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Goals Background

@Difficulties in individuals with Down Svndrome have been reported for:
|

@ Investigate the comprehension and production of Subjunctive Clauses with:
(i)} Cypriot Greek (CG) children and adolescents diagnosed with Down

~ Syndrome (DS) | | omprehension of clitic and reflexive use with subjunctive I ENGLISH: [ Ten different types of complex structures
(“)! CypI‘IOt Greek children with typlcal Ianguage development (TI—D) clauses (Stathopoulou 2009) (Thordardottir et al. 2002)
5 _ _ 4 when faill ] " _ Comprehension of reflexive pronouns but not clitics and strong Comprehension of reflexives but not pronouns (Perovic 2006)
[ Record what coping strategies are used when failing to produce a subjunctive DroONoUNS (Sanoudaki and Varlokosta 2014) Production (6%) of Wh- questions, but better performance
@ Examine to what extent intellectual impairment makes it impossible to Comprehension of relative clauses, with all four conditions with comprehension (43%) (Joffe and Varlokosta 2007)

develop grammar

SS. SO. 0S. 00) # with SO being the worst I SpANISH: Morphosvntactic complexity # shorter, simple utterances
roduction of relative clauses 7 even lower rates (mean

accuracy 18%) # lowest performance with subject head-object
gap (Stathopoulou 2007, 2009) ## resolve to simple main clauses

Given previous reports of impairment with numerous complex constructions
cross-linguistically, we (would) expect poor performance with Subjunctives

Methodology Examples of Stimuli Examples of CG¢ Production
(1) VESC: Video Elicitation of Subjunctive Clauses Subjunctive Clause — Target
a. 0 Nik-o0s viep-i ton... a'. o Nik-o0s vlep-i ton ...
1 IMonolingual speakers of the Cypriot Greek variety DET.MASC.SG.NOM Nik0s-MASC.SG.NOM see.IMPF-PRES.3.SG DET.MASC.SG.ACC DET.MASC.SG.NOM Nik0S-MASC.SG.NOM See.IMPF-PRES.3.SG DET.MASC.SG.ACC
¥ IFrom both rural and urban areas, all across the country ... eaft-on tu tro-i sokolat-a. ...Nik-0 tro-i tis sokolat-es tus.
¥ | All participants had undergone auditory screening self-MASC.SG.ACC 3.MASC.SG.GEN eat.IMPF-PRES.3.SG chocolate-FEM.SG.ACC Nikos-MASC.SG.ACC eat.IMPF-PRES.3.SG DET.FEM.PL.ACC chocolate-FEM.PL.ACC  3.PL.GEN
"I Raven’s Coloured Progressive Matrices
"I Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) Relative Clause — Alternative
b.o Nik-0s vlep-i ton eaft-on ... b'.0 Nik-0s vlep-i to...
TABLE 1: Participant Information DET.MASC.SG.NOM Nikos-MASC.SG.NOM See.IMPF-PRES.3.5G DET.MASC.SG.ACC Self-MASC.SG.ACC DET.MASC.SG.NOM Nikos-MASC.SG.NOM See.IMPF-PRES.3.SG DET.MASC.SG.accC

Groups | N Age Range NV I"avaz-i ena vivli-o. ... [n]eaft-on tu [v]"avaz-I.
3.MASC.SG.GEN read.IMPF-PRES.3.5G  0ne-NEU.SG.ACC  book-NEU.SG.ACC self-MASC.SGL.ACC  3.MASC.SG.GEN read.IMPF-PRES.3.SG
‘Nikos Is watching himself read a book.’ ‘Nikos Is watching himself read.’

m (2) SPEC: Subjunctive Production Elicitation and Comprehension

NOTE: 10 CGDS partiCipantS were excluded Prime Xorevolxorefko ‘dance’
- a. I "at-a lel-i Xorep-s-1. a'. | "at-a lel-i xore[t]-1i
DET.FEM.SG.NOM Cal-FEM.SG.NOM  WaNnl.IMPF-PRES.3.5G dance-prF-DEP.3.56|  DET.FEM.SG.NOM Cat-FEM.SG.NOM Want.IMPF-PRES.3.SG dance-PrF-DEP.3.5G
1| Twelve tasks examine verbal and nominal inflectional marking and a “The cat wants to dance.’ “The cat wants to dance.’ [DS6]

number of different simple and complex syntactic structures _ — : , : .

Prime: potizo ‘water’, lulut#a ‘flowers -
TABLE 2: Experiment 1 Task | — Guided Production with Visual Stimuli b. 0 scil-os el ... b’. 0 scil-os potiz-i ...
DET.FEM.SG.NOM dOg-MASC.SG.NOM Wwant.IMPF-PRES.3.SG DET.FEM.SG.NOM dOg—MASC.SG.NOM water.iMpPF-PRES.3.SG
poti-s-I ta lulu!-"a. ... ta lulu!-"a.

Walel-PRE-DEP.J. DET.FEM.SG.A flower-eem.sG.A DET.FEM.SG.A flower-FEM.SG.A

Target W ' ' ' '

Procedure ¥ 'View a compilation of video clips on a computer screen
and produce an utterance (main+subordinate clause)

(Elicited Production  based on each video clip. Prime: troo “eat’, _ lukaniko Sausage | |
with Video Stimuli) ¥/ Main character was watching himself and his friends on C. O scil-os tel-i ... C. O scil-o ! tel-i ...
TV perform certain tasks DET.FEM.SG.NOM  00Q-MASC.SG.NOM WaNt.IMPF-PRES.3.SG DET.FEM.SG.NOM  0Q-MASC.SG.NOM want.IMPF-PRES.3.5G
N iewi ideo: . : . :
* Two viewing of video: .na fai lukanik-o. .na  fai lu[n]anik-o.

First: familiarise themselves with experimental stimuli

Second: produce the utterance
¥ | 5 seconds for test items and 10 for experimental stimuli

Number of Stimuli 13 Experimental Stimuli (+ 2 Test Items)

r A(1E-N SLJB ] o A(1E- \/| A

TABLE 3: Experiment 3 Task Il — Priming using Puppets & Visual Stimuli

Preliminary Results

Target

!!rlmlng ! Picture

_ _ _ _ GRAPH 1: Preliminary Results - Experiment 3 — Task 11
TABLE 4: Experiment 1 Task | — Production of Subjunctive Clauses

Subjunctive Clauses

Innie IS the only one who can unaerstand them

Selection) ¥ | Winnie reports what the animal said in one (intransitive V) COR INC INC% COR INC INC% 100%
or more words (transitive V) Main-Subjunctive 22 15 40.5 63 3 4.6 80%
1 Child has to produce a full main-subordinate utterance on Main-Relative 5 ] ¢ 82 3 60%
er]la:gthe ﬁnimal Wantsdto dﬁf Subjunctive 4 207 6 3 3.0 10% gmorretct
E I Child is then presented with four pictures: . 20% orrec
agent—match/action—match agent—mismatch/action—-match REIatI\_/e 4 5.0 11 3 21.4 o
agent—match/action—-mismatch, ** distractor Coordinated Clauses -- 3 100 -- -- 0.0 "1 eebs  cembd | eebs  CGTLD
! I Child has to chose the picture that matched the targeted Total 106 32 23.2 162 12 7.0 oroduction Comprehension
utterance NOTE: Results from 9 CG¢ and 10 CGy,  participants Correct 118 148 423 754
Numberof stimulifis 2 ncomect | 44 14 17 120
1 /Iltems for both experiments were randomised NOTE: Results from 5 CGq and 27 CG  participants for production
o Results from all 30 CG4 and 60 CG+  participants for comprehension
Discussion
Experiment 1 Talk | Experiment 3 Talk |1

A.! Syntactic re-organization: overall performance shows that children with DS prefer a grammatical alternative A. High accuracy rates with the comprehension of Subjunctive clauses suggest that they have the

Relative instead of Subjunctive Clause
## tendency with Subjunctives substituting for Imperatives in a different experimental task was recorded B. Analysis of older and younger children with DS may alter the accuracy rates depicted in Graph 1.
B. More freguent use of Relative instead of Subjunctive Clauses C. Participants would use imperfective instead of perfective aspect for the verb in the subjunctive clause.

Ly I
I
D. Even though the task did not encourage subject omission we do observe frequent subject drop. D. TD children exhibit higher accuracy rates for both comprehension and production.
E. Reflexive pronoun: A number of alternatives were recorded:
| tendency to use a number of alternatives, maintaining the binding relation Other alternatives: repetition of prime

‘Nikos is watching Nikos’ ‘the mister’ ‘the human’ E. Difficulty with the only prime targeting a ditransitive verb production
ton 1tio ** o Nikos vlepi ton ilio (ton Niko) to a"ori
‘Nikos is watching the same’ ‘the boy’

! Many instances in both experiments where participants would start producing the subordinate clause, omitting the main clause.
Issues and Implications

¥ Full analysis may present an entirely different picture for the production of Subjunctive Clauses, though no variation is also possible.

¥ | What does syntactic re-organization imply for the syntactic development and the grammatical system of DS in general?

¥ What are the implications of restricted cognitive abilities for the development of a fully functioning grammar, quite parallel to that of TLD — to what extent is language independent of cognition? Is the development of complex
grammatical phenomena possible in DS, despite cognitive restrictions and linguistic difficulties? Pending a full analysis of all data, a fair answer is unwarranted.

T Are differences between the two grammars enough to claim that individuals with DS have a distinct development, hence a distinct grammar?




