Poss.REFL.ACC
knjigu  fratelui meu.
book.acc brother.pAT my
‘You claim that my friend sends her book to my brother’
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b. Moja; tvrdis da [np t; drugarica) Salje
my.NoM claim.2sG that friend.noM send.3sG
[Np sVoju knjigu] [pp fratelui meu].
her.ross.REFL.ACC book.Acc brother.pAT my
‘You claim that my friend sends her book to my brother.

These data contrast with (24) and (26) where the introduction of a Romanian
internal argument blocked LBE out of the other internal argument. In contrast,
LBE out of the subject is not affected by CS in the internal arguments of the verb.
Based on these examples, the following generalizations can be made:

(31) A Romanian internal DP argument forces DP-hood to the internal
argument of the verb, but not to the external one.

(32) No mixing of the categorical status of the TNP within a spell-out domain,
where the spell-out domain is a phasal complement.

Notice also that a Romanian external DP argument does not force DP-hood on a
Serbian internal argument, as indicated by the possibility of LBE in (33):

(33) a. Elev-ul a polozio teski
student.sG.M-the.sG.M have.AUx.35G passed.sG.M difficult.LF.sG.M
ispit.
exam.sG.M

“The student passed the difficult exam’
b. ? Teski elev-ul a polozio
difficultLr.sc.M student.sG.M-the.sc.M have.AUx.35G passed.sG.M
[np t1 iSpit].
exam.sG.M
“The student passed the difficult exam’

6 Conclusions and further research

Due to the DP/NP difference between Romanian and Serbian, LBE has proven
reliable in determining the points where CS may occur, but also in showing that
mixing two languages may not necessarily result in a homogenous DP or NP
system. In other words, this variant of CS shows flexibility when it comes to ele-
ments that are switched, but also regarding what parameter setting will prevail
depending on when CS occurs in the derivation. When it comes to the interaction
between Romanian and Serbian elements, the following generalizations hold:
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1. Romanian verbs must take a DP complement, while Serbian verbs can take
either a DP or NP complements.

2. A Romanian internal DP argument forces DP-hood onto the internal argu-
ment of the verb, but not onto the external one.

Importantly, LBE has also shed light on the flexibility of the CS construction
to navigate through parameters.

3. No mixing of the categorical status of the TNP is allowed within a spell-out
domain, where the spell-out domain is a phasal complement.

We can assume then that the vp/VP spell-out domain may look something like
(34), whereby CS below the vP-level affects the entire phasal domain, but not the
area above it:

(34) vP
S v
V0

VP
10 Vv’
& DO

Finally, more research needs to be done to correctly predict the points of CS in
other langauges with different spell-out domains/phasal boundaries in order to
unravel the rules and constraints, and identify the exact points of CS.

Abbreviations

ACC accusative NOM nominative
AUx auxiliary PTCP participle
cL clitic PL plural

DAT dative POSS  possessive
F feminine REFL reflexive

LF long form SG singular

M masculine SF short form

353



Vanessa Petroj

Acknowledgements

For helpful comments, I am thankful to Zeljko Bogkovi¢, as well as the audi-
ence and the three anonymous reviewers of FDSL 12. I am also grateful to Neda
Todorovi¢ for constructive conversations. For judgements, I would like to thank
Teodora Fize$an, Daniel Neda, Xenia Oalge, and Kristina Georgijev.

References

Abney, Steven. 1987. The English NP in its sentential aspect. MIT Doctoral disser-
tation.

Aljovi¢, Nadira. 2002. Long adjectival inflection and specificity in Serbo-Croatian.
Recherches linguistiques de Vincennes 31. 27-42.

Baker, Mark C. 1996. The polysynthesis parameter. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Bandi-Rao, Shoba & Marcel den Dikken. 2014. Light switches: On v as a pivot
in codeswitching, and the nature of the ban on word-internal switches. In Jeff
MacSwan (ed.), Grammatical theory and bilingual codeswitching, 161-83. Cam-
bridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bhatia, Tej K. & William C. Ritchie. 1996. Light verbs in code-switched utterances:
Derivational economy in I-language or incongruence in production? In Andy
Stringfellow, Dalia Cahana-Amitay, Elizabeth Hughes & Andrea Zukowski
(eds.), BUCLD 20: Proceedings of the 20th Annual Boston University Conference
on Language Development, vol. 1, 52-62.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko. 2012. On NPs and clauses. In Giinther Grewendorf & Thomas
Ede Zimmermann (eds.), Discourse and grammar: From sentence types to lexical
categories, 179-242. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko. 2014. Now I'm a phase, now I'm not a phase: On the vari-
ability of phases with extraction and ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 45(1). 27-89.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko. 2008. What will you have, DP or NP? In Emily Elfner & Martin
Walkow (eds.), NELS 37: Proceedings of the 37th Annual Meeting of the North
East Linguistic Society, vol. 1, 101-114. Amherst, MA: GLSA Publications.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko. 2013. Adjectival escapades. In Steven Franks, Markus Dickin-
son, George Fowler, Melissa Whitcombe & Ksenia Zanon (eds.), Formal Ap-
proaches to Slavic Linguistics 21: The Third Indiana Meeting 2012, 1-25. Ann Ar-
bor, MI: Michigan Slavic Publications.

354


http://dx.doi.org/10.4000/rlv.351
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9781614511601.179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/LING_a_00148

15 Extract to unravel: Left branch extraction in Romanian/Serbian
code-switching

Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by phase. In Michael Kenstowicz (ed.), Ken
Hale: A life in language, 1-52. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

den Dikken, Marcel. 2011. The distributive morphology of codeswitching. Confer-
ence handout at Bilingualism Forum, University of Illinois at Chicago.

Despié, Miloje. 2011. Syntax in the absence of determiner phrase. Storrs, CT: Uni-
versity of Connecticut dissertation.

Dobrovie-Sorin, Carmen. 1993. The syntax of Romanian. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Franks, Steven. 2007. Deriving discontinuity. In Franc Marusi¢ & Rok Zaucer
(eds.), Studies in formal Slavic linguistics: Contributions from Formal Descrip-
tion of Slavic Languages (FDSL) 6.5, 103-120. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.

Gonzales Velasquez, Maria Dolores. 1995. Sometimes Spanish, sometimes English.
In Kira Hall & Mary Bucholtz (eds.), Gender articulated: Language and the so-
cially constructed self, 421-446. New York: Routledge.

Jaeggli, Osvaldo A. 1986. Three issues in the theory of clitics: Case, doubled NPs,
and extraction. In Hagit Borer (ed.), The syntax of pronominal clitics, 15-42.
New York: Academic Press.

MacSwan, Jeff. 1999. A minimalist approach to intrasentential code switching. New
York: Garland Press.

Muysken, Pieter. 2000. Bilingual speech: A typology of code-mixing. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Petroj, Vanessa. in prep. Ignoring language barriers: Romanian and Serbian code-
switching. Storrs, CT: University of Connecticut dissertation.

Poplack, Shana. 1980. Sometimes I'll start a sentence in Spanish y termino en
espaifiol: Toward a typology of code-switching. Linguistics 18(7-8). 581-618.

Riqueros, José. 2013. Spanish nominal(ization) patterns. Storrs, CT: University of
Connecticut dissertation.

Stankovi¢, Branimir. 2015. Sintaksa i semantika odredenog i neodredenog pridev-
skog vida u srpskom jeziku. University of Kragujevac dissertation.

Tali¢, Aida. 2014. Extraordinary complement extraction. In Soohyun Kwon (ed.),
University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 20(1): Proceedings of
the 37th Annual Penn Linguistics Conference. https://repository.upenn.edu/
pwpl/vol20/iss1/34.

Ungureanu, Manuela. 2006. DP-internal structure and movement in Romanian.
Montreal: McGill University dissertation.

Uriagereka, Juan. 1988. On government. Storrs, CT: University of Connecticut dis-
sertation.

355


http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/ling.1980.18.7-8.581
https://repository.upenn.edu/pwpl/vol20/iss1/34
https://repository.upenn.edu/pwpl/vol20/iss1/34




