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1. Introduction 
 
 There is a debate in second language (L2) acquisition on the relationship 
between the acquisition of overt morphology and the acquisition of underlying 
morphosyntactic properties, such as functional categories, features, and feature 
strength (see White 2003a). Following terminology from White (2003a) and 
Bobaljik (2002), the Rich Agreement Hypothesis (RAH) holds that the acquisition 
of morphology and the acquisition of syntax are closely related: emergence of 
abstract properties is held to be triggered by the acquisition of their surface 
realization. This is the position adopted by Vainikka and Young-Scholten (1996) 
and  Eubank (1993/1994). Vainikka and Young-Scholten's Minimal Tree hypothesis 
claims that the functional category Agr(eement) is assumed not to be acquired until 
verbal inflection is mastered. Under this approach, then, if target markers are not 
produced by the learners, this means that the corresponding syntactic properties are 
lacking in their interlanguage (IL) grammars. For Eubank (1993/1994), the strength 
of finite features remains unspecified in initial grammars until the learner has 
acquired the verbal paradigm and determined whether it is rich (in which case a 
strong feature is posited) or poor (which results in a weak feature). This position is 
akin to the Weak Continuity Hypothesis proposed for L1 acquisition (e.g. Clahsen 
and Penke 1992; Clahsen et al 1993/1994). For instance, Clahsen and Penke (1992) 
propose that knowledge of verb-movement in L1 German is triggered by the 
acquisition of the 2nd person singular marker -st. The RAH also reflects the position 
of researchers in theoretical linguistics who argue for a close relationship between 
the richness of inflectional morphology and the properties of underlying functional 
categories (Rohrbacher 1999; Vikner 1997). For instance, French and Italian have a 
rich inflectional paradigm in the verbal domain; hence, the [+finite] feature is 
assumed to be strong in both languages, which results in verb-movement. A poor 
paradigm implies that corresponding features are weak. Such is the case of the 
verbal paradigm in English where the verb does not move to T and AgrS.  
 In contrast, the Separation Hypothesis (henceforth SH) (Beard 1995; Lardiere 
2000) claims that there is a distinction between abstract morphosyntactic features 
and their corresponding lexical or surface forms. In particular, underlying features 
and categories can be part of the grammar or the representation without any 
corresponding morphology. With respect to acquisition, this means that the 
acquisition of morphology and syntax may develop independently from each other 
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(Haznedar and Schwartz 1997; Lardiere 2000; Prévost and White 2000; Robertson 
2000). In other words, there can be knowledge of underlying properties, without 
(systematic) production of their overt surface manifestation. Failure to produce 
appropriate morphology could be due to some difficulties accessing inflectional 
morphology or to mapping problems between syntax and morphology. Recently, 
Prévost and White (2000) proposed that erroneous forms may be underspecified for 
certain features (such as finiteness features). Crucially under the SH, the fact that the 
morphology is not produced does not mean that underlying syntactic properties are 
absent from the grammar. This approach mirrors claims in theoretical syntax holding 
that there is no cause-to-effect relation between richness of morphology and 
syntactic properties (e.g. Bobaljik 2002; Sprouse 1998). While it is probably correct 
to say that a rich morphology corresponds to strong features, the reverse does not 
always hold. There are languages exhibiting strong features with no corresponding 
overt morphology. Such is the case, for example, of Kronoby Swedish, which 
exhibits verb-movement and poor verbal morphology (Sprouse 1998). Finally, in L1 
acquisition, there is evidence that syntactic properties, such as verb-movement, may 
be in place before the acquisition of the complete verbal paradigm, as in L1 French 
(Verrips and Weissenborn 1992). 
 Interestingly, for some researchers who assume that L1 acquisition is 
constrained by the RAH, a disconnection between syntax and morphology in L2 
acquisition suggests that foreign language learning is fundamentally different from 
L1 acquisition (Clahsen 1988; Meisel 1991, 1997). Indeed, the fact that L2 learners 
may experience continuing difficulties with inflectional morphology, even in the 
advanced stages—and in contrast to what is observed in L1 acquisition where 
convergence to the target language occurs in just a few years—is taken as evidence 
that Universal Grammar (UG) does not constrain (adult) L2 acquisition.  
 So far, research on the relationship between the acquisition of morphology and 
the acquisition of underlying properties has mostly focused on the verbal domain. It 
has recently been extended to the context of nominal phrases (e.g. White 2003b). In 
this paper, we further investigate the issue of the relationship between the 
acquisition of morphology and that of syntactic properties within DPs by focusing 
on the acquisition of plural inflection on Spanish quantifiers by French-speaking 
learners. The basic linguistic facts are presented in section 2. The predictions based 
on the RAH and the SH are discussed in section 3. The experiment is described in 
section 4, the results are given in section 5, and they are discussed in section 6. 
 
2. Number agreement in French and Spanish quantified DPs 
 
 Many Spanish quantifiers are inflected for Number and agree with the following 
noun phrase, as shown in the examples in (1a-c). In contrast, the French counterparts 
of these quantifiers are not inflected for Number and they do not agree with the 
following NP; instead, they require the presence of the dummy preposition de 'of', as 
in the examples in  (1a’-c’). We refer to these two types of quantified DPs as direct 
construction (henceforth DC) and de-construction respectively:  
 
 
 

 



(1) a.  bastantes    animales a'.  assez          d' animaux 
      enough.PL animal.PL         enough.Ø of animal.PL 
  “enough animals”  “enough animals” 
 b.  muchos   animales b'.  beaucoup d'  animaux 
      much.PL animal.PL         much.Ø   of animal.PL 
  “many animals”  “many animals” 
 c.  demasiados    animales c'.  trop               d' animaux 
      too+much.PL animal.PL     too+much.Ø of animal.PL 
  “too many animals”  “too many animals” 
 
The paradigm in (1) illustrates the so-called Number Concord Generalization (cf. 
Jones 1996: 216; see also the examples in (2)). According to this generalization, 
quantifiers are followed directly by an NP (i.e. without de) if and only if they show 
Number concord with the noun.  
 This generalization can be accounted for by adopting the following theoretical 
assumptions. French quantifiers such as the ones in (1a’-c’) are somewhat defective 
with respect to Number specification, as opposed to their Spanish counterparts in 
(1a-c) (see Andtroutsopoulou et al. (2003) for details). The lack of Number 
specification on quantifiers prevents not only Number checking on the noun, but 
also the checking of the Case feature in the head noun.1 Since N has to satisfy the 
Case filter, a Case-marking preposition de must appear DP internally so that the 
Case features of the noun can be checked, which leads to the de-construction. As for 
Spanish quantifiers, they are fully specified for Number and there is Number 
agreement between the noun and the quantifier. Therefore, no Case problem arises 
in (1a-c) and insertion of the dummy preposition de is not needed, which results in 
the DC.  
 However, it is not the case that French quantifiers are never inflected for 
Number, as shown in (2a-b). In these cases, there is Number agreement between the 
quantifier plusieurs 'several' and quelques 'some' and the following noun, and 
insertion of the preposition de is not required. These French quantifiers are fully 
specified for Number, just like their Spanish equivalents varios/as and algunos/as, 
as illustrated in (2a'-b'). 
 
(2) a.  plusieurs   animaux a'. varios       animales 
      several.PL animal.PL       several.PL animal.PL 
  “several animals”  “several animals” 
 b.  quelques animaux b'.  algunos  animales 
      some.PL animal.PL  some.PL animal.PL 
  “some animals”  “some animals” 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 We assume here, following Chomsky (2001), that the partial phi-set of the quantifier is 
unable to value and delete Case in the head N. 
 

 



3.  Predictions 
 
 The Rich Agreement Hypothesis and the Separation Hypothesis make different 
predictions regarding the acquisition of plural morphology and Number 
specification on Spanish quantifiers on the part of French-speaking learners. Under 
the RAH, French learners of Spanish should not acquire the target Number 
specification on Spanish quantifiers until they have acquired overt plural 
morphology on these elements. Therefore, they should reject the direct construction 
in Spanish quantified DPs—and they should not produce it—until they have 
acquired the surface realization of Number on the quantifiers. In other words, if they 
reject or do not produce overt plural inflection on Spanish quantifiers, they should 
also reject the DC in that language. Moreover, they should not produce it.  
 Under the Separation Hypothesis, there can be a dissociation between the 
acquisition of morphology and that of syntax, which means that L2 learners could 
acquire aspects of the target syntax without mastering the exact surface morphology. 
Therefore, French learners of Spanish could reject the de-construction in Spanish 
and fail to produce it without necessarily being accurate on overt Number marking. 
 
4. The study 
4.1 Participants 
 
 L2 Spanish data were collected from 29 francophone adult learners of Spanish.  
Their level was established via a placement test used at Laval University, as well as 
a cloze test. There were 15 learners at the intermediate level and 14 at the advanced 
level. Two tasks were administered to the learners: a grammaticality judgment (GJ) 
task and a sentence completion task (that is, a written production task). These tests 
were also given to 11 native speakers of Spanish. 
 
4.2 Tests 
4.2.1 Grammaticality judgment task 
 
 The GJ task comprised a total of 91 sentences of which 39 were grammatical 
and 52 ungrammatical. The learners were asked to judge each sentence on a four-
figure scale from -2 to +2, where -2 meant 'totally impossible' and +2 'totally 
possible'. They were also asked to provide corrections every time they judged a 
sentence to be impossible. In this paper, we report on sentences related to overt 
plural marking on quantifiers and adjectives. There were 6 sentences with mucho 
'much', demasiado 'too much' and bastante 'enough' followed by nouns overtly 
marked for plural (for a total of 18 sentences). Half of them were grammatical, as in 
(3a), and half were ungrammatical, with a mismatch in number with the following 
noun, as in (3b). 
 
(3) a. María lleva demasiadas              maletas                en este viaje. 
         M.     takes too+much.FEM.PL suitcase.FEM.PL in this trip 
      “Mary is taking too many suitcases on this trip” 
  b.  *Mis hijos      tienen demasiado    juguetes. 
              my children have    too+much.Ø toy.PL 

 



In addition, there were 3 sentences with each quantifier followed by de 'of' and an 
overtly plural noun (4), which corresponds to the de-construction. In all cases, the 
quantifier was uninflected for plural. Such sentences are ungrammatical in Spanish. 
 
(4)  *Los chicos miran demasiado     de películas. 
   the  boys   watch  too+much.Ø of movie.PL 
 
Next, there were 6 sentences with obligatory agreement between a prenominal 
adjective and a noun overtly marked for plural. These sentences were included so as 
to test whether the learners had acquired plural inflection on prenominal elements in 
Spanish. Three sentences were grammatical, as in (5a), and 3 were ungrammatical, 
as in (5b) where the adjective is uninflected for Number.   
 
(5) a.  Ellas             son nuevas         empleadas             en esta fábrica. 
      they.FEM.PL are new.FEM.PL employee.FEM.PL in this firm 
      “They are new employees in this firm” 
 b.  *Las              nueva           tecnologías               permiten trabajar más   
         the.FEM.PL new.FEM.Ø technology.FEM.PL allow      work    more  
    rápido. 
    quickly 
 
Finally, there were 12 sentences requiring de in French, but not in Spanish. Half of 
them involved the quantifier poco 'little' followed by a mass noun, as in (6a), and the 
other half exhibited a transitive verb followed by an indefinite plural noun, as in 
(6b). All these sentences are grammatical in Spanish. They were included in the test 
so as to further verify whether the DC had been acquired by the learners. Indeed, if it 
was acquired, we predicted that these sentences would be judged as grammatical, 
namely the presence of de should not be required in front of the noun. 
 
(6) a.  Anoche   bebí       poco            vino 
    last night (I) drank little.MASC wine.MASC 
 b.  Comí  huevos en la   mañana 
        (I) ate eggs      in  the morning 
 
4.2.2 Sentence completion task 
 
 In the sentence completion task, the learners were presented with a list of 79 
sentences. In each sentence, a word, such as a quantifier or an adjective, had been 
removed and was presented to the right of the sentence. The learners were asked to 
place the missing word into the sentence and adapt it if necessary, for instance by 
adding the Spanish plural morpheme -s. There were 6 sentences with each quantifier 
followed by a plural noun, as exemplified in (7). There were also 6 sentences with 
prenominal adjectives and plural nouns, as in (8). Finally, there were 6 sentences 
where de is required in French, but not in Spanish (see (6)). Note that all the 
sentences presented in the production task also appeared in the GJ test. The 
participants were administered the sentence completion task first.  
 

 



 (7) María lleva __________ maletas                en este viaje.            (demasiado) 
 M.     takes                       suitcase.FEM.PL in this trip                 too+much 
 
(8) Ellas             son __________ empleadas             en esta fábrica.     (nuevo) 
 they.FEM.PL are                    employee.FEM.PL in this firm            new 
 
5. Results 
 
 In general, the results vary according to the type of quantifier. Indeed, different 
results were obtained on mucho 'much' on the one hand, and demasiado 'too much' 
and bastante 'enough' on the other hand. In addition, similar results were obtained in 
the judgment task and the production task. 
 
5.1 Overt plural inflection on quantifiers 
 
 Table 1 reports the participants' performance on overt plural inflection on 
quantifiers in the GJ task. It shows their accuracy at accepting overt plural inflection 
on mucho, bastante and demasiado (which is grammatical in Spanish) and at 
rejecting the absence of inflection on these quantifiers (ungrammatical in Spanish). 
In the first two columns of Table 1, we can see that all learners both accepted overt 
plural inflection on mucho and rejected the lack of plural inflection on this quantifier 
(the accuracy level is over 85% on grammatical and ungrammatical sentences). In 
contrast, accuracy is much lower on bastante and demasiado. The intermediate 
learners did not really accept agreement on these quantifiers and they did not reject 
the absence of plural inflection either (their accuracy rate for ungrammatical 
sentences is below 50%). In other words, they accepted sentences such as (3b). The 
advanced learners accepted plural inflection on bastante and demasiado to a larger 
extent than the intermediates, but they kept on accepting the lack of agreement as 
well. Note that whenever corrections were given, demasiado and bastante were 
provided, which suggests that they were accepted as default forms. 
 

 mucho  demasiado bastante 
 G (k=3) U (k=3) G (k=3) U (k=3) G (k=3) U (k=3) 
Intermediates 
(n=15) 

45/45 
100% 

39/45 
86.7% 

30/45 
66.7% 

14/45* 
31.1% 

30/45 
66.7% 

20/45* 
44.4% 

Advanced 
(n=14) 

41/42 
97.6% 

38/42 
90.5% 

35/42 
83.3% 

23/42 
54.8% 

34/42 
80.1% 

30/45 
66.7% 

Controls 
(n=11) 

31/33 
93.9% 

25/33 
75.7% 

31/33 
93.9% 

30/33 
90.9% 

30/33 
90.9% 

26/33 
78.8% 

*significant difference with the controls (p<.05) 
 

Table 1: Accuracy at judging agreeing and non-agreeing quantifiers 
  
 We also note the relatively poor performance of the native speakers at rejecting 
ungrammatical sentences with mucho and bastante. Indeed, their rejection rate was 
below 80%. A potential explanation for this finding is that the controls treated 
mucho and bastante as VP-adverbs followed by a bare NP, which is possible in 

 



Spanish. This account could further explain why the learners performed worse on 
the ungrammatical sentences with mucho and bastante (slitghly below 80%) than on 
the ones exhibiting demasiado (above 90%), since the adverbial construction is 
much harder to obtain with the latter quantifier 
 Table 2 reports the participants' accuracy at producing overt plural inflection on 
mucho, bastante and demasiado in the sentence completion task. The same 
dichotomy between mucho on the one hand, and bastante and demasiado on the 
other hand can be observed. All learners produced correct overt agreement on 
mucho, but their performance was much lower on the two other quantifiers. In 
particular, the intermediates performed poorly on bastante (they only produced overt 
plural inflection one third of the time). The advanced learners performed slightly 
above chance level on bastante (63.5%) and although their accuracy rate was 
relatively higher on demasiado they failed to employ overt plural inflection 
systematically (72.6%). Note that whenever an error was made, demasiado and 
bastante were produced. In other words, they were used as default forms. 
 

 mucho (k=6) demasiado (k=6) bastante (k=6) 
Intermediates (n=15) 79/90 

87.8% 
55/86** 
63.9% 

28/84* 
33.3% 

Advanced (n=14) 84/84 
100% 

61/84 
72.6% 

47/74* 
63.5% 

Controls (n=11) 66/66 
100% 

65/66 
98.4% 

66/66 
100% 

*significant difference with the controls (p<.01) 
**significant difference with the controls (p<.05) 
 

Table 2: Accuracy at producing overt plural inflection on Qs 
 
5.2 Quantifier+de+N sequences 
  
 Quantifier+de+N sequences all involved a non-agreeing quantifier and a plural 
noun, as in (4) above. They correspond to the so-called de-construction. Such 
constructions are ungrammatical in Spanish and their equivalents are acceptable in 
French. Table 3 reports the participants' accuracy at rejecting these sequences in the 
GJ task. As can be seen, the learners were highly accurate in their judgments, 
including the intermediates whose performance was at around 85%. Crucially, the 
learners' performance at accurately rejecting de was significantly higher than their 
accuracy at rejecting the lack of plural inflection on demasiado and bastante (recall 
Table 1). This dichotomy is not expected under the Rich Agreement Hypothesis 
since a poor rejection rate of non-agreeing quantifiers should be accompanied by a 
low rejection rate of the de-construction in Spanish.  
 In the production task, similar results were obtained, since demasiado de, 
bastante de and mucho de were never produced by any of the participants. Instead, 
they systematically produced the DC with these quantifiers. 
 
 
 

 



 mucho de (k=3) demasiado de (k=3) bastante de (k=3) 
Intermediates 
(n=15) 

40/45 
88.9% 

40/45 
88.9% 

38/45* 
84.4% 

Advanced 
(n=14) 

41/42 
97.6% 

40/42 
95.2% 

41/42 
97.6% 

Controls 
(n=11) 

32/33 
97.0% 

33/33 
100% 

32/33 
97.0% 

*significant difference with the advanced (p<.05) 
 

Table 3: Accuracy at rejecting Q+de+N sequences 
 
5.3 Overt plural inflection on prenominal adjectives 
 
 It should first be recalled that sentences with overt plural inflection on 
prenominal adjectives were included in order to check whether the learners had 
acquired plural inflection in Spanish. In particular, it might be the case that their 
problem with overt plural inflection on quantifiers was due to incomplete knowledge 
of plural inflection in the target language. Table 4 summarizes the participants' 
accuracy at accepting overt plural inflection on prenominal adjectives (the 
grammatical sentences) and at rejecting the absence of -s (the ungrammatical 
sentences) in the GJ task. 
 
  Agreeing 

adjective (k=3) 
Non-agreeing 
adjectives (k=3) 

 

 Intermediates (n=15) 44/44  (100%) 29/45*  (64.4%)  
 Advanced (n=14) 41/42  (97.6%) 33/42    (78.6%)  
 Controls (n=11) 33/33  (100%) 30/33    (90.9%)  

*significant difference with the controls (p<.05) 
 

Table 4: Performance on prenominal adjectives 
 
As far as the grammatical sentences are concerned, we can see that overt plural 
inflection on prenominal adjectives was accepted by all learners. Their performance 
was close to 100%. When we turn to the ungrammatical sentences, however, a 
different picture emerges. Accuracy at rejecting these sentences was at most 80% 
(for the advanced learners). The intermediates only performed at roughly 65%. It is 
not immediately clear why such a difference between the grammatical and 
ungrammatical sentences should obtain. Yet, regardless of what the explanation may 
be, it seems reasonable to say that the learners had some knowledge of plural 
inflection in Spanish, as showed by their performance on the grammatical sentences. 
Moreover, when we look at the results of the production task, presented in Table 5, 
we can see that the learners almost always produced -s on adjectives wherever -s 
was supposed to appear. These results and the ones obtained on the grammatical 
sentences in the GJ task go hand in hand. Finally, if we compare the learners’ 
performance on non-agreeing adjectives (Table 4) and non-agreeing bastante and 
demasiado (Table 1), we can observe that accuracy is higher with adjectives. The 
intermediates performed at around 65% on non-agreeing adjectives, and only at 31% 

 



on non-agreeing bastante (the difference is statistically significant) and 45% on non-
agreeing demasiado. For the advanced learners, the accuracy on non-agreeing 
adjectives was around 80% versus 55% on non-agreeing bastante and 67% on non-
agreeing demasiado (note however that these differences are not statistically 
significant). If the learners' problem with quantifiers was simply related to the non-
acquisition of the plural form in Spanish, we would not necessarily expect their 
performance to be so different on quantifiers and prenominal adjectives. 
 
  Overt inflection produced (k=6)  
 Intermediates (n=15) 85/89  (95.5%)  
 Advanced (n=14) 84/84  (100%)  
 Controls (n=11) 65/66  (98.5%)  

 
Table 5: Accuracy at producing overt inflection on prenominal adjectives 

 
5.4 Contexts where de should be used in French (but not in Spanish) 
 
 The last set of results concerns other contexts where de should not appear in 
front of the noun in Spanish, in contrast to French. Recall that these sentences were 
included so as to further verify whether the DC had been acquired in Spanish. As 
Table 6 shows, all Spanish sentences were correctly accepted by all participants.  
 
  poco + Ø + N Verb + Ø + N  
 Intermediates (n=15) 39/43  (90.7%) 45/45  (100%)  
 Advanced (n=14) 38/40  (95%) 41/42  (97.6%)  
 Controls (n=11) 30/30  (100%) 28/30  (93.3%)  

 
Table 6: Accuracy at accepting the DC in Spanish where de in other contexts 

 
These results were confirmed in the production task, since almost no learner 
produced de in contexts where it is required in French. This further suggests that the 
direct construction has been acquired.  
 
  Absence of de (n=6)  
 Intermediates (n=15) 90/90  (100%)  
 Advanced (n=14) 73/77  (94.8%)  
 Controls (n=11) 66/66  (100%)  

 
Table 7: Performance on contexts where de is disallowed in Spanish 

 
6. Discussion and conclusion 
 
 We have seen that the learners did not accept and did not produce the de-
construction in Spanish, in contrast to what is required in their L1. With mucho 
'much', the learners produced and accepted plural inflection like the controls, and 
they rejected the de-construction. This is compatible with both the RAH and the SH. 

 



However, the learners' performance was significantly lower than the controls' on 
plural inflection with demasiado 'too much' and bastante 'enough'. In particular, the 
learners accepted overt agreement on these quantifiers at chance level and they did 
not reject the absence of overt agreement. They also often produced quantifiers 
uninflected for Number. At the same time, they strongly rejected the de-construction 
and they never produced de in quantified DPs. This suggests that they have the DC 
without overt agreement. These results confirm the SH, but not the RAH.  
 The learners have knowledge of overt number inflection in Spanish as they 
performed at native-like level on agreement between a noun and a prenominal 
adjective in the production task and on the grammatical sentences of the GJ task. 
They also rejected the absence of plural inflection on adjectives to a larger extent 
than on quantifiers. They may have problems accessing this morphology in the 
context of quantified DPs. This mirrors problems encountered by L2 learners in 
producing appropriate inflectional morphology in the verbal domain (Haznedar and 
Schwartz 1997; Lardiere 2000; Prévost and White 2000). 
 When errors are produced, they systematically involve the same (default) forms, 
i.e. demasiado and bastante. This lack of variability goes against the claim that UG 
is unavailable in L2 acquisition, since under this view, all features, including 
Number and Case features, are held to be missing in IL grammars. Instead, the data 
show that agreement errors are a case of missing inflection. Moreover, the learners 
never produce agreeing quantifiers followed by de and a plural noun (e.g. 
demasiados de animales), which suggests that they have knowledge of the clustering 
of the Case and Number features. Finally, although the learners performed poorly on 
demasiado and bastante, they produced and accepted sentences that are found in 
natural languages such as Catalan, as in (9). Therefore, it is not the case that they 
developed so-called wild grammars. 
 
(9) massa           animals 
  many.SING animal.PL 
 
 We would also like to make it clear that the fact that similar results were 
obtained in the grammaticality judgment task and the sentence completion task does 
not necessarily mean that IL grammars are somewhat impaired. White (2003a) holds 
that impairment hypotheses predict that performance on judgment and production 
tasks should be equally low. Indeed, such approaches do not expect a low 
performance on one task and a high one in the other given that functional categories, 
features or feature strength are assumed to be missing from underlying grammars. In 
contrast, this kind of dichotomy between judgment and production is precisely what 
non-impairment views can explain (see Gürel 2000; White 2003b). This, however, 
should not be interpreted as meaning that UG-compatible approaches of IL 
grammars systematically predict contrasting results across tasks. In the present 
study, the two tasks may be argued to be quite similar in that they both forced the 
learners to make a judgment. In particular, the sentence completion task did not 
trigger a spontaneous usage of the L2. In order to settle this issue, future 
experimental design should combine tasks that are radically different in nature. 
 How to account for the fact that demasiado and mucho are produced without 
Number inflection? It could be that the learners have acquired the target Number 

 



specification on these quantifiers, which allows Case marking on the following 
noun, without systematically producing the appropriate morphology. Alternatively, 
demasiado and bastante may be underspecified for Number, which would explain 
both their singular morphology in plural contexts and their ability to check the 
relevant Case feature on the noun (yielding the DC). This is akin to Prévost and 
White's (2000) proposal according to which infinitival verbs (which may appear in 
finite positions in adult L2 French) are underspecified for finiteness. In other words, 
the problem is one of lexical underspecification, rather than syntactic deficit. 
 It might be argued that the results of this study are somehow related to the kind 
of input received by the learners. It is indeed possible that the learners were exposed 
to more input on mucho than on bastante and demasiado, which would explain why 
they performed best on the former quantifier. While we do not deny that mucho may 
have been quite frequent in the input, the fact remains that the learners managed to 
acquire the DC in Spanish, while rejecting the de-construction at the same time, with 
all the quantifiers under investigation. Therefore, an explanation solely based on the 
effect of the input cannot account for our data. 
 It might also be argued that our results can be explained by some kind of L1 
influence, since the DC exists in French with quantifiers such as quelques 'some' and 
plusieurs 'several', as illustrated in (2). However, it is important to remember that the 
learners did something which is attested neither in the L1 nor in the L2, namely they 
accepted and produced the DC with no overt plural morphology on the quantifier. 
Therefore, L1 effects seem to play a trivial role in the acquisition of the phenomena 
under investigation. 
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