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1. Introduction 
 
 A correlative clause, exemplified by the bracketed part of the Czech example 
(1), is a wh-clause (co David uvidí) matched by a demonstrative (to) in the matrix 
clause. 
 
(1) [ Co  David  uvidí],  to  sní.     

 what.ACC  David  see.PFV  that.ACC  eat.PFV 
‘David eats what(ever) he spots.’ 

 
There has been a controversy about the syntax–semantics interface of correlative 
clauses, exemplified by the bracketed part of (1). According to the dominant (free) 
relative analysis, correlatives are simply (free) relative clauses located in the left 
periphery of their host clauses (Srivastav 1991, Dayal 1996, Bhatt 2003, Izvorski 
1996, Pancheva Izvorski 2000, Lipták 2004).1 Opinions are divided on some is-
sues, like whether the correlative clause is base-generated in its surface position 
or moves there, or whether the (free) relative has quantificational, referential, or 
predicative semantics. But the underlining idea is still the same: a correlative 
clause is a type of a relative clause. According to the conditional analysis, on the 
other hand, correlative clauses are akin to conditional antecedents (Bittner 2001, 
Brasoveanu 2008). As such, they have propositional semantics. 
 Some structural and semantic aspects of the two competing analyses are il-
lustrated below. It should be noted that the illustrations are simplified and inten-
tionally abstract away from aspects in which individual analyses may differ. A 
plausible logical form of the correlative construction on the free relative analysis 
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is provided in (2a) and the corresponding semantic translation in (2b): the correl-
ative clause involves wh-operator-movement, associated with lambda abstraction, 
which turns the open proposition [see(David, x)] into a property of entities seen 
by David. The property-denoting wh-clause is then selected by an (empty) deter-
miner which turns it into the maximal entity that David sees (Jacobson 1995; Ca-
ponigro 2003). The correlative clause thus has the validity of a referential nominal 
phrase. The whole structure is then coindexed with the demonstrative in the host 
clause. 
 
(2) Free relative analysis 
 a.  [D [what1 David sees t1]]i, he eats thati 
 b.  MAX(λx[see(David, x), eat(David, ιy y = σx see(David, x)) 
 
 In the conditional analysis, schematized in (3), the wh-movement does not 
necessarily correspond to operator movement, which is why we display the sche-
matic analysis with wh-in-situ. This is in line with the fact that wh-movement in 
correlatives (as opposed to (free) relatives) is – from a crosslinguistic perspective 
– not obligatory (see, e.g., Demirok 2017).2 The wh-word maps to a variable (Ber-
man 1991) coindexed with the demonstrative. The two clauses correspond to an 
antecedent and consequent of a conditional, respectively. The whole complex 
open proposition is “closed” by a default operator (indicated here simply as OP; it 
could be existential or universal). 
 
(3) Conditional analysis 
 a.  [David sees whati], he eats thati 
 b.  OPx[see(David, x) → eat(David, x)] 
 
 The free relative analysis involves more structural and semantic complexity 
than the conditional analysis. First, the wh-operator-movement has an obligatory 
semantic effect – it turns an open proposition into a property of entities.3 Second, 
the property is further selected by an (empty) determiner D, which shifts the prop-
erty to the maximal entity that satisfies it. Third, the wh-clause is located in a non-
canonical left-peripheral position and thus corresponds either to a left-dislocated 
topic or a hanging topic (depending on whether it moves there or is base-generated 
there; see Bhatt 2003 or Lipták 2004 for relevant discussion). 
 The conditional analysis expects correlatives to be significantly simpler. 
First, the wh-word is treated as a mere restricted variable (Heim 1982), which 
does not change the semantic type of the proposition it appears in and which can 
be argued to correspond to the meaning of wh-words in wh-interrogatives 

 
2 There are other reasons than operator-hood/lambda abstraction for which the wh-word 
might move in correlatives, such as clause typing (Cheng 1991) or discourse properties 
(e.g. topicality; Grohmann 2003). 
3 If the correlative is a plain (headed) relative rather than a free relative (cf. Bhatt 2003), 
the derivation could stop at this point. Still, it would be more complex than the derivation 
in the conditional analysis. 



(Berman 1991). Second, it does not involve a type-shifting operation, but rather 
just the closing of an open proposition. Last, the left-peripheral position can be 
considered the default for conditional clauses, which means that no advanced syn-
tactic operation (such as topicalization) is required. 
 We aim to shed light at the analytical controversy by looking at L1-acquisi-
tion of correlatives in Czech. Using the sentence imitation task (Lust et al. 1996, 
Dye and Foley 2021), we ask whether children are better at imitating left-periph-
eral correlatives or string-identical right-peripheral light-headed relatives. We 
find that they score better at correlatives, suggesting that children can access an 
analysis of correlatives that is simpler than that of relative clauses. 
 The paper is structured as follows. We first provide some background on the 
existing findings in the field of L1-acquisition of correlatives, conditionals, and 
relative clauses (section 2). Our experiment is presented in section 3. Section 4 
discusses the findings and concludes the paper. 
 
2. L1-acquisition of correlatives, conditionals, and relatives 
 

L1-acquisition of correlatives has not been studied in great depth. Sharma 
(1974) claims that correlatives in Hindi appear abundantly before the age three. 
In her sentence imitation study on Hindi, Somashekar (1999) found that children 
in the youngest group (2;6–3;5) can repeat correlatives in 13% of the cases, which 
is significantly better than their ability to repeat participial nominally headed rel-
atives (3%), but worse than participial free relatives (20%). Results are mixed for 
Dravidian languages: Nirmala (1980) finds no evidence of correlatives in Telugu 
by the age of three-and-half, while Lakshmi-Bai (1989) observed correlatives in 
the production of her bilingual Tamil- and Telugu-speaking children. It should be 
noted, however, that correlatives in these Dravidian languages belong to the for-
mal register and are thus rare in input. In their corpus study involving 1786 wh-
words produced by six children (1;7–3;9), Matiasovitsová et al. (2022) find only 
a handful of instances of bona fide correlatives. 
  The acquisition of conditionals is comparatively better studied. English con-
ditionals or temporal when-clauses are naturally produced from around 2;6 (Reilly 
1986; Diessel 2004). Diessel (2004) observes that right-peripheral when-clauses 
appear earlier than left-peripheral ones. Conditionals (or temporals) are acquired 
even earlier – around the age of 2 – in Japanese and Korean (Akatsuka and Clancy 
1993) and in Greek (Katis 1997). In these languages, these constructions are re-
ported to appear in the left-peripheral position from the very start. Matiasovitsová 
et al. (2022) likewise show that conditionals/temporals in Czech appear early in 
some children’s production (around the age of 2) and they do so in both the left-
peripheral and right-peripheral position. 
 The acquisition of relative clauses is by far the best studied. It has repeatedly 
been noted that relative clauses get acquired comparatively late – typically after 
the age of 3, with some more complex types of relatives – such as those that in-
volve wh-word as relative operators – as late as 5 years of age. See, for instance, 
Labelle (1990), Guasti and Shlonsky (1995), Diessel (2004), Diessel and 



Tomasello (2005), or Friedmann and Reznick (2021). As far as subtypes of rela-
tive clauses are concerned, there is what Flynn and Foley (2004) call the “devel-
opmental primacy of free relatives”: free relative clauses are acquired earlier than 
headed relative clauses, which is attributed to the complexity (whether grammat-
ical or cognitive) of incorporating the nominal head into the relative clause. This 
primacy has been observed for a variety of languages, including English (Flynn 
and Lust 1980, Clauss 2017), Chinese (Packard 1988), Quechua (Courtney 2006), 
or Czech (Matiasovitsová et al. 2022). 
 In summary, conditionals (and temporal clauses) get acquired earlier than rel-
ative clauses. This is consistent with the view that the structure and meaning of 
conditionals is simpler than that of relative clauses (see section 1). There is rela-
tively little evidence available about the acquisition of correlatives, but the little 
there is appears to be consistent with the view that correlatives are acquired earlier 
than relative clauses. 
 
3. Experiment 
 

The aim of our sentence imitation experiment is to test two competing hy-
potheses about the structure and meaning of correlative constructions.4 
 
(4) Hypothesis 1: correlatives as relatives 

Correlative clauses are a subtype of relative clauses. They are expected to be 
acquired around the same time or later than the corresponding relative 
clauses. A potential delay could be associated with their left-peripheral posi-
tion. 

 
(5) Hypothesis 2: correlatives as conditionals 

Correlative clauses are a subtype of conditionals. As structurally and seman-
tically simpler (by hypothesis; see section 1) and in line with previous find-
ings, they are expected to be acquired earlier than the corresponding relative 
clauses. 

 
3.1. Design and materials 
 
 Our main independent variable is the construction used – correlative (Cor) 
vs. light-headed relative (LHR). In terms of its structural properties, a light-
headed relative is somewhere between free relatives and headed relatives (Citko 
2004). They are headed by a pronominal (rather than nominal) head and the rep-
ertoire of their wh-operators typically matches the one of free relatives (Šimík 
2021). We use light-headed relatives in our experiment because they provide a 
perfect match for the corresponding correlatives, the only apparent difference be-
ing the position of the wh-clause relative to its matrix host, as exemplified in (6): 
in the Cor-condition, the wh-clause is located in the left-periphery of its host and 

 
4 For materials, results, and analyses visit https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/HCD6B. 



there is an anaphoric relationship between the wh-word (on the conditional anal-
ysis) or the wh-clause (on the relative analysis) and the demonstrative tam ‘there’; 
in the LHR-condition, the wh-clause is, by hypothesis, embedded by the demon-
strative, thus forming a complex nominal with it. 
 
(6) a.  Correlative (Cor) 
 Kde  stojí  policajt,  tam  čeká  auto. 
 where  stands  policeman.NOM  there  waits  car.NOM 
  ‘The car is waiting where the policeman is standing.’ 
 b.  Light-headed relative (LHR) 
 Auto  čeká  tam,  kde  stojí  policajt. 
 car.NOM  waits  there  where  stands  policeman.NOM 
  ‘The car is waiting where the policeman is standing.’ 
 
 The construction variable was manipulated within items and within subjects 
and the stimuli were distributed on two lists based on the standard Latin Square 
design, which means that no child was exposed to one item in both conditions. 
We created 16 items like (6). Every child was thus exposed to 8 stimuli of each 
condition. 

Besides the relative ordering of the wh-clause and its host clause, the two 
conditions also systematically differ in the word order used in the host clause: 
except for the cases where the demonstrative was the subject of the host clause (4 
out of the 16 items), the LHR-condition involved clause-initial subjects, while the 
corresponding Cor-condition involved clause-final subjects (cf. the position of 
auto in (6)). In addition, clause-final subjects were used in the wh-clause (in both 
Cor and LHR) in most of the items. Given that Czech is an SVO language (see, 
e.g., Siewierska and Uhlířová 1998), this raises the concern that the Cor-condition 
– by often containing two instances of non-canonical subject-final order – is 
harder for children to process, which in turn could put our design at risk. The main 
reason why we designed our materials in this way is that Czech (and Slavic lan-
guages more generally) strongly avoids verb-final clauses (see, e.g., Jacennik and 
Dryer 1992). Since both the wh-word and the demonstrative must be clause-initial 
in the Cor-condition (for grammatical reasons; see Izvorski 1996), the optimal 
way to order the rest – the subject and the verb – is to place the subject in the final 
position. Moreover, there is evidence that Czech children can process non-canon-
ical orders very early on, presumably thanks to omnipresent morphological case-
marking (Smolík 2015). 

The items varied in the wh-word (and the corresponding demonstrative) used: 
8 out of the 16 items involved ‘where’ (4 kde ‘where.LOC’, 4 kam ‘where to’, 
matched by the demonstrative tam ‘there’), 4 involved kdo/koho ‘who.NOM/ACC’ 
(2 subjects, 2 objects, matched by ten/toho ‘that.MASC.NOM/ACC’), and 4 involved 
co ‘what’ (2 subjects, 2 objects, matched by to ‘that.NEUT’). Within the 
‘who’/‘what’ items, we also varied the function of the demonstrative in the matrix 
clause (4 subjects, 4 objects). The stimuli were normalized in terms of length 



(each had between 9 and 11 syllables) and the lexical items used were selected 
from a set of words that should be easily understood by the participants. 

The experiment was complemented by 10 filler items, four of which involved 
wh-questions, four headed relatives, and two conditional/temporal když ‘when’-
clauses (one was left-peripheral and the other right-peripheral). Besides function-
ing as distractors, they constitute a useful background on which to interpret the 
experimental results. While wh-questions should be the easiest to repeat and 
headed relatives the hardest ones, conditionals should be somewhere in between 
(see section 2 and Matiasovitsová et al. 2022). Correlatives are expected to behave 
on a par with its hypothesized structural kin – either conditionals or relatives.5 
 
3.2. Participants and procedure 
 

30 monolingual Czech speaking children took part in the experiment – 20 
girls and 10 boys, aged 2;10–4;3. They were recruited in a number of preschool 
facilities in Prague and North Bohemia, where the experiments also took place. 
Children were included as participants only if their parents previously signed a 
written consent form. The research was approved of by the Committee for Ethi-
cal Research at the Faculty of Arts of the Charles University. 

The experiment took place in preschool facilities, in an environment familiar 
to the children. The participants were instructed to repeat pre-recorded utterances 
(altogether 26 – 16 experimental stimuli and 10 fillers), in the effort to assist a toy 
animal, who was introduced as having a hard time learning Czech. Responses 
were recorded and subsequently transcribed and analyzed. The experiment was 
preceded by a standardized receptive vocabulary test (Smolík et al. 2019) and an 
experimental receptive grammar test (similar to TROG; Bishop 2003). The results 
of the latter pretest was used in our analyses. The whole trial took up to an hour, 
including breaks. All participants were rewarded for their participation by small 
presents.  
 
3.3. Results 
 
 Data from all 30 children entered the analysis, except in analyses that con-
cerned grammar competence, where data are missing for one child due to a tech-
nical issue. Children’s responses in the imitation experiment were analyzed for 
grammaticality and deviations and each response was scored from 2 to 0 in the 
following way: 
 

• 2 = accurate imitation; 
• 1 = grammatical imitation with 1 or 2 deviations; 

 
5 As it turned out, wh-questions are not a suitable type of construction for the sentence 
imitation task. The reason is that children cannot resist the urge to answer the question, 
yielding poor imitation scores even in children with otherwise good results. For this reason, 
we do not discuss the results for wh-questions below. 



• 0 = ungrammatical imitation or one with more than 2 deviations. 
 

We fitted a cumulative link mixed model (function clmm of the R package 
ordinal; Christensen 2013), including construction, grammar competence (opera-
tionalized as the score achieved in the grammar pretest), and their interaction as 
fixed effects and random intercepts for items and participants as random effects. 
The model estimated the effects on the dependent score variable. The construction 
variable was treatment-coded with Cor selected as the baseline. The details of the 
model are reported in Table 1 and the model output is visualized in Figure 1. 

 
Table 1. Cumulative link mixed model 
 

Random effects 
Groups Name Variance SD Correlation 
participant (intercept) 2.2424 1.4975  
 construction 0.0062 0.0786 –1.000 
item (intercept) 1.0441 1.0218  
 construction 0.0986 0.3140 –1.000 
     
Coefficients     
 Estimate SE z value p value 
grammar 0.1608 0.0582 2.761 0.006 
construction –3.6242 1.6188 –2.239 0.025 
gram*constr 0.0808 0.0435 1.859 0.063 

 
 

 
Figure 1. Effect of construction and grammar competence on the probabil-
ity of a particular score 
 



 The model reveals a positive effect of grammar competence, a negative effect 
of construction, and a marginal effect of their interaction. More specifically, the 
score increased with increasing grammar competence (z = 2.761, p = .006) and 
decreased with the imitation of light-headed relatives (as compared to correla-
tives; z = –2.239, p = 0.025). The marginal interaction (z = 1.859, p = 0.063) 
means that the effect of construction decreased with grammar competence or, in 
other words, children with higher grammar competence were better at repeating 
light-headed relatives than children with lower grammar competence (although 
only marginally so). 
 For clarity and completeness, we also include a graph that illustrates the raw 
results. Figure 2 shows the proportions of the three scores for the two main exper-
imental conditions – correlatives vs. light-headed relatives – surrounded by two 
conditions from the fillers – conditionals and headed relatives. It is visible with 
the naked eye that correlatives received 2 points more often than light-headed 
relatives and 0 points less often than light-headed relatives. In other words, chil-
dren were better at imitating correlatives than light-headed relatives (the effect of 
construction revealed by the statistical model). At the same time, we see the per-
formance on conditionals (‘when’-clauses) comes very close to the one on correl-
atives. Numerically, conditionals are slightly better. On the other end of the scale 
are headed relatives, which turned out most complicated for the children. 
 

 
Figure 2. Proportions of scores per condition 
 
 It is also instructive to look at some selected deviation types that occurred in 
our data. Table 2 shows how often children switched from one construction type 
to the other. Only those imitations are included which led to producing a complex 
sentence, i.e., a sentence with two clauses. Although the result is not statistically 
significant (χ2 = 2.45, p = 0.12; setting other aside), we can see that, numerically, 



children switched more often from light-headed relatives to correlatives than con-
versely. This is consistent with correlatives being easier to produce for children 
than light-headed relatives. 
  
Table 2. Mismatches between stimulus and produced construction 
 

  STIMULUS 
  Cor LHR 
 
PRODUCED 

Cor 155 (95%) 11 (7%) 
LHR 5 (3%) 147 (91%) 
other 4 (2%) 4 (2%) 

 
 Table 3 shows how often the demonstrative in the host clause was re-
tained/omitted in children’s production, depending on the stimulus construction. 
Again, only complex sentence productions are included. Demonstratives were 
omitted significantly more often in light-headed relatives than in correlatives       
(χ2 = 14.12, p < 0.001). This could be interpreted as a tendency to simplify the 
light-headed relative to a free relative (cf. Matiasovitsová et al. 2022). 
 
Table 3. Demonstrative retention/omission in production 
 

  STIMULUS 
  Cor LHR 
DEM IN PRO-
DUCTION 

retained 144 (88%) 115 (71%) 
omitted 20 (12%) 47 (29%) 

 
 
4. Discussion and conclusion 
 

We found that correlatives are significantly easier for Czech preschool chil-
dren (2;10–4;3) to imitate than string-identical light-headed relatives. We take this 
to support our second working hypothesis, namely that correlatives are structur-
ally and semantically akin to conditionals rather than relative clauses (Bittner 
2001; Brasoveanu 2008); see (5) and the simplified analysis (3). 

It is good to point out that the performance on correlatives is better despite 
two potentially complicating factors associated with the Cor-condition, namely 
the left-peripheral attachment of correlatives (cf. Diessel’s 2004 finding that sub-
ordinate clauses are first acquired as right-peripheral in English, which, like Czech 
is head-initial) and the subject-final word order in the matrix clause (see section 
3.1). One could hypothesize that if these factors have a negative effect on chil-
dren’s performance, the effect of construction is even stronger than the one we 
see in our data. 
 Our grammatical explanation of the observed effect is further supported by 
the marginal interaction with grammar score – the tendency for the effect of 



construction to decrease with increasing grammar competence. In other words, 
children who scored well at the grammar pretest imitated both construction types 
equally well, suggesting that their grammar competence has matured enough for 
the light-headed relative to pose no additional issues when compared to correla-
tives. 
 A common analysis of correlatives and conditionals, implied in (3) above, 
receives support from the comparison of the two experimental conditions (Cor 
and LHR) with the filler items – conditionals and nominally headed relatives. 
While imitating conditionals is (numerically) the easiest for children, the score 
pattern of conditionals matches quite closely that of correlatives, which is con-
sistent with them being analyzed similarly. Imitating nominally headed relatives, 
on the other hand, proved to be the biggest challenge for children – apparently 
even bigger than imitating light-headed relatives. To the extent that light-headed 
relatives correspond to free relatives (indeed, the two types are sometimes ana-
lyzed on a par under the label “headless relatives”; see Lehmann 1984 or Ca-
ponigro 2021), we can interpret this in terms of Flynn and Foley’s (2004) devel-
opmental primacy of free (here: headless) relatives. Indeed, Flynn and Foley (and 
much previous literature) interpret the primacy by resorting to the lack of an overt 
nominal head, which is exactly what is at stake in our data: only headed relatives 
have a nominal head, light-headed ones only have a pronominal one. 
 It is a question to what extent our results can be interpreted as an argument 
for the structure of correlatives not just in child grammar, but also in adult gram-
mar. Our results indicate that children can assign a simpler analysis to correlatives 
than to light-headed relatives. What we put forth in (3) is an example of that kind 
of analysis. Nevertheless, it would be problematic to assume that this simpler 
analysis remains (the only one) available in adult grammars. It cannot be ruled out 
that after acquiring the structure and meaning of relative clauses, language users 
start applying the relative analysis (see (2) above) to parse correlatives. This could 
explain the dominance of relative-based analyses of correlatives in the literature. 
Since these were proposed based on adult grammars, any developmental aspects 
could not have been uncovered. 
 Finally, we would like to point out that our results add a new piece into the 
puzzle of acquiring wh-constructions. The primacy of wh-interrogatives and the 
late acquisition of nominally headed relative have been richly documented (Flynn 
and Lust 1980; Labelle 1990; Diessel 2004; Friedmann et al. 2021; Matiaso-
vitsová et al. 2022; among many others). The same holds for the primacy of free 
relatives over nominally headed relatives (Flynn and Lust 1980; Packard 1989; 
Somashekar 1999; Flynn and Foley 2004; among others). Our results suggest that 
correlatives, together with conditionals, might represent a development bridge be-
tween wh-interrogatives and free or light-headed (= headless) relatives. Needless 
to say, further research is needed to determine whether there is what one could 
call, following Flynn and Foley (2004), “developmental primacy of correlatives” 
(over free/light-headed relatives). 
 
  



References 
 
Akatsuka, Noriko & Patricia M. Clancy. 1993. Conditionality and deontic modality in Jap-

anese and Korean: Evidence from the emergence of conditionals. In Patricia M. 
Clancy (ed.), Japanese/Korean linguistics, vol. 2, 177–192. Stanford, CA: CSLI Pub-
lications. 

Berman, Stephen. 1991. On the semantics and logical form of wh-clauses. Amherst, MA: 
University of Massachusetts dissertation. 

Bhatt, Rajesh. 2003. Locality in correlatives. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 21(3). 
485–541. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024192606485 

Bishop, Dorothy. 2003. Test for reception of grammar, version 2 (TROG 2). London: Pear-
son Clinical Assessment. 

Bittner, Maria. 2001. Topical referents for individuals and possibilities. In Rachel Hastings, 
Brandon Jackson & Zsofia Zvolenszky (eds.), SALT 11: Proceedings from the 11th 
Conference on Semantics and Linguistic Theory, 36–55. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer-
sity. https://doi.org/10.3765/salt.v11i0.2854 

Brasoveanu, Adrian. 2008. Uniqueness effects in correlatives. In Atle Grønn (ed.), Pro-
ceedings of Sinn und Bedeutung 12, 47–65. Oslo: ILOS. 

Caponigro, Ivano. 2003. Free not to ask: On the semantics of free relatives and wh-words 
cross-linguistically. Los Angeles, CA: University of California PhD dissertation. 

Caponigro, Ivano. 2021. Introducing headless relative clauses and the findings from Mes-
oamerican languages. In Ivano Caponigro, Harold Torrence & Roberto Zavala Mal-
donado (eds.), Headless relative clauses in Mesoamerican languages, 1–57. New 
York: Oxford University Press https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197518373.003.0001 

Cheng, Lisa Lai-Shen. 1991. On the typology of wh-questions. Cambridge, MA: MIT dis-
sertation. https://hdl.handle.net/1721.1/13938 

Christensen, Rune Haubo Bojesen. 2013. Ordinal: Regression models for ordinal data. R 
package version 2013. 9-30. http://www.cran.r-project.org/package=ordinal/ 

Citko, Barbara. 2004. On headed, headless, and light-headed relatives. Natural Language 
& Linguistic Theory 22(1). 95–126. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:NALA.0000005564.33961.e0 

Clauss, Michael. 2017. The form and acquisition of free relatives. Amherst, MA: Univer-
sity of Massachusetts dissertation. https://doi.org/10.7275/10699591.0 

Courtney, Ellen H. 2006. Adult and child production of Quechua relative clauses. First 
Language 26(3). 317–338. https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723706062677 

Dayal, Veneeta. 1996. Locality in wh-quantification: Questions and relative clauses in 
Hindi. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 

Demirok, Ömer. 2017. Free relatives and correlatives in wh-in-situ. In Andrew Lamont & 
Katerina Tetzloff (eds.), NELS 47: Proceedings of the Forty-Seventh Annual Meeting of 

the North East Linguistic Society. Amherst, MA: GLSA Publications. 
Diessel, Holger. 2004. The acquisition of complex sentences. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press. 
Diessel, Holger & Michael Tomasello. 2005. A new look at the acquisition of relative 

clauses. Language 81(4). 882–906. https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.2005.0169 
Dye, Cristina & Claire Foley. 2021. Elicited imitation in first language acquisition re-

search: Cognitive grounding and crosslinguistic application. In Gita Martohardjono & 
Suzanne Flynn (eds.), Language in development: A crosslinguistic perspective, 79–
100. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Flynn, Suzanne & Claire Foley. 2004. On the developmental primacy of free relatives. In 
Aniko Csirmaz, Andrea Gualmini & Andrew Nevins (eds.), MIT Working Papers in 



Linguistics 48: Plato’s problem: Problems in language acquisition, 59–69. Cam-
bridge, MA: MITWPL. 

Flynn, Suzanne & Barbara Lust. 1980. Acquisition of relative clauses: Developmental 
changes and their heads. In Cornell Working Papers in Linguistics 1, 33–45. Ithaca, 
NY: Cornell University. 

Friedmann, Naama & Julia Reznick. 2021. Stages rather than ages in the acquisition of 
movement structures: Data from sentence repetition and 27696 spontaneous clauses. 
Glossa: a journal of general linguistics 6(1). 143. 1–69. 
https://doi.org/10.16995/glossa.5716 

Friedmann, Naama, Adriana Belletti & Luigi Rizzi. 2021. Growing trees: The acquisition 
of the left periphery. Glossa: a journal of general linguistics 6(1). 131. 1–38. 
https://doi.org/10.16995/glossa.5877 

Grohmann, Kleanthes. 2003. Prolific domains: On the anti-locality of movement depend-
encies. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Guasti, Maria Teresa & Ur Shlonsky. 1995. The acquisition of French relative clauses re-
considered. Language Acquisition 4(4). 257–276. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327817la0404_1 

Heim, Irene. 1982. The semantics of definite and indefinite noun phrases. Amherst, 
MA: University of Massachusetts dissertation. https://scholarworks.umass.edu/disserta-

tions/AAI8229562 
Izvorski, Roumyana. 1996. The syntax and semantics of correlative proforms. In Kiyomi 
Kusumoto (ed.), NELS 26: Proceedings of the 26th Annual Meeting of the North East Lin-

guistic Society, 133–147. Amherst, MA: GLSA Publications. 
Lehmann, Christian. 1984. Der Relativsatz. Tübingen: Gunter Narr. 
Jacobson, Pauline. 1995. On the quantificational force of English free relatives. In Emmon 

Bach, Eloise Jelinek, Angelika Kratzer & Barbara Partee (eds.), Quantification in nat-
ural languages, Vol II, 451–486. Dordrecht: Kluwerr. 

Jacennik, Barbara & Matthew S. Dryer. 1992. Verb–subject order in Polish. In Doris L. 
Payne (ed.), Pragmatics of word order flexibility, 209–241. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: 
John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.22.09jac 

Katis, Demetra. 1997. The emergence of conditionals in child language: Are they really so 
late? In Angeliki Athanasiadou & René Dirven (eds.), On conditionals again, 355–
386. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins. 
https://doi.org/10.1075/cilt.143.20kat 

Labelle, Marie. 1990. Predication, wh-movement, and the development of relative clauses. 
Language Acquisition 1(1). 95–119. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327817la0101_4 

Lakshmi Bai, B. 1989. Relativization in child language and history. In Aditi Mukherjee 
(ed.), Osmania University Publications in Linguistics 5: Language variation and lan-
guage change, 141–152. Hyderabad: Osmania University. 

Lipták, Anikó. 2004. On the correlative nature of Hungarian left-peripheral relatives. In 
Benjamin Shaer, Werner Frey & Claudia Maienborn (eds.), ZAS Papers in Linguistics 
35: Proceedings of the Dislocated Elements Workshop, 287–313. Berlin: Zentrum für 
allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft. 

Lust, Barbara, Suzanne Flynn & Claire Foley. 1996. What children know about what they 
say: Elicited imitation as a research method for assessing children’s syntax. In Dana 
McDaniel, Cecile McKee & Helen Smith Cairns (eds.), Methods for assessing chil-
dren’s syntax, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

MacWhinney, Brian. 1995. The CHILDES project: Tools for analyzing talk, Second edi-
tion. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 



Matiasovitsová, Klára, Radek Šimík & Filip Smolík. 2022. Wh-word acquisition in Czech: 
Exploring the growing trees hypothesis. Manuscript, Charles University. 

Nirmala, C. 1980. Relativization in children’s speech. Osmania Papers in Linguistics 6. 
53–70. 

Packard, Jerome L. 1988. The first language acquisition of prenominal modification with 
de in Mandarin. Journal of Chinese Linguistics 16(1). 

Pancheva Izvorski, Roumyana. 2000. Free relatives and related matters. Philadelphia, PA: 
University of Pennsylvania dissertation. https://repository.upenn.edu/disserta-
tions/AAI9965537 

Reilly, Judy Snitzer. 1986. The acquisition of temporals and conditionals. In Elizabeth 
Closs Traugott, Alice ter Meulen, Judy Snitzer Reilly & Charles A. Ferguson (eds.), 
On conditionals, 309–331. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

van Riemsdijk, Henk. 2017. Free relatives. In Martin Everaert & Henk van Riemsdijk 
(eds.), The Wiley Blackwell companion to syntax: Second edition, chap. 116. Wiley 
Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118358733.wbsyncom116 

Sharma, V. 1974. A linguistic study of speech development in early childhood. Agra: Agra 
University dissertation. 

Siewierska, Anna & Ludmila Uhlířová. 1998. An overview of word order in Slavic lan-
guages. In Anna Siewierska (ed.), Constituent order in the languages of Europe, 105–
149. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110812206.105 

Šimík, Radek. 2021. Free relatives. In Daniel Gutzmann, Lisa Matthewson, Cécile Meier, 
Hotze Rullmann & Thomas E. Zimmermann (eds.), The Wiley Blackwell companion 
to semantics, vol. 2, 1033–1070. Oxford: John Wiley & Sons. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118788516.sem093 

Smolík, Filip. 2015. Word order and information structure in Czech 3- and 4-year-olds’ 
comprehension. First Language 35(3). 237–253. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723715596098 

Smolík, Filip, Veronika Bláhová & František Bartoš. 2019. Receptivní slovník & Opako-
vání vět. Praha: Národní ústav pro vzdělávání. 

Somashekar, Shamitha. 1999. Developmental trends in the acquisition of relative clauses: 
Crosslinguistic experimental study of Tulu. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University disserta-
tion. 

Srivastav, Veneeta. 1991. The syntax and semantics of correlatives. Natural Language & 
Linguistic Theory 9(4). 637–686. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00134752 

 


