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Outline

• Illusions, Ambiguity and Language Processing

• Economy in processing: Locality

• The problem of cross-linguistic variation in parsing

• The role of grammatical variation: Syntax and semantics of

(Pseudo) Relatives Clauses

• PR-first Hypothesis

• Experimental Results

• attachment questionnaire

• acceptability judgment

• self-paced reading

• eye-tracking

• sentence completion
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Seeing the invisible

Figure 1: The Cornsweet Illusion 4



Seeing the invisible

Figure 2: The Cornsweet Illusion, covered and revealed 5



Adelson 1995: Checkershadow Illusion

Figure 3: Adelson’s Checkershadow illusion. 1995, Edward H. Adelson.

6



When the same looks different
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When the same looks different
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When the same looks different

For an explanation of the effect see:

http://persci.mit.edu/gallery/checkershadow/description
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Ambiguity in vision

Figure 4: An ambiguous picture of a young lady or an old woman
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Seeing the invisible

• illusions and ambiguities are interesting because they show us the

functioning of the mind

• they allow us to see how we never simply register information from

outer space

• we constantly and automatically build internal representations of

external stimuli, applying laws that put some order on the incoming

stimuli

• these representations are built on increasingly complex levels, which

resist reduction to lower level explanations
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Hearing the inaudible

• Going back to language, we find ourselves facing very much the

same problems:

Language is a shared illusion

• Take for example the continuous nature of speech

• Where are the boundaries between words?
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Hearing the inaudible

This is just the simplest possible case, think of how:

• sentences are parsed into words,

• categories assigned,

• phrases formed,

• dependencies built,

• silent categories postulated . . .
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Hearing the inaudible

• As we see the invisible, (i.e. we apply internal rules that shape and

assign a sense to what we see) we hear the inaudible

• Exposed to the physics of speech our brain “hears” far beyond

what’s in the physical signal and out of conscious control

• Understanding the inaudible, and how it is built, is (more or less)

what the study language processing, and more generally of

(psycho)linguistics, is all about
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Ambiguity in language processing

I’m a linguist, I love ambiguity more than most people

• Ambiguity resolution window into language processing

• One of the problem the language processor has to solve is to choose

between different analyses of the same ambiguous utterance
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Garden Paths
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Incrementality

• Garden Path effects show that when we hear or read connected

words we immediately start projecting syntactic structure

• This phenomenon is known as incrementality

• Most evidence for incremental syntactic processing (parsing) comes

from the study of the processing of ambiguity.
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Economy in Sentence processing

• Resolving ambiguities involves making choices between alternative

structures

• One reasonable assumption:

• When resolving ambiguities, The parser chooses the first available

analysis (Frazier 1987)

• That is: the parser applies principles of economy
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Economy in Sentence processing

Locality is one well-studied principle of economy

(1) Late Closure: (Frazier, 1979)

If grammatically permissible, attach new items into the clause or

phrase currently being processed (i.e., the clause or phrase

postulated most recently).

(2) John said that Bill arrived yesterday.

a. John [vp said [cp that [ip Bill [vp arrived yesterday]]]].

b. John [vp said [cp that [ip Bill [vp arrived]]] yesterday] .
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Garden path theory

Late Closure is a general principle that applies across different categories

(examples from De Vincenzi and Job 1993):

• adverbs:

John said that Bill arrived yesterday

• particles:

Joe called the friend that had smashed his new car up

• possessives:

I met the boy whom Sam introduced to Mary ’s friend

• PPs:

John read the note, the memo, and the letter to Mary

• PPs (more):

A gift to a boy in a box (Abney, 1998)

• Reduced Relative Clauses (reduced-RCs):

Il vino dello zio allungato con l’acqua

The wine of the uncle diluted with water
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Relative Clause attachment

RC attachment is another domain of application of Late Closure:

(3) Someone shot the maid of the actress [that was on the balcony].

a. Someone shot the maid of the actress [that was on the balcony].

b. Someone shot the maid of the actress [that was on the balcony].
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Asymmetries in RC Attachment

Cuetos and Mitchell (1988): Speakers of different languages show

different preferences for RC attachment

Someone shot the maid of the actress [that was standing on the balcony]

Algúien disparó contra la criada de la actriz [que estava en el balcón]
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LA Languages

Arabic Abdelghany and Fodor (1999); Quinn et al. (2000)

Basque Gutierrez-Ziardegi et al. (2004)

*Bulgarian Sekerina et al. (2003)

Chinese Shen (2006)

English

Cuetos and Mitchell (1988); Mitchell and Cuetos (1991),

Gilboy et al. (1995); Fernández (2003),

Frazier and Clifton (1996)

*German Augurzky (2005); Murray et al. (2000)

Norwegian Ehrlich et al. (1999)

*Portuguese Miyamoto (1999)

Romanian Ehrlich et al. (1999)

Swedish Ehrlich et al. (1999)

Table 1: Summary of studies reporting LA for the languages indicated. Note:

“*” precedes contrasting results.
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HA Languages

Afrikaans Mitchell et al. (2000)

*Bulgarian Sekerina et al. (2003)

Serbo-Croatian Lovrić (2003)

Dutch
Brysbaert and Mitchell (1996); Mitchell and Brysbaert (1998),

Mitchell et al. (2000); Desmet et al. (2002)

French
Mitchell et al. (1990); Frenck-Mestre and Pynte (2000),

Zagar et al. (1997); Colonna et al. (2000), Colonna and Pynte (001a)

Galician Fraga et al. (2005)

*German Hemforth et al. (1996, 1998), Hemforth et al. (2000b)

Greek Papadopoulou and Clahsen (2003)

Italian De Vincenzi and Job (1993, 1995)

*Portuguese
Ribeiro (1998, 2005), Maia and Maia (2001),

Maia et al. (2006), Miyamoto (2005)

Russian Sekerina (1997, 2004)

Spanish

Cuetos and Mitchell (1988); Carreiras and Clifton (1993),

Carreiras and Clifton (1999); Cuetos et al. (1996),

Gibson et al. (1999); Igoa et al. (1998),

Gilboy et al. (1995); Mitchell et al. (1990)

Table 2: Summary of studies reporting HA for the languages indicated.
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Asymmetries in RC attachment

• These findings at odds with uniform LOCAL / low attachment

preference found for other structures in the same languages (e.g.

PPs) i.e. strength of local attachment (Phillips and Gibson, 1997).

• They lead to question the universality of parsing principles, in

particular of Right Association (Kimball, 1973) / Late Closure

(Frazier, 1979) / Recency (Gibson, 1991) / Merge Right (Phillips,

1996);

• They pose serious problems to theories of acquisition and processing

(Fodor, 1998a,b);
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Asymmetries in RC attachment

We could abandon Locality and or assume that it is subject to a certain

degree of parametrization.

However . . .
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Asymmetries in RC attachment

Cross-linguistic variation in parsing principles is highly problematic:

• Children need to parse the language they hear to acquire its

grammar.

• This will be very hard, if not impossible, if principles of parsing have

to be acquired themselves.

• Principles of parsing can hardly be acquired as long as there is no

grammar to base this process on.
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Asymmetries in RC attachment

“The whole explanatory project [. . . based on the hypothesis that the

processing mechanism is fully innate and applies differently to different

languages only to the extent that their grammars differ . . . ] is in peril

because of the discovery that Late Closure is not universal.”

(Fodor, 1998a, p. 285)
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Asymmetries in RC Attachment

• Several factors have been shown to influence RC-attachment in

similar ways across languages, including syntactic, pragmatic,

prosodic and individual differences in memory span

(De Vincenzi and Job, 1993; Hemforth et al., 1998, 2000b,a; Konieczny and Hemforth, 2000;

Gilboy et al., 1995; Frazier and Clifton, 1996; Fodor, 1998a,b; Swets et al., 2007, a.o.),

• Residual (significant) asymmetries still observable across languages

once these factors are controlled for.

• Today’s account aims at completing, not replacing, previous

accounts.

29



The role of Pseudo Relatives

(Grillo, 2012; Grillo and Costa, 2014):

• Asymmetric availability of Pseudo Relatives confounded previous

work on RC attachment:

• In Spanish (and other High Attachment languages) RCs are string

identical to so called Pseudo Relatives (PRs), i.e. a type of Small

Clause.

• Other languages, including English, do not allow PRs.
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Pseudo Relatives

Pseudo-relatives (PRs) are constructions found in many languages that

look superficially like RCs but are comparable to an English Small Clause:

(4) a. Jean
J.

a
has

vu
seen

Bolt
Bolt

qui
that

courait.
ran.impf.

(French)

‘John saw Bolt running’

b. Jean
J.

l’a
him.has

vu
seen

qui
that

courait.
run.impf.

‘John saw him running.’

c. *John saw him that was running.

. . . Also available in Spanish, Greek, Dutch, Catalan, Galician, Asturian,

Serbo-Croatian, Greek, a.o.
(Radford, 1975; Kayne, 1975; Graffi, 1980; Burzio, 1986; Guasti, 1988, 1992; Luigi; Cinque, 1992; Grillo and Costa, 2014; Grillo and

Moulton, tted, 2016; Rafel, 1999; Casalicchio, 2013, a.o.).
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RCs vs. PRs: Structure

(5) Jean
J.

a
has

vu
seen

l’homme
the’man

qui
that

courait.
run.IMPF.

‘John saw the man (that was) running.’

Relative Clause

(6) V′

saw DP

the NP

man CP

that ran

Pseudo Relative

(7) V′

saw SC

DP

the man

CP

that ran
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RCs vs. PRs: Meaning

Relative Clause

John saw the man that runs

∃e [see(e) & experiencer(e)(John) &

stimulus(the unique man that ran)(e)]

Pseudo Relative

John saw the man running

∃e∃e’[see(e) & experiencer(e)(John) &

stimulus(e’)(e) & run(e’) & agent(e’)(the

man)]

note: Simplified syntax/semantics, see Moulton and Grillo (2015); Grillo and Moulton

(2016).
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Asymmetries between RCs and PR/SC

Property RCs PRs SCs

Long distance ‘gap’ 3 7 7

Refers to individuals 3 7 7

Available w. objects 3 7 7

Available w. Rel. Pronouns 3 7 7

NP modifier 3 7 7

Conjunction with RC 3 7 7

Conjunction with SCs 7 3 3

Refers to events 7 3 3

Available in SC environments 7 3 3

Available w. Proper Names 7 3 3

VP modifier 7 3 3

Aspectual restrictions 7 3 3

Tense restrictions 7 3 3

Restrictions on matrix V 7 3 3
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Obligatory ”High Attachment” with PRs

With PRs & SCs, NP1 is the only accessible subject

(8) a. Jean a vu [PR le fils de l’homme qui courait.]

b. John saw [SC the son of the man running.]

V′

see SC

NP1

the son1 PP

of NP2

the man2

CP

(that was) running
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PR-first Hypothesis

(Grillo, 2012; Grillo and Costa, 2014) When PRs are available they will

be preferred over RCs.

Everything else being equal:

A. Low Attachment preference is observed, across languages and

structures, with genuine RCs, i.e. when PRs are not available.

B. High Attachment preference is observed in languages and structures

which allow for a PR reading.
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PR-first Hypothesis

(Grillo, 2012; Grillo and Costa, 2014) Why?: PRs are structurally and

interpretively simpler than RCs

• PRs (SCs) have simpler syntax /semantics than RCs

• PRs, but not RCs, are relevant for the main assertion (cf.

Relativized Relevance, Frazier 1990)

• PRs carry fewer unsupported presuppositions than RCs, e.g. they do

not require a contrast set (Crain and Steedman, 1985; Altmann and

Steedman, 1988)

On generalized RC avoidance see also Staub et al. (2018)
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PR-first Hypothesis

Testing the Hypothesis

• Cross-linguistic survey of previous results

• Direct Testing:

• Techniques: questionnaires, self-paced reading, eye-tracking,

sentence completion

• Languages Tested: Italian, English, French, Greek, Spanish,

European Portuguese
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PR availability and RC-attachment across languages

• To the extent that a distinction between High vs. Low Attachment

languages is meaningful

• There is a tight relation between Attachment preference and

PR-availability

Language Attachment PRs

English Low *

Romanian Low *

Basque Low *

Chinese Low *

Norwegian Low *

Spanish High 3

Galician High 3

Dutch High 3

Italian High 3

French High 3

Serbo-Croatian High 3

Japanese High 3

Korean High 3

Greek High 3

Portuguese High 3

German High/Low *

Russian High/Low *

Bulgarian High/Low *
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How do we test for PR-effects?

• One way to test PR-availability effects on RC-attachment is to

manipulate the properties of the Matrix Verb

• Not all verbs allow PRs
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Constraints on PR availability

PRs, and eventive SCs, are allowed with perceptual verbs, but not

with stative predicates:

(9) a. Jean
J.

a
has

vu
seen

Bolt
B.

qui
that

courait.
run.impf.

‘John saw Bolt running.’

b. *Jean
J.

vivait
lived

avec
with

Bolt
B.

qui
that

courait.
run.impf

‘*John lived with Bolt running.’

V-Type keeps Complex-NP+RC identical & manipulate ±PR
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Effects of PR-availability within a language

Attachment Questionnaire

Contrast:

(10) a. Gianni ha visto il figlio del medico che correva. perceptual

John saw the son of the doctor that was running.

b. Gianni vive con il figlio del medico che correva. stative

John lives with the son of the doctor that was running.
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Effects of PR-availability within a language

Attachment Questionnaire

Contrast:
a. John saw the son of the doctor that was running. perceptual

b. John lives with the son of the doctor that was running. stative

Italian
(Grillo and Costa, 2014, Cognition 133)

0.00
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0.50
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1.00

PR RC
condition

at
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Mean HA per Condition

PR RC

Eventive Stative

78.6% HA 24.2% HA

Coefficient SE z-score p-value

-3.95604 0.51992 -7.609 < .0001
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Comparable results from other PR-languages

• French (Grillo et al., 2015c,d,b; Pozniak et al., 2019)

• Greek (Grillo and Spathas, 2014)

• Portuguese (Grillo et al., 2012a,b, 2013a,b; Fernandes, 2012; Tomaz et al.,

2014; Costa et al., 2016; Fernandes, 2021)

• Spanish (Grillo et al., 2012b; Aguilar and Grillo, 2016, 2018, 2021; Aguilar,

2020; Aguilar et al., 2021)
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PR-availability or plausibility?

(Grillo et al., 2015a, Cognition 144):

• RC-Attachment appears largely influenced by PR-availability

• PR-availability, however, covaries with semantics of the main

predicate (e.g. perceptual vs. stative).

• Essential to test a nonPR language (e.g. English) to assess whether

predicate distinction alone can account for the results (cf. Rohde

et al. 2011).
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Effects of PR-availability within a language

Attachment Questionnaire

Contrast:

(11) a. John saw the son of the doctor that was running. perceptual

b. John lives with the son of the doctor that was running. stative
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PR-availability or plausibility?

(Grillo et al., 2015a, Cognition 144)

English Italian
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Beyond PRs: events-first

Preference for Small Clause over Restrictive reading (or for events over

entities) also found comparing reduced RCs and:

• Eventive Small Clauses in English (Grillo et al., 2015a, Cognition

144)

• Prepositional Infinitive Constructions in European Portuguese

(Fernandes, 2012; Grillo et al., 2013a, CUNY )
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Summary

• When PRs/SCs are not available, LA is found across languages and

structures (all else being equal)

• When PRs/SCs are available, High Attachment is found

• Differences in RC-attachment are rooted in grammatical differences
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Beyond Attachment

• Previous studies tested consequences of PR-first for RC-attachment

• It is possible to directly test PR-first in the absence of attachment

ambiguities

• How? We used Tense to force RC-reading in otherwise

PR-compatible environments

• Techniques: Acceptability, Eye-Tracking while reading, Sentence

completion
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Constraints on PRs 2: Restrictions on Tense

PRs require matching Tense between matrix & embedded V:

(12) Marie a vu l’homme qui courait. PR/RC

M. saw.PAST the man that ran.PAST .

Mismatching Tense forces RC interpretation:

(13) Marie voit l’homme qui courait. RC only

M. sees.PRES the man that ran.PAST .
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PRs are easier than RCs

Grillo (2015 CUNY ), Pozniak, Hemforth, Haendler, Santi, and Grillo (2019,

JML):

• Force RC-reading in PR-licensing environments with Tense Mismatch

• Acceptability Judgment (Italian, French, English)

• Eye-tracking while reading (French, English)

verb type tense Sample Sentence

Perceptual Match
Jean a vu la fille qui poussait la femme.

John saw the girl that pushed the lady.

Perceptual Mismatch
Jean voit la fille qui poussait la femme.

John sees the girl that pushed the lady.

Stative Match
Jean était marié à la fille qui poussait la femme.

John was married to the girl that pushed the lady.

Stative Mismatch
Jean est marié à la fille qui poussait la femme.

John is married to the girl that pushed the lady.
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Beyond Attachment

Pozniak et al. (2019); Fernandes et al. (2018): Consistent results from

eye–tracking and acceptability studies

• Forcing RC-reading leads to :

• Lower acceptability (in both Italian and French)

• Longer regression path duration at ROI

• Higher proportion of regressions-out of the ROI

• No effects with identical manipulation in globally unambiguous

RC-environments

• No effects in English (nonPR language).

Effects of PR-availability not reducible to independent interpretive

mechanisms
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Conclusions

• PR-availability modulates RC-attachment across languages

• Parsing preference for PR over RC interpretation

• PR-first accounts for residual variation in RC-attachment results not

explained by other known factors

• Cross-linguistic Asymmetries in RC-attachment are epiphenomenal

• Locality principles apply universally
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editors, Language processing in Spanish, pages 145–187, Mahwah, N.J. Lawrence Erlbaum.

Cuetos, F. and Mitchell, D. C. (1988). Cross-linguistic differences in parsing. Cognition, 30:73–105.

De Vincenzi, M. and Job, R. (1993). Some observations on the universality of the late closure strategy. Journal of Psycholinguistic

Research, 22:189, 206.

De Vincenzi, M. and Job, R. (1995). An investigation of late closure: The role of syntax, thematic structure, and pragmatics in initial

interpretation. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 21:1303–1321.

Desmet, T., De Baecke, C., and Brysbaert, M. (2002). The influence of referential discourse context on modifier attachment in Dutch.

Memory and Cognition, 30:150–157.

Ehrlich, K., Fernández, E., Fodor, J., Stenshoel, E., and Vinereanu, M. (1999). Low attachment of relative clauses: New data from

Swedish, Norwegian and Romanian. Poster presented at the 12th Annual CUNY Conference on Human Sentence Processing. New

York, NY, March 18-20.

56



References iii

Fernandes, B. (2012). Attachment preferences in Prepositional Infinitive Constructions. Master’s thesis, Centro de Lingúıstica da
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PR/RC in Production

• Question: Is PR-preference observable in Production?

• Method: Sentence completion tasks in Spanish (PR language) and

English (nonPR language)

• Participants: 40 Spanish native speakers and 40 English native

speakers

• Materials: 24 Target items /72 fillers
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Stimuli

(14) a. Perceptual matrix verb - Past/Present tense:

Ian vio/ve al dentista que. . .

Ian saw/sees the dentist that . . .

b. Stative matrix verb - Past/Present tense:

Ian trabajó/ trabaja con el dentista que. . .

Ian worked with/ works with the dentist that. . .
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Predictions

• If predictions built while reading match preferences in

comprehension, high level of regularity in a number of properties of

embedded clause (with high probability of PR-compatible

continuations) is expected under perceptuals in comparison to

statives in Spanish.

• A more heterogeneous landscape is predicted in English, with a small

modulatory role of verb-type (as in e.g. Grillo et al., 2015a).
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Analysis

Criteria employed in analysis:

Property RCs PRs SCs

Tense restrictions * 3 3

Outer aspect restrictions * 3 3

Restrictions on embedded predicate * 3 3

Restrictions on adverbial * 3 3

Available w. objects 3 * *

Table 3: Criteria distinguishing RCs and PR/SC used in the analysis
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Results Completion: Spanish & English
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perceptual stative perceptual stative

0.0

0.2

0.4

Verb Type

P
ro

po
rt

io
n 

of
 P

R
−

co
m

pa
tib

le
 c

on
tin

ua
tio

ns

Mean Proportion of PR−continuations per condition

Figure 5: Proportion of PR-compatible continuations in Spanish & English
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Results Completion: Italian
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Figure 6: Proportion of PR-compatible completions in Italian across condition

“PR-compatible” = matching the criteria for PR compatibility in Table 3
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Discussion

• Production results match results from comprehension literature

• Strong effect of PR-availability (matrix Verb-Type) in Italian and

Spanish but not English

• No difference across languages in nonPR environments (i.e. under

stative predicates)

• Difference between PR licensing and non-licensing environments

cannot be explained by a predicate semantics effect (in line with

Grillo et al. (2015a)).
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Conclusions

• PR-availability modulates RC-attachment across languages

• Parsing preference for PR over RC interpretation

• In other terms: stronger prediction for an event (rather than an

entity) after perceptual verbs

• PR-first accounts for residual variation in RC-attachment results not

explained by other known factors

• Cross-linguistic Asymmetries in RC-attachment are epiphenomenal

• Locality principles apply universally
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PRs are not Relative Clauses

(15) Italian

a. Ho
I.have

visto
seen

Gianni
Gianni

che
that

correva.
ran-impf

(PR)

‘I saw Gianni running’

b. Ho
I.have

visto
seen

il ragazzo
the

che
guy

correva.
that

(RC)
ran-impf

‘I saw the guy that was running’
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PRs are not Relative Clauses

Proper N:

(16) a. Ho visto Gianni che correva. PR / *RC

Have.I seen Gianni that run.impf.

‘I saw Gianni running.’

b. Ho visto Gianni, che correva. Appositive
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PRs are not Appositive Relative Clauses

Appositive relatives can have Proper Noun heads, but they are set off by

intonational pauses.

(17) a. *John that ran is happy. restrictive relative

b. John, who ran, is happy appositive relative
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PRs are not Appositive Relative Clauses

(18) a. *Gianni
Gianni

che
that

correva
ran-impf,

è
is

felice.
happy.

restrictive

‘Gianni who ran is happy.’

b. Gianni,
Gianni,

che
that

correva,
ran-impf,

è
is

felice.appositive
happy.

‘Gianni, who ran, is happy.’
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PRs are not Appositive Relative Clauses

But PRs do not need to be set off by pauses like this:

(19) Ho
I.have

visto
seen

Gianni
Gianni

che
that

correva.
ran-impf

(Italian)

‘I saw Gianni running’
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PRs are not Appositive Relative Clauses

• RCs cannot modify pronouns

• This is true of both restrictive and non restrictive RCs.

(20) L’ho
Him’have.1st.sing

visto
seen

che
that

correva.
ran-impf.

restrictive

‘I saw him that was running.’
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PRs do not require proper names

• Notice that we often use proper names to more easily distinguish

PRs from RCs,

• PRs, however, do not require proper names

(21) a. Ho
I.have

visto
seen

Gianni,
Gianni,

che
who

correva.
was

(Italian)
ran-impf

‘I saw Gianni, who was running’

b. Ho
I.have

visto
seen

il ragazzo
the

che
guy

correva.
that

(Italian)
ran-impf

‘I saw the boy that was running’
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PRs are not Relative Clauses

No Relative Pronouns:

(22) *Ho visto Gianni il quale correva.

Have.I seen Gianni the which run.impf.

‘I saw Gianni who was running.’

83



PRs are not Relative Clauses

(23) a. Sento
I.hear

il
the

cane
dog

che
that

abbaia.
barks.

b. Sento
I.hear

il
the

cane
dog

il
the

quale
which

abbaia.
barks.

‘I hear the dog barking’ (Casalicchio 2013)
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Restriction to subjects

(24) a. *Luigi ha visto [pr Giannii che Maria baciava ECi].

Luigi saw Gianni that Maria kissed EC.

‘*Luigi saw John Mary kissing EC.’

b. Luigi ha visto il ragazzo che Maria ha baciato <ragazzo>. RC only

Luigi saw the boy that Mary kissed.

c. Few Exceptions:

L’ho visto che lo inseguivano.

Him have seen.I that him followed

‘I saw him while they followed him.’
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Temporal Interpretation

• the time of the event describe by the PR must overlap (or be

simultaneous with) the time of the event/state described by the

matrix verb.
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Temporal Interpretation

Present matrix must combine with present PR; perfect matrix must

combine with imperfective PR.

(25) a. Vedo
I.see

Marco
Marco

che
that

corre
runs-pres

‘I see Marco running’

b. Ho
I.have

visto
seen

Marco
Marco

che
that

correva
run-impf

‘I saw Marco running’
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Temporal Interpretation

(26) a. *Vedo
I.see

Marco
Marco

che
that

correva
runs-impf

/ha
/has

corso
run

/correrà
/will.run

b. *Ho
I.have

visto
seen

Marco
Marco

che
that

corre
run-pres

/correrà
/will.run

But see Grillo and Moulton (2016) for cases in which present tense under

an experiential perfect delivers an event kind interpretation in Italian
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Temporal Interpretation

Temporal interpretation is not quite about matching though:

(27) a. Vedró
I.will.see

Marco
Marco

che
that

corre.
runs-pres

‘I will see Marco running’

b. #Vedró Marco che correrá.

I.will.see Marco that will.run.

‘I will see Marco that will run’
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Temporal Interpretation

Anaphoric T:

(28) Vedró
I.will.see

Marco
Marco

che
that

corre.
runs-pres

‘I will see Marco running’

This shows that Tense is indeed anaphoric and not just matching, as the

interpretation that ensues is the same:

→ the matrix event happens within the interval defined by the embedded

situation.
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Restrictions on outer aspect

Perfective not allowed in PRs.

(29) Ho visto Gianni che correva / *che è corso a casa.

‘I saw Gianni running / that had run home.’
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Restrictions on inner aspect

Only stage level predicates allowed

(30) a. *L’ho visto che conosce l’Inglese.

I saw him that knows English.

b. Ho
I

visto
saw

Gianni
Gianni

che
that

aveva gli occhi rossi
had

/
the

*aveva gli occhi blu.
eyes red / had the eyes blue.
‘I saw Gianni with red eyes / *with blue eyes.’
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Restrictions on Matrix V:

(31) a. Ho
I.have

incontrato
met

Gianni
the

che
boy

correva
that ran.

‘I met the boy running.’

b. *Vivevo
I.lived

con
with

Gianni
the

che
boy

correva.
that ran.

‘I lived with the boy that ran.’
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PRs are not Relative Clauses

None of these restrictions hold of RCs:

(32) a. Vedo
I.see

il
the

ragazzo
guy

che
that

corre
run-pres

/correva
/run-impf

/ha
/has

corso
run

/correrà
/will.run
‘I see the guy that is running/was running/has run/will run.’

b. Ho
I.have

visto
seen

il
the

ragazzo
guy

che
that

corre
run-pres

/correva
/run-impf

/ha
/has

corso
run

/correrà
/will.run

‘I have seen the guy that is running/was running/has

run/will run.’
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