Does the paper make a novel contribution to the understanding of the topic under
investigation? [max 250 words]

Yes, the paper makes a novel contribution to the understanding of the topic under investigation.
The paper provides evidence that plain que is used not only by Yucatan Spanish speakers, as
previously assumed, but also by CDMX Spanish speakers, although to a lesser extent, according
to the authors. This broadens the known geographical contexts in which plain que is used. The
study also reveals complex interactions between age and language profile among YS speakers,
showing differing preferences for plain que and DET+que based on these factors. Also, the
finding that younger CDMX speakers are beginning to use plain que innovatively, while older
speakers do not use it at all, suggests a dynamic change in language use that hadn't been
documented before. The research also highlights how specific antecedents and the presence of
determiners influence the use of plain que, supporting and expanding upon previous findings in
the literature. This detailed exploration of referential properties offers a new dimension to
understanding the conditions under which plain que is used. Furthermore, by establishing that
plain que is categorically restricted to canonical clefts, the paper adds a significant structural
constraint to the discussion, which helps clarify the syntactic environments that favor plain
que. Finally, the paper discusses potential origins of plain que usage, including language
contact with Yucatec Maya and the extension from adverbial to noun clefts, providing a fresh
perspective on how this feature might have spread and evolved in Mexican Spanish.

Is the empirical content of the paper sound (i.e. the data are collected and presented
properly, the experiments are well designed, the statistics is well done, the examples
contain no spelling mistakes, etc)? [max 400 words]

The empirical content of the paper appears to be sound. The paper provides a detailed
description of the two tasks that were used (foco and cantinflas tasks) and participant
selection. The two tasks have been sucessfully in previous studies. The descriptions of the
elicitation tasks are detailed and include example questions and expected responses, which
help in understanding the design and goals of the experiments. It is concerning, however, the
drastic change in participants. For example, 41 participants completed the foco-task, but only 5
provided clefts. The recording process and equipment was detailed as well. The statistical
analysis seems very thorough. The use of conditional inference trees and random forests to
analyze the predictors of plain que versus DET+que usage is a sophisticated approach that
allows for the identification of complex patterns in the data. The accuracy of the models is
assessed and reported (e.g., overall accuracy of 84.8% for the tree model), indicating a careful
validation of the findings. As far as | can tell, the examples contain no spelling mistakes.



Is the argument coherent and sound, with no major flaws and/or shortcomings, within the
context of the theoretical assumptions made by the author? [max 500 words]

There are no major logical flaws or inconsistencies in the argument. The interpretations of the
data are reasonable and supported by the evidence presented.The paper effectively addresses
potential counterarguments and limitations, enhancing the credibility of the conclusions drawn.

Are there any relevant scholarly works that have been overlooked by the author? If the
answer is YES, please provide the full references.

No

Have you seen this paper, its content, the proposed analysis, or the conclusions published
in other venues? [If your answer is YES, please add the relevant reference.]

No

If you accept the paper with minor revisions, please list the revisions you would advice
(you are not required to proofread the paper) [max 500 words]

1. One of the conclusions that the authors reach is that "young monolingual speakers of YS use
Det+que as an identity marker, whereas the young YS bilinguals show more variation as a result
of a lower degree of identification with the hispanicized culture of the region" (p.14). However, in
the Background section there is only one reference (Uth, 2018) that hints at this phenomenon.
Moreover, the second article referenced (Auhagen & Uth, 2022) concluded that there was no
evidence to support this difference. It would benefit the paper if the authors provide more
literature exploring this aspect to better support their conclusion.

2. Hypotheses la and |b are the same. Should one of them include the origin/dialect distinction?
3. The italicization of “gelicado” is inconsistent. All instances are not italicized, save for one in p.
15.

4.Though "YM" is clearly "Yucatan Maya", the acronym is never defined.

5. Errors in the use of double quotes in footnote 3.

6. The authors state that the use of the plain que in CDMX Spanish is an incipient phenomenon,
while it is well established in YS. However, it seems that the younger monolinguals of YS prefer
Det+que, the opposite of what is ocurring in CDMX Spanish. The authors do not discuss this
finding. What does it mean that young monolinguals are doing the opposite in the two varieties?
Is the Det+que becoming more established in YS? That is, is Det+que going to become the more
prevalent form used in YS? A few words on this would benefit the paper.



