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1. Introduction 

The study of linguistic interfaces, namely, the study of the interaction between different 
levels/domains of linguistic knowledge (syntax, semantics, pragmatics and so on), is crucial to the 
understanding of the way language works, how it is acquired, and how the system of language is 
organized in the mind/brain (Bos, Hollebrandese and Sleeman, 2004). Contemporary generative 
acquisition theory and empirical research are motivated by the hypothesis that acquisition delays in 
adult L2 acquisition and bilingualism (as well as L1 attrition and first language acquisition) are often 
related to the complexity of acquiring interface-conditioned properties that involve the integration of 
information from multiple cognitive modules (e.g. Belleti, Bennati & Sorace, 2007; Müller & Hulk, 
2001; Paradis & Navarro, 2003; Rothman, 2007; Serratrice et al., 2004; Sorace, 2000, 2004, 2005; 
Tsimpli et. al., 2004; to name just a few). These studies have focused on the acquisition of a relatively 
wide range of structures, some related to the syntax-semantic interface, others to the syntax-pragmatic 
interface: e.g., the acquisition of overt vs. null pronominal subjects, word order to object expression in 
different languages and by different learners acquiring a wider range of languages (e.g., French, Italian, 
Spanish).  On the other hand, other studies have revealed that despite this difficulty, adult L2 learners 
are able to acquire structures involving the interfaces (e.g., Borgonovo & Prévost, 2003; Borgonovo, 
Bruhn de Garavito & Prévost, 2005; and Borgonovo, Bruhn de Garavito, Guijarro-Fuentes, Prévost & 
Valenzuela, 2006; Dekydtspotter, Sprouse & Thyre, 2000; among others). These studies have 
investigated different linguistic phenomena related to the syntax-semantic interface: e.g., from the 
acquisition of mood, object drop, topicalization to quantification at a distance in a variety of language 
acquisitional scenarios with different populations of learners.

A second interrelated area of research focuses on the level of interaction between the L1 and L2 
language systems. Previous research on language transfer in SLA has assumed that the initial stage of 
L2 acquisition is the first language (L1) (Schwartz and Sprouse, 1994; 1996). Such hypotheses have 
long pointed to L1 transfer as a possible cause of L1/L2 divergences, claiming that L1 transfer alters 
significantly (and variably depending on the L1/L2 pairing) the L2 learning task for adult L2 learners 
(but see Epstein et al., 1996, 1998 for a different view on the matter). Other researchers looking at 
bilingualism and language attrition, however, have suggested that language transfer from one language 
to the other needs to meet certain conditions, and interface areas are particularly vulnerable (Hulk and 
Müller, 2000; Müller and Hulk, 2001). According to Hulk and Müller (2000) and Müller and Hulk 
(2001), language interference must be due to language internal conditions provided that the following 
two requirements are complied: (a) cross-linguistic influence occurs at the interface between two 
modules of grammar, and more particularly at the interface between pragmatics and syntax in the so-
called C-domain, since this is an area which has been claimed to create problems also in L1 acquisition 
(Grinstead, 2004; Marinis, 2003; Platzack, 2001); and (b) syntactic cross-linguistic influence occurs 
only if language A has a syntactic construction that may seem to allow more than one syntactic analysis 
and, at the same time, language B contains evidence for one of these two possible analyses. That is to 
say, there has to be a certain overlap of the two systems at the surface level. Besides these two 
conditions put forward by Hulk and Müller (2000) and Müller and Hulk (2001) which explain the 
directionally of cross-linguistic effects between two language systems, there are other external factors 
which may also influence the directionality of cross-linguistic effects, such as language contact and/or 
richness of input.

Our study addresses two questions concerning the two areas of research mentioned above:
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1) Do adult bilinguals show residual optionality1 in the acquisition of the personal preposition a?
2) Does language contact/exposure/acquisition setting (i.e., language environment) impact on the 

acquisition of the personal preposition a?

Based on the findings from our previous research (Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis, 2007), we 
predicted that the difficulty in acquiring some of the conditions is due to the difficulty of the learners to 
make use of the input and the difficulty in acquiring interface phenomena. We also predicted that the 
language with 
affected by internal factors (language typology > language transfer) and by external factors (language 
contact, exposure, and acquisition setting). We predicted that difficulty in acquiring the preposition a
should be the same across the L2 populations because unlike Spanish both Catalan and English do not 
possess inherent case (internal factors). However, we also predicted that Catalan-Spanish bilinguals 
may perform better than the English-Spanish bilinguals due to the typological similarity of the two 
languages (internal factor) and language contact, the amount of exposure and the acquisition setting 
(external factors).  

2. The personal preposition a at the syntax-semantics interface 

This study targets the acquisition of the syntax-semantics interface by investigating the acquisition 
of the personal preposition a in adult late bilinguals. Following Chomsky (1986, 1995), some languages 
(e.g., English and Catalan) posses only structural case, whereas others (e.g., Spanish and Romanian) 
posses inherent case to mark the object of transitive verbs. In Spanish, the distribution of a is 
determined by the definiteness/specificity of the NP, animacy/agentivity of the subject, and verb 
semantics (Torrego, 1998; Zagona, 2002)2.

There is a set of properties that determine the conditions under which Spanish accusative objects 
have to be marked with the dative preposition a (or in the case of Romanian pe). The first property, 
which connects wi -
specificity and definiteness. Chomsky regards D to be the locus of specificity. Objects marked by a in 
Spanish are necessarily interpreted as specific and definite as shown in (1a) and (1b) below. Following 
Diesing (1992), it is precisely the specificity of a-marked objects which leads Torrego (1998) to claim 
that these objects raise outside vP to an outer specifier of v: 

(1a) Busco        a la mujer de la limpieza.
I-am-looking-for the (specific) cleaner.

(1b) Busco una mujer de la limpieza.
I-am-looking-for any cleaner.

The second property relates to the animacy of the object. In Spanish, a is restricted to animate 
accusative objects, as illustrated in (2a) and (2b) below, and this is irrespective of the specificity and 
definiteness of the object. That is, inanimate objects such as el parque, as in (2b), do not bear the 
preposition a. Torrego also relates this second semantic restriction (namely, contrast between animate 
vs. inanimate objects) to the D-feature of v which would be responsible for the animacy of objects that 
raise overtly. 

(2a) Ayer visité a mis abuelos.
Yesterday I-visited my grandparents.

(2b) Ayer visité el parque.
Yesterday I-visited the park

The third property is associated -role of the subject (Torrego, 1998), which necessarily 
 particularly,

Torrego claims that the sensitivity of objects marked with a to the thematic nature of the subject can be 

                                                
                                                1 Following Sorace (2000: 93), the coexistence of two or more variants 
within an individual grammar of a given 
2 A similar linguistic analysis has been proposed in the literature following a variationist approach, that is, the 
Differential Object Marking (Leonetti, 2004).
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attributed to the v-  v-VP structure that triggers overt object raising will have 
two different specifiers: on the one hand, a (inner) specifier of the agentive subject and, on the other, a 
(outer) specifier of the raised object. Hence, the preposition a is required with verbs that take an agent 
or cause as subject as in (3a), but not in (3b). 

(3a) El paciente reclamaba  a una enfermera.
The patient demanded a nurse 

(3b) *La situación reclamaba a una enfermera.
The situation demanded a nurse 

As illustrated in (3a), the object of the transitive verb is overly marked by the preposition a since 
the subjec demand is agentive. By contrast, (3b) is ungrammatical because the subject of 

demand is not agentive. 
The fourth property relates to the aspectual class of the predicate. Based on the linguistic analysis 

proposed by Travis (1992), Torrego claims that object raising seems to affect the aspectual behaviour of 
predicates. That is, marking of accusative objects either morphologically or structurally relates to 
(inherent/lexical) aspect (Comrie, 1976). Aspect is relevant for verbs, predicates, and sentences. Verbs 
are classified depending on whether or not they have an endpoint (that is, whether they are telic or 
atelic) together with the contrast between stative vs. dynamic and durative vs. punctual. Moreover, one 
of the features that determine the use of the preposition a with accusative objects is the aspectual class 

 Accomplishments and achievements designate 
an end in time (telic), whereas states and activities do not (atelic).  Objects of verbs categorized as 
accomplishments and achievements are therefore telic (for instance, make-
compel the object of the sentence to be marked with the preposition a irrespective of whether or not the 
subject of the predicated is animate (4a)-(4b)3.   

(4a) Juan emborachó  a sus invitados
Juan  made-drunk     his guests

(4b) El vino emborrachó a varios invitados
The wine made-drunk several guests

In contrast, a is mandatory with stative and activity verbs only when the subject is animate, as 
illustrated in (5a) and (5b) below. Here, the marked accusative on the object carries an intentional 
reading of the subject, a reading which is lacking in the corresponding sentence with structural case 
(Torrego, 1998). 

(5a) Inés conoce  a varios artistas
Ines knows various artists 

(5b) El cine conoce varios artistas
The    cinema knows various artists

Summarising, the essential interplay of syntactical-semantics factors that rule personal a is listed in 
the following:

The object is [+specific], [+animate] and
(i) The subject is animate (which covers the cases with statives and activity verbs); 
(ii) The subject is CAUSE (which only happens when the predicate is an 
accomplishment/achievement). 

Thus, overt marking of accusative objects in Spanish involves the syntax-semantics interface 
because it is constrained by both the structure (i.e, syntax) and it is tied to specific semantic classes of 
                                                
3 Telic predicates require the object to be marked with a regardless of the animacy of the subject but not regardless 
of the animacy of the object: Dios creo el (*al) unicornio vs. Dios creo a Eva 
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verbs (i.e, semantics). Namely, structural accusative case for direct objects is assigned by the functional 
category of AgrOP, which is regulated by formal uninterpretable features. In contrast, inherent 
accusative case is a lexical case regulated by interpretable, semantic factors (i.e., animacy, specificity 
and verbal aspect). Comparing the three languages under investigation, all three languages possess 
structural accusative case. However, NP direct objects in Catalan and in English (both other languages 
of our bilingual speakers) are not preceded or marked by a preposition4. Having described the linguistic 
aspect relevant to the present study, in the next section we outline the main findings from some recent 
acquisitional studies on the personal preposition a. 

2.1. Previous studies on the acquisition of the preposition a 

To date very few studies have investigated the acquisition of the personal preposition a in Spanish 
either in L1 (Rodriguez-Mondoñedo, 2006) or L2 acquisition (Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis, 2007;
Montrul, 2004). Rodriguez-Mondoñedo (2006) investigated some of the properties responsible for the 
Differential Object Marking (DOM) considering longitudinal spontaneous production data from six 
Spanish-speaking children between the age of 0;9 and 2;11 from different CHILDES databases 
(MacWhinney, 2000 - López Ornat, Linaza, Montes and Vila corpus). According to his findings, 
Spanish children made a very small number of errors in the distribution of a, i.e., 17 errors in total (9
errors of a omission in obligatory contexts with animate and specific objects and 8 errors of a in 
contexts that did not require it). This amounts to a 98.38% accuracy rate with DOM before the age of 3, 

-Mondoñedo 
also analysed the recordings from two further children from two additional databases (Romero and 
Serra/Sole). Unlike the analysis of the other databases, these two databases showed no errors. Although 
the number of participants in this study was very low, Rodriguez-  that 
Spanish L1 children master some of the features (i.e., specificity and animacy) which constraint the 
distribution of personal a with direct objects almost error free and from a very young age.

Looking at the acquisition of Spanish in a different acquisition scenario and with a different 
population, Montrul (2004) explored the acquisition of subject and object expressions by Mexican-
English heritage speakers of English/Spanish. Two groups of heritage speakers at two different 
proficiency levels (Intermediate and Advanced speakers) and one control group of Spanish monolingual 
were asked to perform an oral production task. The overall results revealed that language loss affects 
the interface areas, but not the purely syntactic domains. More crucial for the aims of our study,
Montrul found that there were almost no differences between heritage speakers and monolinguals in the 
production of direct objects, except for animate direct objects (Montrul, 2004, pp. 135). Heritage and 
monolingual speakers showed a different rate of omission of the personal a: monolinguals 0%, 
advanced heritage speakers 21.3%, and intermediate heritage speakers 6%. However, no obvious 
semantic patterns emerged from these omissions: the omission of the personal a tended to occur with 
both stative and activity verbs with accomplishments and achievements and regardless of the theta role 
of the subject. One possible shortcoming of the study is the elicitation instrument employed to collect 
the data, as Montrul herself recognizes that the effect of subject animacy cannot be evaluated with these 
data (pp.136).  

More recently, Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis (2007) examined the acquisition of the personal 
preposition a with a group of 33 English L2 learners of Spanish of different proficiency levels, and 14
Spanish controls. All participants took an acceptability judgement task made of 42 items. The results 
showed (a) significant differences between native speakers and L2 learners of all proficiency levels, (b) 
more errors of omission than commission, and (c) differences in the  performance in the 
different conditions: more difficulty to acquire the most complex conditions. These results let them to 
conclude that L2 Spanish learners have difficulties acquiring structures involving the syntax/semantics 
interface indicating that the acquisition of interface phenomena is developmentally unstable, difficult to 
acquire completely in L2, and prone to fossilisation. However, some of the advanced learners showed 
sensitivity to the least complex condition providing evidence that interface phenomena may be 
acquirable.

                                                
4 Additionally and crucially for the English-Spanish bilingual experimental group, the personal a is not taught 
explicitly in the classroom, or at least not to the extent it is described in the aforementioned Section 2. We thank to 
one of the reviewers for this observation.  
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3. The present study 

The main purpose of the present study was to examine how internal and external factors affect 
interface vulnerability. Recall that recent proposals concerning interfaces claim that areas such the 
syntax/semantics and syntax/pragmatics interfaces are vulnerable in L2 acquisition due to the 
complexity of two modules. Evidence that supports this claim comes from monolingual/bilingual first 
language acquisition, L2 acquisition and L1 attrition studies. On the other hand, language contact 
creates a perfect scenario to address language transfer (depending on similarities of the language 
pairing) and universal processes, both of which can be affected by internal (typological similarity) and 
external factors (e.g., language contact and properties of input). Thus, the present study goes one step 
further from previous studies on the acquisition of personal a (Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis, 2007) by 
comparing the performance of English/Spanish bilinguals who have acquired Spanish in a classroom 
context, and have limited input from Spanish which is a minority language, to a group of Catalan-
Spanish bilinguals, who have acquired Spanish in a naturalistic setting, are using Spanish in everyday 
life, and thus, have a lot of exposure to Spanish.

3.1. Participants 

18 Catalan-Spanish bilinguals, 16 English-Spanish bilinguals, and 16 monolingual Spanish adults 
participated in this study. The Catalan-Spanish participants had a mean age of 26.2 (range: 20-48, SD = 
7.0) and were living in Barcelona. The English-Spanish bilinguals had a mean age of 26.7 (range: 20-48,
SD = 7.5) and were living in the UK at the time of the data collection. The native speakers of Spanish 
had a mean age of 24.5 (range: 20-33, SD = 3.4) and were living in Spain. The three groups did not 
differ on their chronological age (F (2, 49) = .537, p > .1).  

The Catalan speakers of Spanish spoke Catalan at home when they were children, and can be 
characterised as sequential bilinguals. They acquired Spanish in a naturalistic environment and had 
frequent exposure to Spanish because they were living in Barcelona. The English speakers of Spanish 
learnt Spanish is a classroom setting in the UK, and were exposed to Spanish during class. The 
monolingual speakers were Spanish-speakers living in regions that have only Spanish as their official 
language.

All participants completed a placement test in Spanish, which consisted of the vocabulary and 
cloze sections of a Spanish proficiency test standardized for adults (Diploma Español de Lengua 
Extranjera - all 
bilinguals are at an advanced level of proficiency. The monolingual group had the highest accuracy 
(mean accuracy: 49.5 out of 50, range: 48-50, SD: 0.8) followed by the Catalan-Spanish bilinguals 
(mean accuracy: 46.4 out of 50, range: 40-50, SD: 3.3) and the English-Spanish group (mean accuracy: 
43.8, range: 40-49, SD: 2.9). There was a significant difference in the accuracy of the three groups (F (2,
49) = 18.628, p < .001). Monolinguals performed significantly better than the other two groups 
(monolinguals vs. Catalan-Spanish bilinguals: p < .01; monolinguals vs. English-Spanish bilinguals: p 
< .001), and Catalan-Spanish bilinguals performed significantly better than English-Spanish bilinguals 
(p < .05). 

3.2. Materials 

a we used a 
Completion task. The Completion task consisted of 48 sentences ranging over 6 conditions (all 
aforementioned properties from Section 2) as shown in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Experimental conditions of the Completion task 

Semantic linguistic factors Presence/absence 
of personal a

Condition 1 +animate, +specific +a
Condition 2 -animate, +/-specific -a
Condition 3 +animate, -specific -a
Condition 4 stative/activity verb, +human subject +a
Condition 5 stative/activity verb, -human subject -a
Condition 6 accomplishment/achievement verb, +/-human subject +a
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There were 6 items for conditions 1-5 and 12 for condition 6 (6 with +human subject and 6 with 
human subject). In addition, we included a control condition that did not involve the preposition a. For 
conditions 4, 5 and 6 the inherent aspectual class of the verb was determined taking into consideration 
the distinctions [+/-] telic, [+/-] stative and [+/-punctual].  In each of the sentences there was a gap, and 
participants were asked to fill in the gaps with one word or leave the gaps empty. Examples (6) and (7)
are sample items for this task.

(6) Juan persigue ___ los presos  que  se han fugado de la cárcel. (a is obligatory)
Juan chases ___ the prisoners that have run away from the prison. 

(7) La universidad necesita ___ estudiantes extranjeros para cubrir las plazas libres. (a should not be
used)
The university needs ___ more foreign students in order to cover all free vacancies. 

Participants were familiar with the vocabulary used in the experimental sentences. Although there 
was no time limit for the task, all participants completed it within twenty minutes. Instructions were 
presented in English for the English participants and in Spanish for the control group and Catalan-
Spanish bilinguals. Instructions clearly indicated how to fill in the gaps by giving three examples. 

answers.  

3.3. Results  

The data were first screened for outliers. Three items showed an accuracy of 2 standard deviations 
below the mean in the group of monolingual speakers of Spanish and were excluded from the data from 
further analyses. The results from the remaining data are given in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Accuracy in percentage  
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7

Spanish Mean 98.8 94.8 93.8 88.5 93.8 99.5 99.0

monolinguals SD 5.0 8.0 10.3 15.8 11.2 2.1 4.2

[N=16] Range 80-100 83-100 67-100 67-100 75-100 92-100 83-100

Catalan- Mean 83.3 90.7 60.2 62 56.9 76.4 100

Spanish SD 17.1 8.5 15.3 24.8 20.7 23.8 0

[N=18] Range 40-100 83-100 50-100 17-100 25-100 17-100 100

English- Mean 70 86.5 76 54.2 59.4 66.7 94.8

Spanish SD 24.2 16.4 21.9 24.7 20.2 24.9 8

[N=16] Range 20-80 50-100 33-100 0-83 25-100 80-100 83-100
Note: C1= condition relates to [+animate, +specific] objects, requires a; C2= condition relates to [-animate, +/-
specific] objects, requires absence of a; C3= condition relates to [+animate, -specific], requires absence of a; C4= 
condition relates to the aspectual class (i.e., stative/activity verbs) of the predicate, but subject is animate, requires 
a; C5= condition relates to the aspectual class (i.e., stative/activity verbs) of the predicate, but subject is non-
animate, requires absence of a; C6= condition relates to the aspectual class (i.e., accomplishment/achievement 
verbs) of the predicate, regardless of whether subject is animate or non-animate, requires a.  

l) as between-
subjects variable and -subjects variable was used to identify 
differences between the groups and conditions. To cancel out the differences in the proficiency level, 

(2, 46) = 17.445, p 
(12,276) = 4.501, p < .001) reflecting differences between the groups in their performance in the 7 
conditions. Pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni correction were used to determine differences 
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between the seven conditions in each group separately. Monolingual speakers performed equally well 
in all conditions. In contrast, the other groups showed differences between the conditions, as shown in 
Table 3. Catalan-Spanish bilinguals performed significantly better in the control condition (condition 7) 
compared to all other conditions, and they performed significantly better in Conditions 1 and 2 
compared to Conditions 3, 4, and 5. 

Table 3: Difference between conditions in the Catalan-Spanish participants 
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7

C1 -

C2 ns -

C3 p < .05 p < .001 -

C4 p < .01 p < .01 ns -

C5 p < .05 p < .001 ns ns -

C6 ns ns ns ns ns -

C7 p < .05 p < .01 p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 p < .001 -

English-Spanish bilinguals performed significantly better in the control condition (Condition 7) 
compared to conditions 1, 4, 5, and 6, and the difference was approaching significance for Condition 3, 
as shown in Table 4 below. They also performed significantly better in Conditions 1 and 2 compared to 
Condition 4, and better in Condition 2 compared to Condition 5. 

Table 4: Difference between conditions in the English-Spanish participants 
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7

C1 -

C2 ns -

C3 ns ns -

C4 p = .055 p < .01 ns -

C5 ns p < .01 ns ns -

C6 ns ns ns p = .057 ns -

C7 p < .05 ns p = .058 p < .001 p < .001 p < .01 -

Planned pairwise comparisons between the three groups using Bonferroni correction showed that 
the monolingual Spanish group performed significantly better than Catalan-Spanish and English-
Spanish bilinguals in all conditions except from Condition 2 and the control Condition 7, as shown in 
Table 5 below. Catalan-Spanish bilinguals performed significantly better than English-Spanish 
bilinguals in Conditions 3 and 7. 
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Table 5: Difference between conditions in all participants 
Spanish

vs.
Catalan-Spanish

Spanish
vs.

English-Spanish

Catalan-Spanish vs.
English-Spanish

C1 p < .01 p < .001 ns

C2 ns ns ns

C3 p < .001 p < .01 p < .05

C4 p = .001 p < .001 ns

C5 p < .001 p < .001 ns

C6 p = .001 p < .001 ns

C7 ns ns p < .05

To investigate individual variation within each group of participants, we calculated how many 
participants performed above chance level in each group and each condition, as shown in Table 4.  

Table 6: Percentage of participants performing above chance  
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7

L1 speakers [N=16] 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Catalan-Spanish [N=18] 83% 100% 39% 61% 39% 78% 100%

English-Spanish [N=16] 63% 94% 75% 44% 44% 56% 100%

All monolingual Spanish speakers performed above chance in all conditions and in the control 
condition also all the learners performed above chance. All Catalan-Spanish speakers and 94% of the 
English-Spanish bilinguals performed above chance in Condition 2. In contrast, 39% of Catalan-
Spanish bilinguals performed below chance in Condition 3 and 5. Likewise, 44% of English-Spanish 
bilinguals performed below chance level in Condition 4 and 5.  

To investigate whether the groups of participants showed more errors of omission or commission, 
we averaged the conditions requiring the preposition a (C1, C4, C6) and the conditions requiring 
leaving a gap, as shown in Table 7, and conducted a repeated measures ANOVA with the factors 

 monolingual) as between-
commission) as within-subjects variable, and we covaried the participants proficiency level. Recall that 
neither Catalan nor English require that NP direct objects are preceded or marked by a preposition. 
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Table 7: Percentage of errors of omission vs. commission 
omission commission

Mean 4.4 5.9

Monolinguals SD 5.1 8.5

[N=16] Range 0-17 0-25

Catalan- Mean 26.1 31.1

Spanish SD 17.5 10.7

[N=18] Range 0-76 14-47

English- Mean 36.4 26

Spanish SD 22.5 14.9

[N=16] Range 6-77 6-53
  

This analysis 
error rate in Catalan-Spanish bilinguals compared to monolinguals (p < .001) and English-Spanish 
bilinguals compared to monolinguals (p < .001). Overall, Catalan-Spanish bilinguals made more errors 
of commission and English-Spanish bilinguals made more errors of omission, but this difference did 
not reach significance level.  

4. General Discussion  

The main purpose of the present study was to examine interface vulnerabilities with the help of a 
completion task designed to test marked accusative case in Spanish (i.e., personal a) which is an 
example of lexical case controlled by different interpretable, semantic features as described in Section 2.
Two groups of adult bilinguals (18 Catalan-Spanish and 16 English-Spanish) and 16 monolingual 
Spanish adults took part in this study that addressed two research questions. Firstly, we sought to 
investigate whether adult bilinguals show residual optionality in the acquisition of the personal 
preposition a. The answer to that question was yes. On the one hand, our results showed that the 
monolingual group performed equally well in all conditions, but the two groups of bilinguals showed 
differences between conditions. Group results indicated that Catalan-Spanish bilinguals scored 
significantly better in Conditions 1 and 2 compared to Conditions 3, 4, and 5. Regarding the English-
Spanish bilinguals, we also found variability across their performance in the different conditions. These 
results corroborate previous results reported in Montrul (2004) and in Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis
(2007). 

The significant differences between the monolingual and the bilingual groups are in line with 
findings reported in previous research (Guijarro-Fuentes and Marinis, 2007; Serratrice, Sorace and 
Paoli, 2004; Sorace, 2004; Tsimpli, Sorace, Heycock and Filiaci, 2004). Taking together the group 
results and the individual analysis, it seems that the acquisition of interpretable, semantic features 
associated with the personal preposition a are a clear barometer of residual optionality even when the 
bilinguals are close to the monolingual end state as demonstrated by the analyses. Furthermore, our 
results show that subjects have the most difficulty with performing the most complex conditions (i.e.,
Condition 3, 4, 5 and 6). Tentatively, the pattern of results could be explained if we consider that there 
are syntax-semantics (or internal interface) and syntax-pragmatics/discourse (or external interface) 
issues intersected in the presence/absence of the personal preposition a. That is, whereas definiteness 
relates more to semantics, specificity relates also to the discourse context:  one only knows that an 

Following the 
same line of reasoning, Animacy (Condition 2) relates to semantics, and lexical aspect also relates 
largely to semantics of the predicate, but whether or not the inherent telicity of a given predicate is 
actually realized in a particular case will also depend on the discourse context which accounts for 
Condition 3, 4, 5 and 6. Thus, similarly to Tsimpli and Sorace (2006), we claim that the conditions that 
relate to the syntax-discourse interface are harder to acquire than the conditions that relate to the 
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syntax-semantics interface. Thus, only external interfaces seem to be problematic for our bilingual 
populations and cause incomplete acquisition5. 

Secondly, we tried to answer the question of whether or not language contact, exposure, and type 
of setting (i.e., the language environment) have an impact on the acquisition of the personal preposition 
a. The answer to that question is yes to some degree. According to our findings, Catalan-Spanish 
bilinguals performed slightly better than English-Spanish bilinguals even when we cancelled out the 
effect of proficiency. In addition, Catalan-Spanish bilinguals made overall more errors of commission,
whereas English-Spanish bilinguals made more errors of omission. That is, the two groups of bilinguals 
showed a different pattern of errors despite the fact that the L1 of both groups does not require NP 
direct objects to be marked with lexical case. Catalan-Spanish bilinguals opted for overuse of the 
personal a, whereas English-Spanish bilinguals opted for the omission of a. Both groups were aware 
that they have to use this preposition in particular contexts, but when in doubt, each group followed a
different strategy, both of which are in some sense economical. Thus, the two bilingual groups do not 
unidirectionally follow the same pattern of errors. These findings lead us to the issue of cross-linguistic 
influence which is the second strand in the interfaces research (cf. Hulk and Müller, 2000; Müller and 
Hulk, 2001). The acquisition of the interpretable, semantic features associated with personal a do not 
seem to be prone to cross-linguistic influence. The pattern showed by the two groups of bilinguals does 
not seem to be determined by their first language. Contrary to our expectations, we found that only in 
the English-Spanish bilinguals, the language that has the most economical option (i.e., English) exerts
some kind of influence. Thus, it can be definitely stated for the present study that language 
contact/environment does not influence the path of acquisition as far as the personal a is concerned.
However, it is possible that the lack of the superficial overlap could explain the variability found
amongst the Catalan and English bilinguals in attaining the Spanish target variety.

However, a word of caution is needed in interpreting our results since an additional confound could 
have an effect on the results. We acknowledge that comparing the two experimental groups is 
problematic because of the multiple additional variables that exist between them (and that we did not 
control for in the experiment reported herein).  Recall that the two experimental groups differ in (a) 
context of acquisition (i.e. classroom vs. naturalistic), (b) L1 (English vs. Catalan), and crucially (c) age 
of acquisition of Spanish.  Although the age of acquisition is not explicitly tested in the present 
investigation, the English learners of Spanish acquired Spanish after the critical period.  In contrast, the 
Catalan group is referred to as childhood sequential bilinguals (although we recognize that the 
definition of speakers living in Catalonia being sequential bilinguals is in and of itself problematic, 
since it is likely that these speakers had intense exposure to Spanish from birth or very shortly 
afterwards, given the greater context of Spanish/Catalan in Spain). Hence, it is important in stating the 
implications of the present study to note that the bilingual speakers tested here might have began 
acquiring Spanish at different points in life, namely before (i.e., the Catalan group) or after the critical 
period (i.e., the English group). Echoing some of the main findings within the generative linguistics 
research, it has not been definitively established that after the critical period adult learners continue to 
have access to the language acquisition mechanisms as they had as children.  Therefore, future research 
could make an attempt to qualify the personal a as a phenomenon with features acquirable in adulthood 
according to more recent accounts of local impairment (e.g. Failed Functional Features,
Representational Deficits accounts (Franceschina, 2001; Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Hawkins & 

                                                
5 Furthermore, as part of a larger study in progress we also consider the acquisition of narrow syntactic properties 
(e.g., the accusative and dative clitic objects) that hinges on the acquisition of the same features aiming to 
disentangle whether the acquisition of personal a (and other interface phenomena, e.g., clitic-doubling) exhibits 
optionality in adult bilinguals due to its position at an interface. Due to space limitations we only report on a subset 
of our main results. Overall means on all experimental sentence types (e.g., clitics with finite, non-finite and 
restructuring verbs) combined indicated similar patterns of accuracy: Spanish monolinguals (percentage M=94.5%),
Catalan/Spanish bilinguals (percentage M= 90.5%) and English/Spanish bilinguals (percentage M= 89.9%).
Following on from those findings, knowledge of clitics by bilingual speakers of Spanish (that is, Catalan and 
English bilinguals of Spanish) is identical to that of monolingual Spanish speakers, but their knowledge of the 
preposition a (and clitic-doubling in the case of the English/Spanish bilinguals) with direct objects which are 
subject to factors such as specificity, animacy, lexical aspects is significantly more indeterminate as reported in the 
main text. Thus, from these results, albeit tentative, it is clear that the purely narrow syntactic properties are 
acquired, but the interface properties are not. Hence we claim that the fossilization of the personal a (and to the 
same effects clitic-doubling) would be due to its location at the interface, and maybe to some maturational effects. 
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Franceschina, 2004)).  Furthermore, it has been documented that success in L2 language acquisition in 
childhood does correlate to the onset of acquisition.  Given that the Catalan group have probably had 
exposure starting at or around birth and that the English group did not have exposure to Spanish until 
after the critical period, any differences seen between the two groups could conceivably be due to 
maturational effects.  However, to precisely and accurately test these hypotheses, carefully controlled 
methodology must be selected in future research. One is regarding subject selection.  If future 
researchers wish to show the effects of acquisition context, they must select appropriate groups, 
controlling for all variables but one (to the extent possible).  One way to do this would be by comparing 
the adult English group with exposure after the critical period with an adult English group that learned 
Spanish in a naturalistic context before the critical period. An alternative scenario would be to compare 
English adults who learned Spanish in childhood with the Catalan group, which would still create the 
classroom/immersion contrast6. 

Finally, an important point we would like to make is that our study included a relatively small 
sample of participants (34 bilingual adults in total) and the methodology involved off-line tasks that 
rely on meta-linguistic knowledge. This may not be sufficient to determine subtle differences between 
the groups. Therefore, our main interpretations and conclusions concerning interface vulnerabilities and 
cross-linguistic directionality (or transfer) are tentative. Furthermore, given the potential confounding 
factors in the shape of the bilinguals L2 Spanish, we acknowledge that the findings from our main 
analyses are critically dependent on the ledge of the language is more 
important of a factor in performance in the L2 than when the L2 was learned or any other non-linguistic 
factors. Clearly, more research is needed to address the impact of the language environment in the 
acquisition of interface phenomena.

References 

Belletti, A., Bennati, E. & Sorace, A. (2007). Theoretical and developmental issues in the syntax of subjects: 
evidence from near-native Italian. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory, 25. 657-689.

Borgonovo, C., Bruhn de Garavito, J. & Prévost, P. (2006). Is the semantics/syntax interface vulnerable in L2 
acquisition? Focus on mood distinctions clauses in L2 Spanish. In V. Torrens & L. Escobar (eds.), The 
Acquisition of Syntax in Romance Languages (pp. 353- 369). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Borgonovo, C., Bruhn de Garavito, J. & Prévost, P. (2005). Acquisition of mood distinctions in L2 Spanish. In A. 
Burgos, M. R. Clark-Cotton & S. Ha (eds.), Proceedings of the 29th Boston University Conference on 
Language Development (pp. 97-108). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press.

Borgonovo, C., Bruhn de Garavito, J., Guijarro-Fuentes, P., Prévost, P. & E., Valenzuela (2006). Specificity in 
Spanish: The syntax/semantics interface in SLA. In Foster-Cohen & M. Medved Krajnovic (eds.), Eurosla 
Yearbook 2006 (pp. 57-78). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Bos, P., Hollebrandese, B. and Sleeman, P. (2004). The pragmatics-syntax and the semantics-syntax interface in 
acquisition. IRAL, 42, 101-110. 

Chomsky, N. (1986). Knowledge of Language: Its Nature, Origin, and Use. New York: Praeger.
Chomsky, N. (1995). The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.  
Comrie, B. (1976). Aspect: An Introduction to the Study of Verbal Aspect and Related Problems. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.  
Dekydtspotter, L., Sprouse, R. & Thyre, R. (1999/2000). The interpretation of quantification at a distance in 

English-French interlanguage: Domain specificity and second language acquisition. Language Acquisition, 8, 
265-320.  

Diesing, M. (1992). Indefinites. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Dowty, D. (1979). Word meaning and Montague grammar. Dorchecht: D. Reidel.  
Epstein, S., Flynn, S., & Martohardjono, G. (1996). Second language acquisition: Theoretical and experimental 

issues in contemporary research. Brain and Behavioral Sciences, 19, 677-714. 
Epstein, S., Flynn, S., & Martohardjono, G. (1998). The strong continuity hypothesis in adult L2 acquisition. In S. 

Flynn, ds.), The generative study of second language acquisition (pp. 61-
79). Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Franceschina, F. (2001). Morphological or syntactic deficit in near-native speakers? An assessment of some current 
proposals. Second Language Research, 17, 213 147. 

Grinstead, J. (2004). Subjects and interface delay in child Spanish and Catalan. Language, 80, 40-72. 

                                                
6 We would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for bringing this issue up and for giving us the opportunity to 
discuss it in relation to future research.

91



Guijarro-Fuentes, P. and Marinis, T. (2007). Acquiring the syntax/semantic interface in L2 Spanish: the personal
preposition a. Eurosla Yearbook 2007 (7), 67-87.  

Hawkins, R. and Chan, C. (1997). The partial availability of Universal Grammar in second language acquisition: 
Second Language Research, 13, 187-226.

Hawkins, R. & Franceschina, F. (2004). Explaining the Acquisition and Non-Acquisition of Determiner-Noun 
Concord in French and Spanish. In P. Prévost & J. Paradis (Eds.), The Acquisition of French in Different 
Contexts: Focus on Functional Categories (pp. 175-205). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Hulk, A.. & Müller, N. (2000). Bilingual first language acquisition at the interface between syntax and pragmatics. 
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 3, 227-244.

Leonetti, M. (2004). Specificity and Differential Object Marking in Spanish. Catalan Journal of Linguistics, 3, 75-
114. 

MacWhinney, B. (2000). The CHILDES project: Tools for analysing talk. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Marinis, T. (2003). The Acquisition of the DP in Modern Greek. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. [Language 

Acquisition and Language Disorders 31]. 
Montrul, S. (2004). Subject and object expression in Spanish heritage speakers: A case of morpho-syntactic 

convergence. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 7, 125-142.  
Müller, N., & Hulk, A. (2001). Crosslinguistic influence in bilingual language acquisition: Italian and French as 

recipient languages. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 4, 1-53. 
Paradis, J., & Navarro, S. (2003). Subject realization and crosslinguistic interference in the bilingual acquisition of 

Spanish and English: What is the role of input? Journal of Child Language, 30, 371-393. 
Platzack, C. (2000). A complement-of-N0 account of restrictive and non-restrictive relatives: The case of Swedish. 

In A. Alexiadou, P. Law, A. Meinunger & C. Wilder (eds.), The syntax of relative clauses, (pp. 265 308). 
John Benjamins, Amsterdam.

Rodriguez-Mondoñedo, M. (2006). The acquisition of differential object marking in Spanish. Retrieved on January 
30, 2007 from http://www.sp.uconn.edu/~mir02007/english/RodMonAcqDOM.pdf. 

Rothman, J. (2007). Pragmatic solutions for syntactic problems: Understanding some L2 syntactic errors in terms 
of discourse-pragmatic deficits. In S. Baauw, F. Drijkoningen and M. Pinto (eds.), Romance languages and 
linguistic theory (pp. 297-318). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Schwartz, B., & Sprouse, R. (1994). Word order and nominative case in nonnative language acquisition: a 
longitudinal study of L1 Turkish German interlanguage. In T. Hoekstra and B. Schwartz (eds.), Language 
acquisition studies in generative grammar (pp. 317-368). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Schwartz, B., & Sprouse, R. (1996). L2 cognitive states and the Full Transfer/Full Access model. Second Language 
Research, 12, 40 72. 

Serratrice, L., Sorace, A. & Paoli, S. (2004). Transfer at the syntax-pragmatics interface: subjects and objects in 
Italian-English bilingual and monolingual acquisition. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 7, 183-205. 

Sorace, A. (2000). Syntactic optionality in non-native grammars. Second Language Research, 16, 93-102. 
Sorace, A. (2003). Near-nativeness. In C. Doughty and M. Long (eds.), The Handbook of Second Language 

Acquisition (pp. 130-151). Oxford: Blackwell. 
Sorace, A. (2004). Native language attrition and developmental instability at the syntax-discourse interface: Data, 

interpretations and methods. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 7, 143-145. 
Sorace, A. (2005). Selective optionality in language development. In L. Cornips and K.P. Corrigan (eds), Syntax 

and Variation: Reconciling the Biological and the Social (pp. 55-80). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 
Torrego, E. (1998). The dependencies of Objects. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Travis, L. (1992). Inner Aspect and the Structure of VP. Manuscript, McGill University. 
Tsimpli, I., Sorace, A., Heycock, C., & F. Filiaci. (2004). First language attrition and syntactic subjects: A study of 

Greek and Italian near-native speakers of English. International Journal of Bilingualism, 8, 257-277.
Tsimpli, I., & Sorace, A. (2006). Differentiating Interfaces: L2 performance in syntax-semantics and syntax-

discourse phenomena. In D. Bamman, T. Magnitskaia, & C. Zaller (eds.), Proceedings of the 30th Boston 
University Conference on Language Development (pp. 653-664). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press. 

Zagona, K. (2002). The Syntax of Spanish. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Vendler, Z. (1967). Verbs and times. In Z. Vendler (ed), Linguistics in Philosophy (pp. 97-121). Ithaca: Cornell 

University Press.  
  

92



Selected Proceedings of the
11th Hispanic Linguistics Symposium

edited by Joseph Collentine,
Maryellen García, Barbara Lafford,
and Francisco Marcos Marín
Cascadilla Proceedings Project     Somerville, MA     2009

Copyright information

Selected Proceedings of the 11th Hispanic Linguistics Symposium
© 2009 Cascadilla Proceedings Project, Somerville, MA. All rights reserved

ISBN 978-1-57473-432-4 library binding

A copyright notice for each paper is located at the bottom of the first page of the paper.
Reprints for course packs can be authorized by Cascadilla Proceedings Project.

Ordering information

Orders for the library binding edition are handled by Cascadilla Press.
To place an order, go to www.lingref.com or contact:

Cascadilla Press, P.O. Box 440355, Somerville, MA 02144, USA
phone: 1-617-776-2370, fax: 1-617-776-2271, e-mail: sales@cascadilla.com

Web access and citation information

This entire proceedings can also be viewed on the web at www.lingref.com. Each paper has a unique document #
which can be added to citations to facilitate access. The document # should not replace the full citation.

This paper can be cited as:

Guijarro-Fuentes, Pedro and Theodoros Marinis. 2009. The Acquisition of the Personal Preposition a by
Catalan-Spanish and English-Spanish Bilinguals. In Selected Proceedings of the 11th Hispanic Linguistics
Symposium, ed. Joseph Collentine et al., 81-92. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.

or:

Guijarro-Fuentes, Pedro and Theodoros Marinis. 2009. The Acquisition of the Personal Preposition a by
Catalan-Spanish and English-Spanish Bilinguals. In Selected Proceedings of the 11th Hispanic Linguistics
Symposium, ed. Joseph Collentine et al., 81-92. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.
www.lingref.com, document #2204.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




