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The relationship between use and perception: the sa of Catalan

variants of a subject co-referential with an anteceent

In this paper, we analyse the relationship betwesenand perception of five
Catalan variants of the variatdabject co-referential with an anteceddimis

will be done by examining the results of a cloz# tad three perception surveys
answered in 1997 by 26 respondents. Two differemect constructions were
then presented as correct answers in the exevdiseh) were also evaluated in
terms of to what extent the subjects used themhandthey felt about their
grammaticality and their stylistic distribution. fE® more variants were also
evaluated in the same surveys. The result is bieaetis general agreement on the
stylistic distribution of three variants, rangingrh colloquial to formal

situations, regardless to what extent the fiveards are used.

keywords: Catalan relative pronouns; language usperception; stylistic

distribution, error analysis

1 Introduction

As not all the readers can be expected to be fanwlith the sociolinguistic situation of
Catalan, a few words about it are offered in otdggrovide some context and to help
understand the aim of this study (see Costa 2089mbre). Catalan is a Romance
language spoken in the East of Spain (includingi@aia, the Valencian Country,
Aragon and the Balearic Islands), as well as intbpartment of Pyrénées Orientales
(in France), in Andorra, and in the city of Algheno Sardinia. Since the last third of
the twentieth century, Spanish has become widadikespin Catalonia besides Catalan.
In Spain, Catalan had been excluded from the affitormal education system for
more than 40 years (1939-1980). In 1980, afteathigal of democracy to Spain, the
teaching of Catalan prescriptive grammar was ratedtat schools. In 1997, after more
than fifteen years, an evaluation of the successisteaching was deemed necessary.

Tests performed at that time ultimately led to Eret.aDi-project at Pompeu Fabra



University and the undertaking of the analysisipliytpresented in this papér.

It is well known in sociolinguistics that very oftspeakers are not consistent
when judging their own use and other people's @ifsnguage. This has to do with
attitudes which can be defined as "a psychological tendénatl/is expressed by
evaluating a particular entity with some degreéwbr or disfavor" (Eagly and
Chaiken 1998: 269-270). This paper deals with #hationship between the variants of
a subject co-referential with an antecedent in i@atand students’ attitude towards
them. This analysis entails that the conceptofectnessfacility andstyleare used.

For the purpose of this paperg@rrectvariant is one explicitly prescribed by the
official Catalan grammar (Fabra 1933) and dictign®&IEC); and conversely, an
incorrectvariant is one explicitly proscribed by these auities. As forfacility in
assessment, tihdanual for Language Test Development and Examidefgqes it as
“the proportion of correct responses” (ALTE 2017). Finally, the wordstyleis used
in this article only to refer to the level of forfitga (as can be seen below). Only three
styles are taken into account in the surveysc@llipquial (‘talking to friends or
relatives, or in informal writings"), (2prmal ('talking to a teacher in class or in
academic writings'), and (general(’both in informal and in formal situations’). hi
third category was established for respondentssma to a variant which they

considered to not have any stylistic connotation.

2Methodology, aims, and the variable with its fivevariants

As has been said earlier, this research stemstfiemeed of assessing the success of
the implementation of a normative grammar. Soiitsia to identify the prescriptive
features or constructions being difficult to leamd to use.

To carry out this analysis, a sample of 26 firskryeniversity students took two

grammatical exercises on relative clauses and arsiviieree perception surveys about



the same relative clauses and other synonymousraotisns. Our sample is one of
what Herrera, Martinez & Amengual call a "conveo®rhaphazard or accidental
sample”, which entails that our research is jusfuasi-experiment, which allows to
make remarks beyond the subjectivity. Althoughogsi not allow generalizations, it can
be a model and a reference for future works" (2@8).

In the present article, only one variable is présgna subject co-referential with
an antecedent. This variable can be implementezhst through five different variants,

which are the following constructions, analysethis paper:

(1) Aquest assumpte requereix una gestié ben planéjgad QUAL)
This matter demands a management well plapfiedde WHICH)
gestid, per tant, no pot ser confiada a qualsesdgna.

management therefore not can be entrusted to arsppe

[This matter demands a well-planned managementhwinanagement, therefore, cannot

be entrusted to any person].

(2) Aquest assumpte requereix una gestié ben plandjdalQUESTA (and thig) gestio,

per tant, no pot ser confiada a qualsevol persona.

(3) Aquest assumpte requereix una gestio ben planijca&STIO QUE (hanagement

that), per tant, no pot ser confiada a qualsevol perso

(4) Aguest assumpte requereix una gestio ben plan#ic@UE (¢hat), per tant, no pot ser

confiada a qualsevol persona.

(5) Aguest assumpte requereix una gestioé ben planijdafl QUAL (the + which 'that"),

per tant, no pot ser confiada a qualsevol persona.

While most of them are easy to use, there is orlkeyh which experience has shown to
cause difficulties, namely the construction artielgual (‘which’) + noun. This
construction is one of the prescribed constructimngabra (1933: §64.1) and DIEC

(qual). It is illustrated in (1).



This sentence was part of a cloze exercise; tharpbetween parentheses represents
the blank that was to be filled in. This cloze detesl of fourteen syntactic items, eight
of which were about relative pronouns. Becausenaiveersight in the design of item

(1), two unintended alternative variants were @lgssible as correct answers. One was

sentence (2) and the other sentence (6).

(6) Aquest assumpte requereix una gestié ben plandjdddA SEVA (and its) gestio, per

tant, no pot ser confiada a qualsevol persona.

It should be noted that the possessive construati¢®) did not appear in any of the
three subsequent surveys. And it must be takeracttount that, besides these three

variants, this variable could be expressed by ugsi€3) to (5) (with some changes):

The 26 subjects were chosen because they statestiatly speak only Catalan and they
were schooled entirely in Catalan. In additiondoeftaking the exercise and the
surveys, they had attended a university courseatal&h normative grammar. There
was no significant variation with respect to age and level education since they were
all first year students at the Faculty of Translat@and Interpreting at Pompeu Fabra
University, and most of them were women.

The participants also completed three short surabgsit the eight variables on
relative pronouns tested in the cloze. As for theable analysed in this study, a subject
co-referential with an antecedent, the surveysdsk®ong other, for attitudes to
variants (1) to (5).

Thus, once the participants took the cloze testaassvered the three surveys,
we had, on the one hand, the results of how theg aele to respond to a very
restricted item, constructions (1), (2) and (6),amdthe other hand, how they felt about

their own use, the grammaticality, and stylististdbution of these five variants. This



paper presents the degree of consistency betweantinparticipants did and what

they felt.

The first survey was about the perception theydfateir own use, with the

following options®

I: 1 use it only innformal contexts ("talking to friends or relatives, orimfiormal

writings").

F: 1 use it only informal situations ("talking to a teacher in class oréagemic

writings").

S: I alwaysuse it ("both in informal and in formal situatiohs

M: | neveruse it ("neither in informal nor in formal situarmis”).

NC: | don't know when | use it.

The sentences with the variable under analysistiohaanswers had to be

provided were the following:

(7)

(8)

(9)

La Generalitat fixa els preus dels serveis ofegt€3yemi d'Hostalers i Restauradors de
Catalunya, els quals preus sén molt competitiiscgs of services offered by the
Hostelry Guild of Catalonia are fixed by the Govaant, WHICH PRICES are very

competitive.

La Generalitat fixa els preus dels serveis ofegtdremi d'Hostalers i Restauradors de
Catalunya, preus gue s6n molt competititsides of services offered by the Hostelry
Guild of Catalonia are fixed by the Government, BR$ WHICH are very

competitive.

La Generalitat fixa els preus dels serveis ofegtd€dremi d'Hostalers i Restauradors de
Catalunya, que sén molt competitiuBrifes of services offered by the Hostelry Guild

of Catalonia are fixed by the Government, WHICH &gy competitivé.



(10) La Generalitat fixa els preus dels serveis ofegt<Gremi d'Hostalers i Restauradors de
Catalunya, els quals sén molt competitit®ides of services offered by the Hostelry

Guild of Catalonia are fixed by the Government, TWHICH are very competitivie.

(11) La Generalitat fixa els preus dels serveis ofegt<Gremi d'Hostalers i Restauradors de
Catalunya, i aquests preus sén molt competitRiscés of services offered by the
Hostelry Guild of Catalonia are fixed by the Goweent, AND THESE PRICES are

very competitivé.

The second questionnaire was about the percepteynhiad of the grammaticality of

these constructions, with the following optidns:

G: Genuine ("proper Catalan, independently of whether itither colloquial or

rather formal").
A: Ungrammatical ("impossible in Catalan, even as a Castilianism").

C: Castilianism (“interference from Spanish into Catalan, indegerly of

whether it is rather colloquial or rather formal").
NS: | don't know how to classify it."

The five sentences with the variable under analysig/hich answers had to be
provided in this questionnaire were different frdm ones for the first survey, but
including the same five variants of a subject desential with an antecedent.

The third survey was about the perception of tiessit distribution of these

constructions, with the following optios:

C: Colloquial ("talking to friends or relatives, or in informatitings").

F: Formal ("talking to a teacher in class or in academidings").

G: General ("both in informal and in formal situations").

NS: | don't know how to classify it.



Again, the five sentences with the variable in tjugstionnaire were different from the
ones of the first and the second survey, but iredutie same five variants of a subject
co-referential with an antecedent.

The results from both the cloze and the three ygrweere extracted and

quantified. These will be presented and commenteit the following sections.

3 The facility of the items of the exercise

In the field of language assessméatjlity shows how many of the respondents give
the correct answers. The relevant results abouwitid items on relative pronouns are
as follows: 3 out of 26 subjects (11.5 %) gaveititended correct answers in 8 out of 8
items; 17 out of 26 subjects (65.4 %) gave thenitkel correct answers in 7 out of 8
items; and 6 out of 26 subjects (23.1 %) gaverttended correct answers in 6 out of 8
items.

So, all 26 subjects reached at least a mark af@iect answers out of eight.
Among the three responding correctly to all eigémis, there was one of the
respondents providing the expected correct answirei item we are dealing with, the
variant article fquak noun. Seventeen subjects had a mark of 7/8; arttamg, two
gave the expected correct answer; the other fiftaied to provide the correct answer.
Five subjects gave a correct answer to this itemgrag them, three reached the highest
mark and two reached 7/8 points.

With regard to all fourteen items of the exercalesubjects reached at least a
mark of 11 correct answers out of 14. The relevesilts about the facility of the 14

items of the exercise are displayed in figure 1.
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ure 1:Number of respondents providing correct answethe 14 item cloze test.

Of the seven respondents that answered 13 out ikéri¥ correctly, two gave the
correct answer tta qual gestiq‘'whichmanagement'); the other five subjects did not
provide this answer.

The relevant results of the itdenqual gestidare as follows: five out of 26
subjects gave an answer that was considered cofiteete of them gave the expected
answer la qual gestiy with a relative construction. The other two galternative
correct constructions:aquesta gesti¢and this management’) anld seva gesti¢'and
its management'). Twenty-one out of 26 subject® gavungrammatical answer: 16
wroteaquesta('this'; without the conjunction) and 5 wradge('the').

Both the set of eight items on relative pronourd tue set of all 14 items can be
considered relatively easy to pass: all subjectsvared at least a 6 out of 8 items
accurately in the first set, and at least 11 ouhefl4 items in the second one. Both
scores are around the minimum that is usually requb pass in these kinds of tests.

In this context, the fact that only three out of2fjects gave the expected

answer la qual gestiy with a relative construction, is therefore highiyevant. It



suggests that, although the 26 subjects generastaered relative pronouns and other
syntactic issues, they did not master this constmu@t all. It must be remembered that
3 respondents provided the expected correct ansagant (1) in this papeta qual
gestig, whereas 2 respondents provided 2 unexpectedat@nswers: the variant (2) in
this paperi aquesta gestidand the variant (6) in this papefa seva gestigwhich had
to be accepted as correct.

However, with respect to the 7 subjects with as@drl3/14, only 2 of them
gave the expected correct answer; the other Sftaleeproduce this answer. So, the
correct answer to this item is not related to tighést scores in the 6 items about other

syntactic features than relative pronouns.

4 Perception of own use of the five variants

The previous analysis has shown that most of thgoredents do not use the article +
qual+ noun construction. In this section we give theuhes about this construction in
the survey about the perception of their own us@rtler to make the comparison with
the other four variants easier, the results wilbalpresented together in figure 2.
Initially we thought that establishing two groupaang the respondents in order
to be more accurate in our analysis would be rele\ollowing this classification,
there would be, on the one hand, a 'no relativeqgroonsisting of the 23 subjects who,
for one reason or another, did not use the relaisad 17 subjects provided answers
with a demonstrative adjective, five subjects pded an answer with the definite article
la, and one subject gave an answer with a possgs$aveeva gesti& ‘and its
management9.On the other hand, there would beaalgroup’ consisting of 3
subjects giving the expected correct answaeqg(al gestiy. However, given the
quantitative disproportion between the two grolgs\(s. 3), this classification has been

ruled out for systematic analysis.
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Figure 2: Perception of the own use of the fivaaras.

The most relevant facts in this case are the foligiwonly one out of the 26 subjects
stated that she habitually used articlgual + noun, and only iformal situations. The
other 25 declared theyeverused this construction. The subject who stateaguis
construction was one of those who gave the coam®tvela qual gestio

In the cloze, one subject gave the non-expecte@covariant + demonstrative
adjective + noun and 16 out of the 21 failing ikesn gave the incorrect variant @ +
demonstrative adjective + noun. This shows thae$pondents felt the use of a
demonstrative to be a correct answer, althoughdr@ wot able to link properly their
solution to the context in the item, which is whg tsolution without a conjunction was
considered incorrect. THet demonstrative adjective + noun variant was onéef t
constructions judged by the respondents in the\&gs, so we will analyse how the 26
respondents felt about this variant. The @ + dernnatige adjective + noun variant was

not included in the survey.



The results shown in Figure 2 suggest a lack cfergent among the 26
subjects with regard to ttegjuesta gestiéonstruction. They had all five different
opinions about the use of the construction, whittude opposite classifications:
informal vs. formal, and never vs. always. It isaide that 27% of them (7 subjects) did
not know when they used this variant. It can beeoked that within thgqualgroup,
two subjects stated that they used it in infornuadtexts (talking to friends or relatives,
or in informal writings); one subject explicitlyated that she did not know if she used
this structure or not.

Regarding the perception of the subjects about tvem use of the noun gue

construction, Figure 2 shows disagreement amongeggondentswith even

contradictory statements: always (5) vs. neverg8j.it can be said that there is a
general feeling of strangeness: 9 declared theyws®d it in formal settings and 9
more that they never used it.

Table 2 suggests that there is very important agea¢ on the fact thajueis
the usual variant, but with disagreement on it€sigeformality: 10 considered it
general (always) and 13 informal. The evaluatiothefconstructiota qual (‘the +
which') suggests general agreement on that it imaommon variant.

It can be observed that there are four variantsitalvbich the subjects felt sure
in their judgments: at the most, only three resgosl could not indicate when they
used these four variants. In this context, it ig/welevant that general agreements can
also be stated. First, this is the case of themggihaving in common the wogdal: 25
respondents stated that they never Uaephal gestigand 21 that they only usélqual
in formal settings. Second, it can be said thaf Hre perceived as strange variants.
Third, there is thguevariant, of which it can be said that 23 respotslperceived it as

a common construction: 13 used it informally andridicated they always used this



construction. Fourth, there is tgestié+ quevariant: 18 of the respondents perceived it
as strange, of which 9 stated they only usedfibimal settings and 9 indicated that
they never used it. And fifth, it must be highligt first, that 7respondents were not
sure when they used the demonstrative construatioesta gestidor the other

variants this group has no more than 3 respondenésldition, there is large

disagreement among the 19 respondents.

5 Perception of the grammaticality of the five varants

In this section we give the results about perceptiothe grammaticality of the five

variants. They are summarised in Figure 3.

= =
~ ~
o0
— M~
=
N genuine
=
a ungranmmatical
® castilianism
] don't know
L
=T
m m m
o~ ™~ ~
= = = = = =
laqual gestio aquestagestio  gestio que qie laqual

Figure 3: Respondents’ perception of the gramniayicd the five variants

With regard to the article guak noun construction, Figure 3 shows that four
respondents considered this construction to begprGptalan. On the contrary eighteen
respondents considered this constructingrammatical Four perceived this
construction as €astilianism i.e. they observed an interference of Spanigh int

Catalan. Only one subject did not know how to ¢fgghkis construction. There is large



agreement on the ungrammaticality of the variahictvcould be reinforced by the
subjects considering it to be a Castilianism. it ba noted that the subjects of theat
group considered this constructiganuing(proper Catalan, independently of whether it
is used, colloquial or formal).

With regard to the demonstrative constructagesta gestidhe majority of
the participants agreed that it is proper Catalarly one subject considered the
construction ungrammatical. Two participants thdugls construction to be a
Castilianism. The last two subjects did not hawe @@rception on the grammaticality of
this item. As regards theualgroup, all 3 stated that isg@nuineconstruction.

The data in Figure 3 for the nourgtte construction suggest sharp polarization
among the subjects: 46% thought that this variaag genuine and 42%that it is a
Castilianism. Likewise, they also show strong agrest (66% of the answers) on the
genuinity of variant using onlgue

There is, however, a strong agreement among thedslon the fact that tHa
qual construction is a genuine Catalan.

The subjects felt very confident in their judgmenids each of the five variants
no more than two respondents gave the answer " kloow". In this context it is very
relevant, on the one hand, that there is largeeageat on the genuineness of the
demonstrative variant, ¢d qual and ofque There is also large agreement on the
ungrammaticality of the variatd qual gestid Instead, it can be concluded that there is

polarization about whether noumgtieis genuine or not.

6 Perception of the stylistic distribution of the ive variants

The results about perception of the stylistic disttion of the five variants are

summarised in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Participants' attitudes towards the stiglidistribution of the variants

With regard to the article gual + noun construction, the first relevant informatio
Figure 4 shows is that 38% (10 subjects) felt mo¢ @bout the stylistic distribution of
this variant. This feeling of insecurity is supgaltoy the sharp polarization between
those (38%) who considered it formal and those (28%® considered it colloquial.

The data in Figure 4 show strong differences iragrent across the different
constructions. Almost 66 % of the subjects agreethe fact that the demonstrative
constructioraquesta gestiés colloquial. The data also suggest that theweiig strong
disagreement on the stylistic distribution of tle@in +queconstruction: 7 subjects
considered it colloquial, 10 considered it fornaald 8 considered it general.

Regarding the construction with ordue sixteen subjects stated that it is
general, and 10 that is colloquial; this suggesty gtrong agreement on the fact that it
Is a usual variant (but disagreement on its speffimality, colloquial or general). And
about thda qual construction, 21 subjects stated that forsnal; which suggests
general agreement on the fact that it is a nontusurant.

As with the grammaticality judgement survey, thbjsats felt very confident in

their judgments, except for the stylistic distribatof la qual gesti§with 38% not



knowing how to classify it). For the other 4 vat&the number of answers "l don't
know" was not more than 1 respondent. In this cdntés very relevant, on the one
hand, the sharp polarization about the registé gbial gestiGand "noun +qué€'’; and,
on the other hand, the large agreement about thiualness of the demonstrative and

guevariants and the strangenessaofjual

7 Discussion and conclusions

The analysis presented in this paper combinedran @&nalysis instrument (cloze test)
with three survey research tool (which could besifeed as a folk linguistics tool). It
has been carried out on only one variable, a stibgeceferential with an antecedent, of
the eight variables that the 26 subjects answerdaei same cloze test. It could be
relevant to take into account that the cloze aedhihee surveys were administered
successively, each one after the previous wasatetldrom the respondents. Thus, the
answers of the last survey (about the stylistitrithgtion) could have been influenced

by the previous ones. Table 1 gives a summaryeofébpondents’ judgments.

Table 1: Summary of the results of the attitudesesu

Variants Own use Grammaticality Stylistic distribution
La qual gestié 25 never used it. Large agreement on its Sharp polarization about the
ungrammaticality. register with 38% not

knowing how to classify it.
| aquesta gesti6  Sharp disagreement  Large agreement on its Large agreement about its
with 7 not knowing genuineness. habitualness.

when they used it.

Gestio que 18 perceived it as Polarization on its Sharp polarization about the
"strange". genuineness. register.

Que 23 perceived it as Large agreement on its Large agreement about its
usual. genuineness. habitualness.

La qual 21 only used it in Large agreement on its Large agreement about its

formal settings. genuineness. strangeness.




The fact that only 3 out of 26 respondents providegual gestian the cloze seems to
be coherent with almost absolute lack of use ahd the very general feeling of its
ungrammaticality.

As fori aquesta gestidhere is a contrast between, on the one handathéhat
a variant with a demonstrative (with or without ttenjunction) was provided by 17
respondents in the cloze and the agreement alsogeriuineness and habitualness, and,
on the other hand, the insecurity about their os& u

Regardinggestié quethere is coherence between the perception ofgereess
and the disagreements about its genuineness aitddiabss. With respect tjue there
is absolute coherence between the high degreeecdngsthe large agreement on its
genuineness and habitualness. And, atafqual, there is absolute coherence between
its use only in formal settings and the perceptibstrangeness.

Moving to general remarks about these constructitinss of all, it must be
highlighted that the fact that the 26 subjectslyansed the "I don't know" label in their
judgements: they appear in general to be very denfiin them. The conclusions about
the article +quak noun construction and theé@ +) demonstrative adjective + noun
construction were that a sample of the normatiaengnar's highest level learners and
users not only did not give as an answer the dwsstruction but even declared they
never used it. They felt it as 'non-Catalan’ amy tthd not know what its degree of
formality would be. In contrast to this situatidhe demonstrative variant would be a
more natural construction (even if the sentenag’'sfuation did not allow it) for almost
all subjects, and it is perceived as usual, andigerbut also colloquial.

In addition to these conclusions, the results ailowresent how the 26 subjects

felt about the five variants analysed in the theerreys. The noun gueconstruction is



hardly used, and there is sharp polarization att®genuineness and strong important

disagreement on its stylistic distribution. Tdugeconstruction is genuine and usual. The

la qual construction is hardly used, it is genuine but pered as non-usual.

Hence, as a general conclusion, the results ddrtlagysis of the perception of
the use, the grammaticality and the stylistic hstion of the variants of the variable
subject co-referential with an antecedent sugdpext t
. The 26 subjects stated that they hardly used thstrections with the wordual

(article +quak noun anda qual) and the noun gueconstruction, and that they

used without restrictions thé@ +)demonstrative adjective + noun aqnee

constructions.

. They felt the article fguak noun construction as 'non-Catalan' and it <)
demonstrative adjective + noun, tlaequal and thequeconstructions as
genuine; but there is sharp polarization abougtmineness of the nourngtie
construction.

. They did not know what the degree of formality led @article +quak noun and
the noun +4queconstructions could be, and they felt th&(+) demonstrative
adjective + noun construction as colloquial, gfueconstruction as usual, and

thela qualconstruction as non-usual.

In short, the variant constructions for a subjeceterential with an antecedent have the

following stylistic distribution, according to tisaibjects' perceptions:

. In colloquial communicative situations/@ +) demonstrative adjective + noun.
. In general communicative situations: tiigeconstruction.

. In formal communicative situations: thkeequal construction.

. There is no agreement on the stylistic distribubbthe article +qual + noun

and the noun gueconstructions.



The results of the study raise several new questibime first is why the prescribed
construction article guak noun is not used by the native speakers testeddthA
answer, it must be said that to know why 23 respatgidid not provid& qual gestid

in the cloze is impossible, since they were noedgkirectly. The only thing that can be
done is to recall the following facts: the 26 selgenvere compelled to fill in a blank in
a cloze; in these conditions only 3 provided thpeeted correct answer. It should not
be ruled out that some of the 17 giving the denratige construction maybe knew the
expected correct answer but preferred rather taghesdemonstrative one. These 26
subjects, at the time they took the cloze, coulddresidered students having the best
knowledge about Catalan normative grammar.

Following from the previous question we could astether the prescribed
construction is a relevant construction in the néglay usage of (young) Catalan
speakers. It must be said that this constructi@nsry marked one, in the sense that it
is a strategy to make sure the antecedent is faghby repeating this antecedent, as
can be seen in its English translation. So it isthe most usual way to refer to an
antecedent and it is only likely to be used in gyweell planned discourse, which is not
the most habitual in young speakers. This woulddieerent with the general claim of
lack of use and strangeness.

A majority (16/26) used the construction @ + dentiise + noun, which is a
proscribed, 'incorrect’ construction. Why wouldrageribed construction be used by a
majority of respondents? First of all let's see lbgsentence would be in English with
this variant (humber 2)fhis matter demands a management well planned, 8 TH
management, therefore not can be entrusted to arspp.Without the conjunction
and this construction was considered not acceptaddause it was not connected

properly in terms of cohesion. Why these 16 respatgidid not used the conjunction



is, again, just a matter of hypothesis: maybe thdyot pay enough attention to the
context.

A separate and specific survey should be carri¢doofind out what these
results say about the respondents’ attitudes tpréseribed construction, and whether
this has implications for their attitudes towardsaan prescriptivism more generally.
Our personal intention is to analyse the otherseghkative variables so we have a

broader insight in this matter.
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Notes

! This research was carried out as part of the grBjependencias gramaticales de larga
distancia: Aproximaciones teéricas i descriptiyBeLaDi) [Long grammatical
dependencies: theoretical and descriptive appragolbich formed part of the Formal
Linguistic Group of the Department of Translatiod@hilology of the Pompeu Fabra
University. This project was sponsored by the SgfaMinisterio de Educacion y Ciencia
(HUM2007-61916/FILO). For more details, see Co2@00a, 2013).

2The reason for presenting these results now idtthas not been possible to do so before. As
for the age of the data, it should be viewed atapeng to research on a very recent
historical sociolinguistic situation.

3The respondents were given the following instruttid This questionnaire aims to collect your

impressions on how you use some constructions eftney, answer, please, as sincerely as



you can. Mark each sentence with the letter whedt bxpresses when you use the
underlined constructions. If you think that you @sar more constructions in the same
communicative setting, mark them with the sametetf you do not know how to classify a
construction, mark it with the letters NC".

4 The respondents were given the following instargi "In this questionnaire you have to
decide whether the underlined constructionsGaalan or not. If you consider that they
are not Catalan, you have to decide whether theyrgrossiblein Catalan or they are
possible but they are Castilianisms. Mark eachese@t with the appropriate letter if you
think the underlined constructions are genuine (@yrammatical (A) or Castilianisms (C).
If 2 or more constructions give the same imprestioyou, mark them with the same letter.
If you do not know how to classify a constructiomark it with the letters NS".

®> The respondents were given the following instargi "This questionnaire aims to collect
your impression of formality in the following undieed constructions. It does not aim to
collect your own use, but the impression you hakemhearing or reading thenegardless
of your use of the structure Mark each sentence with the appropriate lettggu think the
underlined constructions are rather colloquial (@jher formal (F), or both colloquial and
formal (G). If 2 or more constructions give the saimpression to you, mark them with the
same letter. If you do not know how to classifyoastruction, mark it with the letters NS".

®0One was correct, with the conjunctiofiand’); the other 16, without the conjunction, ever

ungrammatical in the context of this sentence.



