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

Yes, the paper presents novel data on the use of que clefts in two varieties of Spanish:
Yucatecan Spanish and Mexico City Spanish. This type of construction has not been widely
investigated in Spanish in general or 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 data is sound, since it comes from both experimentally controlled and sociolinguistic
interviews. One limitation of the study is that not all of the participants in both sites did all of the
tasks: One of the two experimental tasks was only conducted with Yucatecan participants, all
others were conducted with Mexico City participants as well.

It would be useful to have a more thorough presentation of the distribution of the data, for
example giving basic descriptive statistics on the distribution of the data. The paper cites 8
speakers (out of 10) who produced a total of 34 clefted utterances, but it would be useful to
know what the distribution of those utterances were across speakers, as well as what type of
clefts. It would also be useful to know what kind of cleft utterances were produced and what
percentages of each kind.

It would also be interesting to clarify whether the focus-elicitation task included different types
of focused arguments, or just subject focus, since the Cantinflas-task seemed to focus on
subjects (and verbs, but no examples are given). Given that CDMX participants only did the first
task, there may be a bias in the data. This is also important because the availability of
determiners may be higher or lower depending on whether the antecedent is a subject or an
object, for example. Were there adverbial antecedents in the data as well?

Readers would also appreciate knowing what the criteria were for determining bilingualism of
the Yucatecan population and for determining whether the antecedent was specific or non-
specific. Since there is a separate variable (determiner/no determiner), and antecedents
without determiner will more likely be non-specific, how does this dependency affect the
argument? This would seem to bias the last node of the tree (7 non-specific vs. 57 specific
tokens)

One concern that might be relevant (but | don’t know enough about the statistical methodology
to assess) is the low number of tokens that some of the nodes of the tree have. If thisis a
potentialissue, perhaps it could be acknowledged.



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]

The conclusion and the line of argumentation about the role of age are well supported in the
text. The same can be said about RQ Ill, the discussion of other conclusions would benefit from
actual percentages to support the claims. For example, the authors suggest support for
hypothesis la (“Mono- and bilingual YS speakers differ in their use of plain que”) because “the
proportion of plain que in the YS variety is considerably higher than in the data from CDMX?”,
would it be possible to present those actual proportions in the paper?

Similarly, the authors suggest that “Hypothesis Ib is not supported by our data: mono- and
bilingual speakers of YS pattern together in their usage of relative complementizers overall”, but
the relative percentages in tables 3 and 4 seem to be quite different for mono and bilingual
speakers (for example, monolingual speakers prefer plain que n 29/82 cases, while bilinguals
prefer plain que in 29/62 cases).

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

None that | know of.

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]If you reject the paper, do
you have any suggestions for how to improve it? [max 500 words]

1) I would suggest a more detailed presentation of results to substantiate the hypotheses.
2) A more thorough presentation of the methodology, particularly in the first two elicitation tasks
(what was the distribution of arguments, how many tokens per condition, etc.)



