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ABSTRACT

This paper contributes to research on the awareness of grammatical variability through a study of variation in reflexivity marking

in Mano under the influence of Kpelle, both indigenous languages of Guinea. The speakers of these languages are found to be

sensitive to contact-induced grammatical variation in reflexivity, which manifests via variation in comprehension patterns and,

more specifically, in form-to-meaning correspondence, across different communities. We explain the patterns by hypothesizing

that variation in comprehension is at least partially based on language experience in a particular environment and does not

necessarily reflect a difference in grammatical representation. Such explanation underscores the importance of sociolinguistic

considerations for employing acceptability judgments in syntactic analysis.

1 | Introduction

Linguistic patterns of multilingual individuals often vary signif-
icantly and differ from what can be taken as a monolingual
baseline due to the cross-linguistic influence or other types of
grammatical restructuring (e.g., Polinsky 2018). While studying
patterns and social determinants of such contact-induced varia-
tion has been a common topic in sociolinguistics and especially
in contact linguistics (Léglise and Chamoreau 2013; Abtahian
and Kasstan 2020), a much less studied topic is whether the
individuals are aware of the variation in their communities, how
they accommodate to it, and how does variation affect their
overall linguistic behavior including not only production but also
comprehension.

Mufwene (2001) famously argued that the sum of community’s
(varying) input—the “communal” grammar—shapes the individ-
ual’s grammar, or, in Chomsky’s term, the I-language (Chomsky
1986), to which (some) computational linguists would add that

this process is predictable and mechanistic (Yang 2018). The
I-language, in turn, is taken to be responsible for a uniform
linguistic behavior at all levels, both production of meaning-to-
form pairs, comprehension of form-to-meaning pairs and their
acceptability judgments (Gerasimova and Lyutikova 2020). But
what if production patterns do not correspond to comprehension
patterns (on the difference between production and percep-
tion in phonology, see e.g., Hay et al. 2006)? What if, more
specifically, comprehension remained adaptive to the individuals’
linguistic experience and the variety of form-to-meaning pairs
they encounter—in other words, to the fact that people around
them can use grammar differently and mean different things?
Can two individuals have identical production patterns but
differ in comprehension because their linguistic environment is
different?

This paper aims to demonstrate that a divergence between gram-
matical production and comprehension patterns across individ-
uals is possible and can indeed be explained by the properties of
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their sociolinguistic environment. Even though both production
and comprehension are determined by the individual’s exposure
to a “communal” grammar, even disproportionately little expo-
sure to variation is enough to loosen the expectations of form-
meaning pairs and consequently shift comprehension patterns.
This, in turn, is interpreted as an indication of the existence of the
speakers’ awareness of sociogrammatical variation in their com-
munity, an observation that contradicts many theoretical predic-
tions. The conclusions are based on production and comprehen-
sion experiments in the domain of reflexivity marking in Mano
under the influence of Kpelle, both Mande languages spoken in
Guinea.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2
provides sociolinguistic information about Mano and Kpelle, and
Section 3 provides concrete examples of the social dynamics,
as well as a structural background. In Section 4, we give a
brief overview of research on (contact-induced) grammatical
variation, with a special emphasis on reflexivity marking, and
awareness thereof. Section 5 presents the experimental study.
The findings are discussed in Section 6. Our experiment has
limitations in that it does not probe explicit commentaries nor
does it address social meaning, or perceived associations between
grammatical patterns and social parameters, which could be
probed by observations of style shifting or by matched-guise
experiments. These, and especially the latter, are part of a future
study whose findings may also connect to predictions about the
spread of cross-linguistic influence. We briefly describe them in
Section 7. We conclude in Section 8.

2 | Sociolinguistic Background on Mano and
Kpelle

Kpelle and Mano are both Mande languages spoken in Guinea
and Liberia by the Mano and Kpelle people. There is some
regional variation in these languages, including between Guinean
and Liberian varieties (on the Mano situation, see Khachaturyan
2018; Ethnologue lists Guinean and Liberian varieties of Kpelle as
separate languages), but not in the parameter under discussion,
namely, reflexive marking within a simple clause, although we
expect there to be some variation in long-distance reflexive
marking in Liberian varieties of Mano. In Forest Guinea, where
we conducted our fieldwork, they are spoken by an estimated
332,000 (Kpelle) and 57,000 (Mano) speakers (Bah and Bangoura
2017). The approximative areas of language spread are repre-
sented in Figure 1. The speaker numbers and the map do not
consider relatively widespread bilingualism between these two
languages.

The Mano and the Kpelle have distinct ethnic identities and
cultural narratives marking the distinction, which often include
references to ethnic warfare in the past. Yet they share a lot
of cultural practices, such as traditional and Christian religious
institutions, and have closely intertwined agricultural and market
activities. They intermarry quite often, and there are not only
some mixed settlements, especially larger towns (Nzérékoré,
Lola), but also some villages have mixed populations. The mere
numerical dominance of Kpelle speakers over Mano speakers
results in often asymmetrical bilingualism (Mano speakers also
speak Kpelle more often than the other way around, Khachatu-

ryan and Konoshenko 2021). The same numerical imbalance
has led, historically, to Kpelle being dominant in specific social
spheres, such as the Catholic church (Khachaturyan 2020), as
well as, during the first couple of decades after independence, in
the regional education system. Nevertheless, today, the languages
are mostly on egalitarian footing, with neither language under-
stood to be more prestigious than the other. A key indication of
the equal status of the languages and social groups is that mixed
marriages can go both ways: a Mano husband can take a Kpelle
wife, and the other way around. Such egalitarian relationship
is in clear contrast with a non-egalitarian relationship between,
on the one hand, the Mano and the Kpelle and, on the other
hand, the Maninka, which shows up in non-symmetric marriage
patterns (Maninka men can take Kpelle spouses, but not the
other way around). Simultaneously, the bilingual patterns are
non-reciprocal: in Nzérékoré, where the Kpelle are the largest
group, Maninka rarely, if ever, speak Kpelle, but most Kpelle
report knowledge and practice of Maninka (Khachaturyan and
Konoshenko 2021), while in Kpelle-dominant villages with a
substantial Mano population, a considerable number of the
Kpelle speak Mano, which is reflected by our sample. There is no
code-mixing between Mano and Kpelle languages and an overall
avoidance of lexical borrowing (Khachaturyan, Konoshenko et al.
2024), which is typical for languages in egalitarian settings
(Pakendorf et al. 2021 and papers therein) and is an indication
of a “purist” language ideology (Kroskrity 2023).

Mano and Kpelle are not the only languages spoken in the region.
Education in Guinea is conducted mostly in French. There is
currently no education in either of the languages. By contrast with
mixing between Mano and Kpelle, mixing of either language with
French is quite common, especially among educated speakers.
Besides lexical material originating from French, we have not
reported any influence from French on Mano and Kpelle as they
are spoken in Forest Guinea (of course, the situation in more
French-dominant environments, such as the diasporas, may be
different). In addition to French, some other languages are also
present in the region, and the linguistic landscape, especially in
larger towns, is quite complex: the most important are the afore-
mentioned Maninka, traditionally spoken by traders and those
who trade with them, Konianké, Looma, Kissi, Kono, spoken by
neighboring groups, as well as Pular. Liberia being a neighboring
country and very close by, some speakers report having work
experience there and, consequently, some knowledge of English.
Our focus on Mano and Kpelle is thus a simplification when it
comes to larger towns (where only a small number of consultants
reside) but is warranted when it comes to villages, where the
Mano and the Kpelle constitute a clear majority, but also by the
fact that no structural influence from these other languages has
been attested either on Mano or on Kpelle. More ethnographic
work is needed, however, to deepen our understanding of the
multilingual reality in the region.

Language practices in the region are closely linked to ethnicity, a
prominent local form of self- and other-identification. A question
asking a person to self-identify at the relevant group level is
formulated, literally, as “which person are you” (in Mano, it
would be i mgg mi kd?) or “what kind of person are you” (i
suii kpge'kd?). The relevant answer varies depending on the
community: in a monolingual community, it is a person’s clan,
but, crucially, in a multilingual and multiethnic community, it
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FIGURE 1 | Areas of distribution of Mano and Kpelle languages. The map was created by Yu. Koryakov and is reproduced with the permission of

the author.

is the ethnolinguistic group (a Mano, a Kpelle, etc.).! Ethnicity
is a proxy of the patrilect (the Kpelle language is invariably
understood as the patrilect of people identified as ethnically
Kpelle, Mano for people identified as ethnically Mano), which
is the language that a person is expected to be a competent
speaker of, likely to choose in communication and the language
in which she will be addressed in Khachaturyan and Konoshenko
(2021). Indeed, in the background questionnaires, the participants
systematically mentioned the patrilect as the language they or
their parents or spouses speak, and for the parents it was typically
the only language mentioned.? There were several exceptions,
however: five participants in Kpelle-dominant villages who were
ethnically Mano refused to participate in the study in Mano, prob-
ably considering themselves not competent enough (although in
a similar case in the bilingual village, the participant ended up
responding in Mano and did not differ from his peers). Crucially,
three of them were children and two of them were young women,
which could indicate that expectations of competence in the
patrilect are lower for these groups.

There are further structural language choice expectations based
on the ethnic identity of people: in-marrying wives usually learn
and speak the language of their spouses and speak it to the
children; guests (of both genders) are expected to address the

hosts in the language of the head of the household. Villages,
too, are usually identified with a particular language based on
the ethnic identity of the founding clan (although this identifi-
cation can be disputed). Overall, the language of communication
is chosen as a result of fine calibration taking into account
the identity of speakers, the place of interaction, the topic of
conversation, and, no less importantly, the evolving linguistic
repertoires of the interlocutors. Thus, children born in linguisti-
cally non-homogenous families and villages inhabited by people
with different ethnolinguistic identities are often socialized in
several languages from early childhood, becoming simultaneous
bilinguals, while mobility—including fostering (for both boys
and girls), marriage (for women), studies and labor pursuits
(especially for men) outside the village of birth—present further
opportunities to develop multilingual repertoires, resulting in
non-first language acquisition. Some examples of these emerging
repertoires can be found in the next section.

3 | Structural Background: Variation in
Reflexivity Marking in Mano and Kpelle

In this section, we provide details on reflexivity marking,
the structural parameter of interest, and the overall patterns
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of variation by zooming into a concrete elicitation session.
In January 2018, two of the authors of this paper, Maria
Khachaturyan (MK) and Pé Mamy (PM), were discussing
which kinds of reflexive constructions are grammatical in
Mano, which is the mother and father tongue of PM. They
were sitting in a relative calm of the living room in PM’s
house in Nzérékoré, Guinea, focusing on his judgments of
Mano.

Mano is typologically unusual in that it has a contrast between
a reflexive pronoun (e.g., English themselves or Spanish se)
and a non-reflexive pronoun (e.g., English them or Spanish
las or los), but only in 3sg: e third singular reflexive (e.g.,
her- or himself, except that there is no grammatical gender
distinction in Mano) and a third singular non-reflexive, or basic
(e.g., her or him). Furthermore, in a corpus of naturalistic
texts collected only from speakers born and raised in Mano-
speaking environments and whom the academic and speaker
communities would see as bearers of the monolingual norm
e and a would be in complementary distribution in direct
object position (1), but sometimes the basic pronoun would
be used in the reflexive function in other syntactic contexts,
for example, in the position of an argument of a postposition
(2b).3

(1a) Ie e zuli-pele’
1SG.EX 3SG.REFL wash-INF

‘She is washing herself/*her.’

(1b) laa(=lIz a) zali-pele’
1SG.EX 3sG wash-INF

‘She is washing him/*herself.’

(2a) e ni e pa.
3SG.PST come 3SG.REFL at

‘He came (to his own) home/*to her home.’
(2b) e nii a pa.
3SG.PST come 3sG at

‘He came (to his own) home/to her home (lit.: he came at
him/her).’

MK’s task (shown in example 3) was to see whether grammat-
icality judgments support or deviate from the data from actual
texts. Note that in French, ramassé means “picked-up from the
ground,” PM’s typical way of assessing not-so-perfect utterances,
as exemplified in 3.6. Here, we should keep in mind that the
category is large, as it is expected for a language without codified
standard: it would include semi-grammatical utterances, but also
utterances with phonetic contraction (such as laa, instead of
Iz a in 1b, which is very typical in actual speech), as well as,
sometimes, culturally inappropriate things (for example, it is
hardly possible to say, in the given sociocultural context, “if you
gain weight, I will divorce you”). So the conversation went as
follows:

®3)

31 MK: Is it possible to say laa zultpele (1b)
meaning “she is washing herself’?

32 PM: No, it is not. (corresponds to the corpus
data and to MK’s expectations)

33 MK: What about e nii @ pa, meaning he went
back to his own home?

3.4 PM: No.

3.5 MK: But I have heard people say it, for

example, we can listen to an excerpt here (e nii
d pa is an actual corpus example).

3.6 PM: Yeah, it is ok, but it is ramassé.

3.7 MK: Alright, but in that case what about laa
zulupele’, can it mean “she is washing herself’?

38 PM: Well, yeah it could, but it is very ramassé.

That a categorical judgment of ungrammaticality (3.2, 3.4) was
shifted to a non-categorical one (3.6, 3.8) had to be explained.
After PM and MK made a couple of rounds of the conversation
along the lines above, we decided that external judgment is
needed, so they called for PM’s cousin, who was from the same
village as PM and spoke the same dialect. To the great surprise of
MK, almost the same conversation followed.

Mentally exhausted in the heated afternoon room, MK went
outside for some fresh air. Children had returned from school,
the women of the family were busy with domestic chores, chatting
and laughing. MK sat on the stairs of the porch and asked whoever
would fancy responding to such a question: How do you say, she
is washing herself? The first person available to answer, BK, said
exactly what PM had claimed was ungrammatical (3.2) and then
conceded that it was marginally acceptable (3.8):

(4)BK: laa ZﬁlﬁpEiS:

Everything in BK’s response was remarkable. First, who she was:
PM’s niece (his wife’s brother’s daughter), fostered in his home
for the duration of her final years at school. BK (as well as
her father and her aunt) was born and raised in a non-Mano-
speaking environment and started to be exposed to Mano only
when she arrived at her aunt’s household about a year prior to
the conversation. Unlike many multilingual communities where
speakers stick to their own patrilect, which results in receptive
multilingualism and passive, rather than active, multilingual
repertoires (Singer and Harris 2016), BK was encouraged to learn
and actually speak Mano. Next, it is probably not a coincidence
that MK, whom BK was teaching Mano to, was also a woman
and also a stranger in the household, so they were in some regard
in a similar position.* The confidence with which BK provided
a translation tells us that she considered her Mano good enough
to teach to another newcomer. Even though the community may
hold some normative linguistic judgments (as illustrated in 3),
linguistic gatekeeping is not very strong, at least not for women,
and new speakers do not shy away with their non-benchmark
productions. Lastly, it is consequential that BK’s first language is
Kpelle, which has a different reflexivity system. Instead of having
a reflexive pronoun in 3sg, it uses one and only 3sg prefix, which
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can potentially yield ambiguity, and it is the Kpelle syntactic
pattern that she transferred onto her Mano speech:

©) gad
3SG\COP

n-wad-i
3sG-wash-INF

“She is washing herself/him.”

It did not take long for MK to realize that both PM and his
cousin were married to Kpelle women who learnt Mano with
them and who, likely, produced patterns like (4)—which was later
confirmed for PM’s wife. Their wives’, and other Kpelle relatives
and friends’, productions in Mano were the reason why both PM
and his cousin finally accepted (4) as meaning “she is washing
herself” (as well as (2b as meaning “he came back at his own
home”), even though they would never say it themselves as their
mental grammars, or I-languages (Chomsky 1986; Mufwene 2001)
were constructed differently. This was ultimately the reason for
the shifted grammaticality judgment in (3). Still, the explanation
we arrived at was not intuitively provided by PM and his cousin
themselves. This means that although the speakers were likely
sensitive to the differences in production, those were not available
for an explicit commentary.

It was this porch observation that triggered the experiment that
the present paper reports on. In the following years, we designed,
trial-ran, and finally conducted an experiment testing production
and comprehension patterns of reflexive constructions in Mano,
interviewing speakers of various linguistic backgrounds. To
foreshadow the results, we confirmed differences in production,
where speakers socialized in Mano families stuck to the comple-
mentarity pattern illustrated by (1) (with some residual variation
illustrated by 2), while speakers socialized primarily in Kpelle
families produced patterns like (4) more. More interestingly still,
while speakers who reside in a Mano-speaking environment stick
to the Mano complementarity pattern in comprehension, as well,
speakers who reside in balanced bilingual or Kpelle-dominant
environments and who therefore are exposed to patterns like
(4) are more likely to interpret the basic pronoun following the
Kpelle system (as ambiguous) rather than strictly following the
Mano system (as only meaning him, and not herself), even though
some of them may not produce patterns like (4) themselves. In
other words, we observed differences in comprehension patterns
of individuals whose production is identical and corresponds
to the monolingual baseline. We conclude that speakers have
awareness of the existence, or lack, of sociogrammatical variation
in their community, which affects their comprehension patterns,
but also likely affects their grammaticality judgments. Such a
conclusion goes against many theoretical predictions of and
empirical research on socially conditioned grammatical variation
and awareness thereof, which we review in the next section.

4 | Awareness of Sociogrammatical Variation: A
Theoretical and Empirical Background

Multilingual settings are an ideal context for studying variation,
as well as awareness of variables. Indeed, in situations of intensive

multilingual communication, languages are not stable, neatly
compartmentalized, discrete entities, but are best conceptualized
as semiotic resources which may or may not be employed
concomitantly and whose patterns of usage vary depending on
an individual’s biography, as well as social context of use (e.g.,
Mufwene 2001; Otsuji and Pennycook 2010; Watson 2019; Beyer
2024). Different types of linguistic material have different roles
in the process, however. The usage of lexical and phonological
features prototypically associated with distinct named languages
(Watson 2019) contributes to the indexing and interactional con-
struction of a particular social persona. In contexts of language
shift, for example, the indexical work is accomplished by the
usage, in the majority language, of features associated with a
minority language, such as loan vocabulary and phonology (Babel
2016). Similarly, the use of lexical material originating from
prestigious languages contributes to elevating the social status of
vernacular varieties and their speakers. In the context where the
languages in contact are on equal social footing, communities
may privilege a cultural practice of linguistic hybridity and
linguistic adaptation, which results in higher levels of lexical
borrowing (Kroskrity 2023). Alternatively, in situations where
the prevalent language ideologies promote language “purity” and
avoidance of borrowing, it is precisely by keeping vocabularies
distinct that in some communities speakers construct their identi-
ties as speakers of distinct identity languages, such as ethnolects
or clanlects (Frangois 2011; Kroskrity 2023; Stanford 2008). The
reason why vocabulary—and other easily segmentable linguistic
features—are so powerfully co-opted in identity construction
and the creation of social value is their presumed availability
to conscious monitoring (Eckert and Labov 2017; Francois 2011;
Labov 1993; Silverstein 1981). Indeed, experimental work confirms
that multilingual speakers are capable of monitoring lexical
similarities and differences, often privileging divergent forms,
and that such monitoring may lead to lexical differentiation
(Ellison and Miceli 2017).

By contrast, grammars of languages in contact—including espe-
cially grammatical patterns and only to a smaller extent gram-
matical markers which, similarly to lexicon, may be caught in
the differentiation process (Mansfield et al. 2023)—have been
shown to have a tendency to converge in the long run (Matras
and Sakel 2007; Gardani 2022). In some linguistic areas, as in the
Vaupes in the Amazons or in Northern Vanuatu, while having
very different vocabularies, the languages have highly convergent
grammars (Francois 2011). The reason typically given to the
fact that structural differences are not co-opted in the indexical
process of differentiation and may be erased in time through
convergence is that speakers are often not aware of grammatical
structures (Francois 2011). Thus, if a multilingual speaker of
languages A and B adopts a pattern borrowed from B into A, such
pattern borrowing may pass below the attention radar and end up
being adopted as the prevalent pattern in the language.

A previous study of a set of languages from the Mande language
family focused on verbal valency and made a direct comparison
of pattern and vocabulary borrowing. The study has shown
that valency patterns are subject to contact influence, such
that Mano and Kpelle languages, which are in close contact
(and to which we return below), pattern closer together than
even closely related varieties which are not in contact. By
contrast, perhaps as a result of the ideology of language purism,
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which also results in the absence of code-mixing, the verbal
stems themselves are not subject to borrowing, and the prox-
imity between languages closely follows the genealogical prin-
ciple, namely, comparison of basic vocabulary (Khachaturyan,
Konoshenko et al. 2024).

Before pattern borrowing becomes a non-varying fact of a gram-
mar, however, it passes through a stage of differential distribution
in a speaker population. Indeed, the distribution of different
patterns in grammar in contact situations has been shown to
correlate with social parameters, such as ethnicity (Moro 2019) or
age (Saad et al. 2019). This is because the social parameters may
correlate with the type (speakers who were exposed to a language
from birth vs. in-marrying women from another ethnic group
who learned the language as adults) and amount (generational
change in child socialization patterns) of bilingual experience,
resulting in contact-induced variation patterns.

While the patterns of variation can be de-facto associated with
some social distinction, such as ethnicity or age, can speakers
themselves be sensitive to contact-induced grammatical varia-
tion, making grammar part of indexical processes on a par with
lexical material? The question can have three possible answers: (1)
the variable in question and its association with particular social
characteristics is consciously noticed by the speakers, such that
they can overtly comment on the difference; (2) the association
of a variable with particular social characteristics is perceived by
the speakers, without them necessarily being able to comment
on it (on perceiving vs. noticing, see Squires 2016; on speakers’
awareness of socially meaningful variation in the absence of
metalinguistic knowledge of that variation, see McGowan and
Babel 2020); and (3) the speakers neither perceive nor notice the
variable’s social patterning.

Some of the most prominent theorizations in the sociolinguistic
literature do not predict any awareness of the social patterning
of grammatical pattern variability (in contrast to variables with
concrete exponence), neither conscious nor unconscious (Sil-
verstein 1981; Labov 1993; Eckert and Labov 2017). This claim
has been supported across linguistic subdisciplines dealing with
intra- and interlinguistic variation (Smith et al. 2013) and dialect
and language contact (Francois 2011; Kroskrity 2023).

And yet, recent research in sociolinguistics and neurocognition
shows that bilinguals are sensitive to grammatical differences
even in closely related varieties, and are potentially capable of
monitoring variability in grammatical patterns, as well as of
assigning a social value to grammatical variation. A convincing
indication that social patterning of grammatical variation can
be available to unconscious perception is reported in Squires
(2016). In addition, a pre-behavioral indication of the influence of
social parameters on syntactic processing was discovered through
ERP/EEG experiments by Kubota et al. (2022). Both these studies
show that there is a difference in perception of (1) patterns that
are used by subjects and which they are frequently exposed
to, (2) patterns that are used in specific social conditions (non-
standard forms, other dialectal forms), and (3) ungrammatical
forms. In other words, speakers are able to perceive the difference
between ungrammaticality and sociolinguistic variation in gram-
mar. Furthermore, Donaldson (2016) gives an intriguing report
on speakers’ judgments of the variation in reflexive strategies.

Watson (2019) further reflects on the speakers’ awareness of noun
class morphology and agreement patterns.

As we saw above, some bilingual speakers use the Mano basic
pronoun in both reflexive and non-reflexive functions in their
Mano speech, which can be explained by a transfer of the
Kpelle syntactic pattern used with the Mano morphological
material (Khachaturyan and Reuland 2023, in prep.). In tech-
nical terms, the difference between the Mano and the Kpelle
systems, including the bilingual system, is analyzed in terms of
feature composition of the pronouns and the C-system of the
respective languages. In other words, the difference pertains to
semantic patterns and constitutes a phenomenon that Labov and
Silverstein cited above do not expect to be subject to awareness.
It is exactly these predictions that the present paper aims to
challenge. We will do so by demonstrating that speakers display
significant differences in comprehension patterns depending on
their community of residence, but irrespective of their own
internal grammars, which show up in production patterns
(although see Section 6 on the potential instability of production).
We finally turn to the description of the experiment and its
results.

5 | Quantifying Contact-Induced Grammatical
Variation in Reflexivity Marking

5.1 | Background on the Experimental Procedure
and Variables

To study variation in reflexive constructions in Mano and aware-
ness thereof, we developed a picture-based experimental design
with a background questionnaire, production, and comprehen-
sion parts administered consecutively by the same team member.
The experiment was conducted in Mano by PM, a native Mano
speaker who also has a near-native proficiency in Kpelle. The
current study is based on data collected between April 2021
and April 2023. The details on the design can be found in the
Supplement to Khachaturyan, Moroz et al. (2024).°

Among social variables collected, in this paper we focus on the
sociolinguistic background of the biological parents, as well as
of the community of residence, which serves as a proxy of an
individual’s language socialization environments and linguistic
practices.®

First, we included information on the ethnicity of a person’s
biological parents, mother and father. Information on ethnicity
is important because it is closely linked to language(s) spoken in
the family—by mother, father, and their kin. Crucially, a person’s
ethnicity is a proxy of the father’s language, or the partilect, which
plays a central role in local linguistic ideologies and practices: it
is the person’s “own” language, a language she is likely to choose
in communication and which she will be by default addressed
in Khachaturyan and Konoshenko (2021). Indeed, when asked
an open question about the language(s) that the parents spoke,
the respondents always mentioned the patrilect and often only
the patrilect. The statistical factor that we employed, biological
family, has four levels: both Mano parents, father Kpelle and
mother Mano, father Mano and mother Kpelle, and both Kpelle
parents.
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The place of residence also contributes to the linguistic environ-
ment of a given speaker by defining a default mode of community
communication. In coding the place of residence, we designate
a particular settlement as Mano if, following the assessment
of the local population, most of its residents are Mano, and
Kpelle if most of its residents are Kpelle. Bilingual settlement
is the one where the population is more or less equally split
between the Mano and the Kpelle.”® In Mano settlements, the
main language of communication is Mano, although individual
multilingualism is relatively common. In Kpelle settlements,
Kpelle is the main language of communication, although Mano
also serves as a community language to a minor extent, and
all individuals interviewed (but not all residents) are effectively
multilingual at least in Mano and Kpelle. Although the Kpelle
settlements studied are to some extent bilingual, in the village
that we designate as bilingual, the situation is more balanced,
and both languages can be chosen for communication. In the
following discussion, we use the designations “Kpelle village,”
“Mano village,” and “bilingual village” as a shortcut for the
dominant community language. The statistical factor “residence”
has the corresponding three levels: Kpelle, Mano, and bilingual.

The respondents were male and female speakers of various ages
(from 3 to 70) with various sociolinguistic backgrounds. Age and
gender were overall not statistically significant factors, so we do
not discuss them in this paper. However, our comprehension
experiment consisted of a task whereby speakers were asked to
choose between two images as the most appropriate depiction of a
verbal stimulus, and children, especially younger ones, are more
likely to misunderstand the task and choose pictures randomly.
Another, more important reason to exclude data from children
was that children from Kpelle families agreeing to perform the
tasks in Mano were particularly hard to find; this imbalance may
have influenced the results in unintended ways. As a result, we
excluded data from children younger than 15 years. The sample
analyzed in this paper includes 59 individuals: 15 from a Mano
village (Gody), 18 from a bilingual village (Bangouéta), and 26
from three Kpelle villages (Gbaten, Moita, and Zowoya) and one
town (Nzérékoré). The median age was 42, and the mean age was
41.7. We sampled individuals by family. In addition to the heads of
the household and their biological children, we also interviewed
foster children, since child fostering is a very common practice
in West Africa (Liipke 2016; Alber 2018). Most speakers, except
for some fostered children and in-marrying women, were born
and raised in their respective communities. We strived to have a
sample of families balanced according to different speaker types
(and not according to the overall proportion of different types of
speakers in the given village), although it was not always possible
due to the participants’ availability. Speakers from Kpelle families
in the Kpelle villages agreeing to perform the tasks in Mano were
particularly hard to find.

Figure 2 represents the villages we studied and the proportions
of speakers from Mano, bilingual, and Kpelle families whom
we consulted and who judged themselves competent enough
to respond in Mano. Next to the name of each village, we
put its sociolinguistic type as we coded: K for Kpelle, M for
Mano, and B for bilingual. Importantly, except for Gody, a quasi-
monolingual Mano village, the sample does not represent the
overall proportion of different types of speakers in each of the
villages. Gbaten, Moita, Zowoya, and Nzérékoré all have a Kpelle-

speaking majority, and thus are coded as “Kpelle” in our dataset,
while Bangoueta is a bilingual village where both languages
are spoken in roughly the same extent, although the overall
proportion of Mano, bilingual,’ and Kpelle families in Bangoueta
is unknown. As can be seen from the figure, despite our best
efforts, we ended up recruiting very few people with exclusively
Kpelle background from Kpelle-dominant villages, and some
of those whom we interviewed responded in Kpelle instead of
Mano. It should be kept in mind, therefore, that our sample of
speakers with Kpelle background may not represent the general
population of such speakers, who we expect to be less proficient
in Mano and speak Mano with greater cross-linguistic influence
from Kpelle than the participants whom we managed to recruit.

5.2 | Production Experiment

The production part of the experiment was aimed at eliciting
constructions where a pronoun (reflexive or basic) would be
coreferential with an antecedent within the same clause. The aim
was to study the association of the preferred pronoun with the
sociolinguistic background of the speaker.

The experimental toolkit contains 21 images. Eleven images
depict a self-oriented action and can potentially (but in practice,
not always) be described with a reflexive configuration and thus
prompt the use of the reflexive pronoun e, with or without the
intensifier dié (on the use of the intensifier, see Khachaturyan
2023). Eight are images of other-oriented action prompting the
use of the basic pronoun d. Finally, two are images with collective
action, prompting the use of a plural pronoun. Figure 3 provides
three sample images: one depicting a self-oriented action (woman
washing herself), another depicting an other-oriented action
(woman washing a child), and the third depicting a collective
action (children washing themselves). The images were drawn
by an illustrator specifically for the purpose of the experiment
and were conceived taking into account ethnographic details,
such as people’s bodily postures while showering or the typical
organization of the shower area.

The individuals consulted produced overall 1179 tokens of e and
a. All images, including those that depict a collective or an other-
oriented action, such as 3B and 3C, could yield a description
containing a reflexive pronoun. Nevertheless, because images
of type 3B were not shown to all participants,! we treated all
descriptions of images like 3B and 3C as fillers and did not
include them in the analysis. We also excluded items with plural
antecedents, items without the reflexive configuration (defined
as presence of two coreferential noun phrases in the utterance
with a 3sg referent and the latter is expressed by a pronoun),
items with an antecedent other than the subject, and the (very
few) items with no overt pronoun. The sample thus filtered
contains 590 target tokens. We calculated the number of times
that an individual used the reflexive pronoun e in the reflexive
configuration to all the target tokens produced by that individual,
which is a sum of the number of tokens of e and tokens of a.

Because the ratios of € are close to 100% in most cases, it indicates
that ¢ is rarely used to describe self-oriented actions.!? Available
descriptions of other-oriented pictures, as expected, contained
only d and not é. Thus, the complementarity pattern in production
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FIGURE 3 | Sample experimental images.

introduced in example 1—the reflexive pronoun e used to describe
self-oriented action, while the basic pronoun a reserved for the
description of other-oriented action—is adopted by most of the
speakers consulted. However, many speakers from Kpelle villages
and several speakers from the bilingual village, especially those
coming from Kpelle families,”® recur to the non-complementarity
pattern by using the basic pronoun a to describe self-oriented
action, in variation with e, or have a as the only option. See
Figure 4a and b in the Supplement for details on individual scores
depending on the two parameters under discussion (family and
residence).

In order to abstract from the utterances of the speakers, and to
create an overall model based on the data available, a logistic
mixed-effect model was used. This allows for the estimation of
both fixed effects (the influence of residence and family) and
random effects (the variability within each speaker and each

stimulus picture). We used the following model specification:

reflexive pronoun ~ family + residence + (1|speaker)

+ (1]stimulus)

Here and in what follows, the regression model generalizes from
the data and makes predictions given some input data. The plots
are model estimations for each combination of parameters and
95% confidence intervals for them. The exact code producing plots
is available in the Supplement.

Both family and residence variables are categorical and induce
the model to compare mean values in different groups with the
baseline. Mano family and Mano residence were selected as the
baseline. The logistic mixed-effect model revealed a statistically
significant effect of the Kpelle family compared with the baseline
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FIGURE 4 | Probabilities of reflexive pronouns by family and residence predicted with a logistic mixed-effects model.

TABLE 1 | Summary of statistical significance of variables of all models. All models except the difference one are mixed effects models with speaker

and stimuli as random effects.*

Mano Kpelle Mano
residence mother; mother;
Mano family Bilingual Kpelle Mano Kpelle
(baseline) residence residence father father Kpelle family
Production experiment = *** ok
(Figure 4)
Comprehension o * ik
experiment (Figure 5)
Comprehension o * i
experiment (just @)
(Figure 6)
Difference model * i
(Figure 8)

#**(three asterisks) indicates a p-value less than 0.001. **(two asterisks) indicates a p-value less than 0.01. *(one asterisk) indicates a p-value less than 0.05. an

absense of asterisks indicates that the variable is not statistically significant.

Mano family (z-value = —3.822, p < 0.01). The residence groups,
by contrast, did not show statistically significant differences.
Figure 4 shows the model predictions for all possible groups from
the model. The model printouts can be found in the Supplement.
Table 1 summarizes the statistical significance of this and other
models used in this paper. Note that for all models, running
them with the interaction between residence and family either
causes the model to not converge or some coefficients to be
dropped because the fixed-effect model matrix turns out to be
rank deficient.

5.3 | Comprehension Experiment

The observations from the production experiment are probed
with a comprehension experiment with the same speakers. This
time, the participants were shown a set of pictures with the
same action in variants: a self-oriented variant (e.g., a woman

washing herself, Figure 3A) and in an other-oriented (e.g., a
woman washing a child, Figure 3B). In the images conceived
as self-oriented, there was usually one main human figure (one
exception being a woman attaching a baby to her back), and in
the images conceived as other-oriented, there were two figures
(again apart from the child image). Our local team member
read verbal descriptions of the actions presented in the pictures,
which contained either the reflexive pronoun e or the basic
pronoun a, with or without the intensifier. The participants were
asked to choose a picture that corresponds more faithfully to
the description. It could be the case that some pairs of images
were not clear enough to distinguish meaning, and as a result,
speakers would resort to guessing, but we expect this effect to
show in all speaker categories and, therefore, not to skew our
results showing differences between groups. Overall, we collected
460 observations from individuals aged older than 15 years. Due
to differences in the protocol (the occurrences of @ + intensifier
were collected only in some villages®) and occasional errors in
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FIGURE 5 | Probabilities of expected answer by family and residence predicted with logistic mixed-effects model.

the experimental setup (whereby a wrong pair of images was
shown), we included only five pairs of pictures that were shown
to everybody and for which the verbal stimulus did not include
a + intensifier. This filtering resulted in 295 observations. We
then calculated the ratio of interpretations following the comple-
mentarity pattern presented above: e interpreted as self-oriented
and a interpreted as other-oriented follow the complementarity
pattern, while e interpreted as other-oriented and d interpreted as
self-oriented deviate from the complementarity pattern. In what
follows, instead of “answer following a complementarity pat-
tern” and “answer not following the complementarity pattern,”
we use shortcuts “expected answer” and “unexpected answer,”
respectively, keeping in mind that we do not imply a normative
judgment.

The logistic mixed-effect model for comprehension had the same
specification as in the previous section:

expected answer ~ family + residence + (1|speaker)

+ (1|stimulus)

Like in the previous section, we use categorical variables of
family and residence, which induce the model to compare mean
values in different groups with the baseline. Mano family and
Mano residence were selected as the baseline. In contrast to the
production experiment, in comprehension, the logistic mixed-
effect model revealed a statistically significant effect of Kpelle
(z-value = —2.717, p < 0.01) and bilingual (z-value = —2.265, p
< 0.05) residence compared with the baseline Mano residence
(z-value = 5.131, p < 0.001). Individuals with Mano mothers
had generally lower rates of unexpected answers, and especially
high values in individuals with a Mano mother and Kpelle
father, although overall the effect of family was not statistically
significant. Figure 5 shows the model predictions for all possible
groups. The model printouts can be found in the Supplement, and
the summary of statistical significance is given in Table 1.

The unexpected answers in comprehension of d constitute 74% of
total comprehension unexpected answers (42 out of 57 tokens).
If we focus on these unexpected answers alone, then again
their ratio is lower in the Mano village than in the bilingual
and Kpelle villages, the difference being statistically significant,
and in individuals from families with a Mano mother than in
individuals from a Kpelle mother, especially when the father
is Kpelle, although the family factor is again not significant
(Figure 6, for details, see the Supplement). The comparison
between the data from Figures 5 and 6 also shows that the ratio
of expected answers of a is generally lower than the total ratio
of expected answers, except for the baseline group, where it is
slightly higher. It is also lower than the independent ratio of
expected answer in comprehension of & and e + intensifier, which
is more than 85% for all speaker categories, although we do not
have space to delve into details here. As a result, it could be
hypothesized that the unexpected answers in comprehension of &
and e + intensifier are due to participants’ occasional resorting to
guessing. By contrast, Figure 6 reveals the meaningful differences
in comprehension, which are due to d being understood as self-
oriented, meaning that the speakers base their answers in a
non-complementary pattern departing from the baseline.

5.4 | Interaction Between Production and
Comprehension

To understand the interaction between individual production
and comprehension scores, we created a new value, namely,
a difference between production and comprehension, whereby
the individual comprehension value was subtracted from the
individual production value. This new value attempts to opera-
tionalize whether or not an individual’s production is closer to the
baseline compared to her comprehension. Figure 7 provides these
numbers (on the x-axis) depending on the place of residence.
On the y-axis is given the number of speakers with a given
score, and the color represents an individual production score.
It is clear from the graph that production scores in many cases
correspond to comprehension scores, and as a result, there is
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a substantial concentration of speakers around 0. Most nega-
tive values—individuals displaying more unexpected answers in
production than in comprehension—are attested with speakers
with a non-target-like production (green and brown color),
which corresponds to the expectation that in language learning,
comprehension is ahead of production (Hendriks 2014). Less
trivially, however, most positive values—less unexpected answers
in production than in comprehension—are attested within the
group of speakers with the highest production scores, depicted
in orange, and especially in the bilingual and, to a lesser extent,
Kpelle villages. Indeed, the speakers with a 100% production
score residing in the bilingual and the Kpelle villages manifest a
greater variation in comprehension scores than speakers in the
Mano village, where comprehension is closer to 100%, which

then contributes to the lower overall comprehension score of the
former two settings, illustrated by Figure 5.

Until now, we modeled generalized effects of comprehension and
production experiments. However, it is also possible to use the
value of the difference between production and comprehension to
combine both experiments and observe the effect of our variables
(social characteristics of residence and family). As in previous
models, we used the Mano family and Mano residence as the
baseline. Our expectation was that the default speakers from
Mano families and residence would not statistically differ from
0, since their production and comprehension scores should be
more or less equal. We run the linear model with the following
specification:
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production score — comprehension score ~ family + residence

Since each person in this kind of data appears just once with
an aggregated score from comprehension and production exper-
iments, there is no need for random effects. The linear model
revealed statistically significant effects of bilingual residence (¢-
value = 2.472, p < 0.05) and Kpelle family (t-value = —3.424,
p < 0.01), which indicates that significance of both family (in
production) and community environments (in comprehension)
carry over into our combined model of difference between
production and comprehension (Figure 8).

6 | Discussion

Our production data have clearly shown the existence of social
patterning in the distribution of complementarity versus non-
complementarity patterns of reflexivity marking in Mano. Over-
all, speakers tend to use the Mano complementarity pattern
to a greater extent, which is reflected by their reliance on
the pronoun é rather than a in the expression of reflexivity
(Figure 4). The speakers who are especially prone to use the non-
complementarity pattern and the pronoun a come from families
with both Kpelle parents (Figure 4, see also Figure 4b in the
Supplement). Interestingly, however, there is no correlation with
ethnicity, which is attributed patrilineally. Indeed, speakers from
bilingual families with Mano fathers are no different in their
productions from speakers from bilingual families with Mano
mothers and Kpelle fathers, who, in turn, pattern differently
from speakers with both Kpelle parents. Thus, while a speaker
with a Mano mother and a Kpelle father and a speaker with
both Kpelle parents are indistinguishable at the level of relevant
social parameters (they would both be considered ethnically
Kpelle), they produce different patterns of reflexivity marking
(Figure 4b in the Supplement). Therefore, the social patterning
of variation in reflexivity production does not follow socially
salient parameters. Instead, its distribution is best explained
by mere quantitative differences in engagement with Kpelle,

which has the non-complementarity pattern of reflexivity mark-
ing (on engagement as a predictor, see Rothman et al. 2023).
Indeed, the more the speakers are exposed to and use Kpelle
in the family, the more they are expected to be influenced
by the language. Interestingly, speakers from Mano families in
all three types of settlements all pattern the same way, which
indicates that exposure to Mano in the monolingual family is
sufficient to acquire the Mano complementarity pattern. Thus,
the way the social regularity of patterning can be accounted
for, at least with the data at hand, is by socially conditioned
differences in engagement (exposure and active usage), which
leads to cross-linguistic influence and differences in grammatical
representation (Khachaturyan and Reuland 2023, in prep.). Note
that although we discussed in Sections 2 and 3 some gender
and age-specific patterns of language socialization and practice,
we did not find gender or age to be significant predictors for
production patterns.

Yet, social parameters influence speakers’ linguistic behavior
at the level of comprehension in a much less trivial way
(Figure 5). We observed that speakers from the bilingual and
Kpelle villages comprehend utterances with pronouns following
the non-complementarity pattern (specifically, d interpreted as
self-oriented, with no difference in the interpretation of ) more
often than speakers from the Mano village (Figure 6). This is
unexpected given the aforementioned observation that overall,
their production does not differ from that of speakers from
the Mano village (Figure 4). And indeed, the same tendency
of variation in comprehension is attested in speakers with
100% complementarity production scores (shown indirectly in
Figure 7). Thus, comprehension patterns may vary without being
linked to differences in the speakers’ production. What could
explain this?

As mentioned above, several speakers in our sample from Kpelle
families deviate quite significantly from the general production
pattern and follow the non-complementarity pattern by using
a for self-oriented actions (Figure 4b in the Supplement), even
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though their contribution to the general pool of patterns is
too small to generate an overall significant difference of the
Kpelle and bilingual villages from the Mano village (Figure 4).
Importantly, no such speakers are found in the Mano village
consulted, which consists almost exclusively of residents with
both Mano parents.

Thus, only residents of the bilingual and Kpelle villages, includ-
ing those who do not use a to describe self-oriented action, are
exposed to the speech of their fellow community members who
do use a to describe a self-oriented action, in addition to an
other-oriented action, following the Kpelle non-complementarity
pattern. We could assume that the way speakers with a Kpelle
pattern in production communicate particular meanings, even
if it differs from the majority, has to be taken into account
by the community members and requires them to be flexible
in interpretation. As a result, even the speakers with 100% é
in production expect that a can be used ambiguously and are
ready to interpret d both ways, which leads to a greater ratio of
non-complementarity in their comprehension (positive values—
meaning, less than 100% score in comprehension—in speakers
with a 100% production score, shown indirectly in Figure 7).
Interestingly, as follows from the statistical significance levels of
the model of difference between production and comprehension,
the effect of individual comprehension being less complementary
than production is somewhat stronger in the bilingual village
than in the Kpelle village (Figure 8 and Table 1). Returning to
the discussion of the example (3) in Section 3, a consequence
of these findings is that exposure to varying speech may affect
grammaticality judgments, which is a methodological consider-
ation to be kept in mind while doing elicitation (see McLaughlin
and Sall 2001 and Schiitze 2016 for a discussion of elicitation of
grammaticality judgments).

We also observed that speakers with Kpelle mothers have a lower
complementarity ratio in comprehension than speakers with
Mano mothers, which results, in particular, in a non-statistically
significant difference between two groups of speakers from
bilingual families: those with a Mano mother and a Kpelle father
and those with a Kpelle mother and a Mano father (Figure 5b
in the Supplement). To explain this, we could hypothesize that
women, by accommodating to their spouses and in general male
heads of households, are more expected to speak their non-
identity language than men, and therefore, the children with
Kpelle mothers could have more occasion to hear their mothers
speak Mano, which may manifest a Kpelle syntactic pattern,
than children with Mano mothers and Kpelle fathers: the Kpelle
fathers, in turn, are expected to speak Mano more rarely, outside
the home and/or on more formal occasions (see Section 3, as
well as Khachaturyan and Konoshenko 2021, especially case 7).
This hypothesis should be tested in future ethnographic research.
Note that such an explanation would predict a difference between
these two groups (individuals from bilingual families with Kpelle
mothers vs fathers) in engagement patterns and, consequently, in
production. The reason why those are not observed could be that
the nuclear family provides only a fraction of the input the chil-
dren receive, and their Mano-speaking kin may provide enough
input for them to achieve the baseline, at least in the parameter
under investigation. We also do not have an explanation for why
individuals with both Mano parents have lower comprehension
scores than individuals with a Mano mother and a Kpelle father.

Thus, while individual production is shaped by the family envi-
ronment, variation in language patterns used by the community
and, potentially, the family of a given speaker can influence
their expectations of form-to-meaning correspondence, which is
probed by our study of comprehension. In turn, the difference
between comprehension patterns in different villages can be
interpreted as an indication of the existence of awareness of
variation in the sense proposed in this special issue: differential
knowledge that language users carry regarding the patterns
of linguistic practice and pattern recognition built upon, and
contributing to, social expectations. In other words, even in
the absence of evidence of conscious noticing of variation, the
speakers are at least able to perceive it (Squires 2016). This does
not support the observation by Labov (1993) that, when it comes
to phonetic variation, speakers “are often sensitive to the phonetic
realization of one of the sounds involved [...] but not [...]
whether the difference between sounds can be used to distinguish
meaning.” In the Mano case, we see by contrast that, depending
on the sociolinguistic environment of a speaker, she perceives
the two grammatical forms, e and d, as more or less prone to
distinguish meaning.

The observed differences in comprehension patterns are perfectly
in line with recent findings in cognitive linguistics. Indeed,
several studies have observed that variable linguistic environ-
ments induce adaptation in listeners’ expectations (Roettger
and Rimland 2020), such that, for example, grammatical errors
in foreign-accented speech are processed differently, with less
surprise effect (Hanulikova et al. 2012). Both studies cited are
lab-based and do not directly address the question of the gen-
eralizability of such effects in a speech community, but such
generalizability is a natural logical extension of recurrent indi-
vidual effects. Another crucial characteristic of both Roettger and
Rimland (2020) and Hanulikova et al. (2012) is that the observed
differences in processing result from adaptations to particular
kinds of stimuli: unconventional intonation patterns or foreign
accent (see Hay et al. 2009 for an effect of experimenter profile in a
sociolinguistic study). In our study, the stimuli were produced by
an ethnically Mano speaker. The existence of systematic variation
across different communities points to stable sociolinguistically
motivated differences in comprehension patterns, rather than
minute adaptations to idiosyncratic stimuli. These differences
in comprehension patterns, in turn, point to the existence of
awareness of variation in the community’s production.

7 | Further Questions

The existence of variation in comprehension patterns depending
on the sociolinguistic environment calls for follow-up studies
further probing social meaning. Seven out of eight adult speakers
with a ratio of reflexive pronouns less than 75% had both Kpelle
parents and, therefore, had Kpelle as the dominant language of
the family they were growing up in. Three of them are women,
including two in-marrying women born in other Kpelle villages
who started to be exposed to Mano primarily in adulthood. One
of them, from a Kpelle village X, had as her Mano last name by
adoption, literally, “a woman of X.” Although the last name is
in Mano (it contains the Mano word lee, “woman”), it refers to
a Kpelle village of origin. Thus, not only does she have a Kpelle
“accent,” manifesting in a distinct pattern of reflexivity marking,
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but she also wears her Kpelleness on her sleeve as her last name.
Although we did not find a correlation of reflexivity expression
with ethnicity, and found, instead, that speakers with both Kpelle
parents are more likely to have a Kpelle syntactic “accent” than
speakers with only a Kpelle father, it is not impossible that
speakers misrecognize reflexivity variation as correlating with
ethnicity.

The litmus test for an individual’s ability to perceive sociolinguis-
tic variation is matched-guise responses (see McGowan and Babel
2020; Laycock and McGowan 2025; Stecker and D’Onofrio 2025).
The existence of overlap between syntactic “accents” and other
identity indexes, such as names, makes matched-guise cross-cut
with comprehension experiments (McGowan and Babel 2020)
especially promising. In contrast to our comprehension study,
where there was only one speaker who read the utterances—
our local team member—and he had a fixed sociolinguistic
identity (an ethnically Mano person), such experiments will
reveal whether comprehension patterns differ if the subjects are
told that an individual whose speech they evaluate comes from
a Kpelle village versus a Mano village, if she is ethnically Kpelle
versus ethnically Mano. A further complication is that speakers
born and raised in Kpelle-speaking environments and who learn
Mano as adults have a significantly different tonal realization,
as well (Konoshenko et al., in prep.). The role of tonal and
grammatical variation in comprehension, as well as explicit social
information (place of residence, ethnicity) and the potential role
of gender, could be addressed in future experiments.

A classical test for control of variation in production, which
is a further indication of the existence of social meaning, is
style shifting (Labov 2006). Most studies of style shifting have
been conducted on phonological or morphonological patterns,
and very few on syntax. The exceptions include studies of
negative concord (Smith and Holmes-Elliott 2022; but see Smith
et al. 2013 for absence of style shifting in negative concord in
children-caregivers interactions). An intriguing further avenue of
exploration is studying formal (such as village council meetings)
versus informal styles (such as conversation). However, reflexive
markers are relatively rare in actual speech, and studying nat-
urally occurring speech with the aim of capturing statistically
significant differences between styles would require extensive
resources.

It is worth repeating that, according to the current, arguably
limited, data, there is a substantial group of individuals with a
stable production pattern (the Mano complementarity pattern)
who differ only in their comprehension patterns depending on
their community environment. If, however, future studies were
to show that differences in production patterns also depend
on the social context, it would mean that grammars integrate
social information at all levels, both in comprehension and
in production, although the effect is expected to be stronger
in comprehension. In other words, it would mean that I-
language has social information as a necessary component and
is intrinsically “social” in Campbell-Kibler’s (2016) sense. These
findings would also shape our predictions about the future
development of the variation patterns: if productions follow the
Mano complementarity pattern only in formal contexts but do
shift to non-complementarity in more informal styles, then it
could be interpreted as a precursor of the spread of contact effects.

If, by contrast, despite the variability of comprehension, produc-
tions do not vary, it would mean that the “internal” grammars
are stable and are not shaken by the speakers’ adaptations of
comprehension behavior to variation in the community.

8 | Conclusion

The main finding of this paper is the existence of Mano speakers’
sensitivity to contact-induced grammatical variation in reflexiv-
ity, manifesting in variation in comprehension patterns and, more
specifically, variation in form-to-meaning correspondence across
different communities: Mano-dominant, Kpelle-dominant, and
balanced bilingual. Participants from bilingual and Kpelle-
dominant communities are found to align with participants
from the Mano-dominant village in their production and, en
masse, likely have the same grammatical representation. Several
participants from families with both Kpelle parents, by contrast,
have a deviating, Kpelle-influenced pattern in production and,
likely, a different grammatical representation. More surprisingly,
the expectations of the form-to-meaning correspondence of
the participants from the balanced bilingual and the Kpelle-
dominant villages, reflected in their comprehension patterns, are
different from those in the Mano-dominant village, although for
many of them, the production patterns are the same. We explain
the patterns by hypothesizing that variation in comprehension,
based on language experience, is social in nature and does not
necessarily reflect a difference in grammatical representation.
Indeed, comprehension patterns of speakers from bilingual and
Kpelle villages alike are shaped by their exposure to the Kpelle-
induced pattern in production. By contrast, in the Mano village
studied, there are no permanent residents from families other
than from monolingual Mano, and therefore, the speakers have
less experience of the Kpelle-induced pattern. This points to
the existence of awareness of the socially structured variation
in grammar, defined as differential knowledge that language
users carry regarding the patterns of linguistic practice. Further
research is needed to probe the existence and scope of the
social meaning of reflexivity variation in Mano. The observation
that comprehension patterns vary depending on the individ-
ual’s sociolinguistic environment without necessarily reflecting
a difference in the grammatical representation underscores
the importance of sociolinguistic considerations for employing
acceptability judgments in syntactic analysis.
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Endnotes

IFor a critical discussion of the notion of ethnicity and its relation to
language competence in West Africa, see, e.g., Bazin (1985). Despite its
problematic genesis and connection to colonialism, it is an emically
relevant notion in the context under discussion, which is why we rely
on it in the present paper. See Khachaturyan and Konoshenko (2021)
for a discussion. How ethnic identity is constructed and negotiated,
especially in critical moments, for example, with respect to land rights,
should be addressed more in future ethnographic research.

2In background questionnaires, the speakers often do not mention
languages other than their patrilect even when they are clearly multi-
lingual, speaking (at least) Mano and Kpelle. This, however, should not
always be taken as an accurate description of their repertoire and could
sometimes be explained by ideological erasure (Irvine and Gal 2000). A
telling example is that one of our recordings contains a muezzin call as
a background sound, which indicates a substantial Muslim—and, most
likely, Maninka—presence in the village in question. Maninka was not
mentioned by any of the respondents from that village.

} Mano and Kpelle have the S-Aux-O-V-X word order, where Aux stands
for auxiliary and X stands for post-verbal arguments and adjuncts
(Nikitina, 2011). Both these languages are tonal, with Mano having three
and Kpelle two level tones. In both these languages, verbal arguments
are expressed by direct objects (NPs or pronouns, both preceding
the verb) or by adpositional phrases. Tense, aspect and modality are
expressed by constructions with an auxiliary that indexes the subject’s
person and number (i.e., [£ in example 1, e in example 2), a verb in a
particular grammatical form (often tonal) and, in some cases, additional
grammatical markers (such as the infinitive suffix -psfs‘ in 1). Some
aspectual meanings are conveyed with non-verbal constructions. Both
are pro-drop languages, meaning that in finite verbal predications (as in
1 and 2), the subject NP is not obligatory. Gender is not grammatically
marked, so in English translations, gender of 3rd person referents in
actual examples is taken arbitrarily.

4MK and BK differ in generation, race, origin, education, and role
in the family, with BK being a fostered child in the family, while
MK is classified as PM’s sister. While the differences yield different
expectations of, for example, participation in everyday household
chores, both women are encouraged, or even expected, to learn Mano,
however imperfectly.

>The experimental design evolved slightly as we were collecting the data
from village to village and improving the workflow. We make endnotes
of the key differences whenever necessary in the running text. We
believe, however, that the changes in the experimental procedure did
not have an impact on the results.

This is a simplification, of course, since it does not take into account
regular interactions across different village communities, which can
vary from individual to individual and should be subject to more
ethnographic work on social networks (Beyer and Schreiber 2013).

"It is a question open to future ethnographic research to what extent
mixed villages are truly mixed in terms of settlement patterns or
whether the preferential mode of settlement of the Mano and the Kpelle
is in designated neighborhoods, similarly to neighborhoods populated
by patrilineal clans in monolingual settlements.

8 Other variables we included are ethnicity of the spouse, fostering family
(coded as adoptive), and place of birth. About 87% of the speakers
have the same linguistic environment in their families of birth as in

their fostering families. We do not analyze them in this paper, but see
Khachaturyan, Moroz et al. (2024) for an analysis of the fostering family.

°It is yet unclear to what extent bilingual families are common. It is
telling that while in the bilingual village we were able to recruit adult
participants whose spouse belongs to a different ethnic group, none of
them came from a bilingual family themselves.

1OData were visualized, analyzed, and modeled in R v4.3.3 (R Core
Team 2024), using the following packages: ggeffects (Liidecke 2018),
lingtypology (Moroz 2017), Ime4 (Bates et al. 2015), quarto (Allaire
and Dervieux 2024), readxl (Wickham and Bryan 2023), and tidyverse
(Wickham et al. 2019).

LA smaller toolkit did not include the images with other-oriented
pictures and was administered to all but one family in the bilingual
village. The choice between a reduced or full toolkit is unlikely to have
influenced the choice of the reflexive vs basic pronoun to describe self-
oriented actions. For details, see Supplement to Khachaturyan, Moroz
et al. (2024).

12Note that experimental data confirmed the corpus data: overall, ¢ was
found to be more frequently used in the postpositional phrase (example
2) than in the direct object position (example 1). We do not have space
to develop this finding here, but see Khachaturyan, Moroz et al. (2024).

130ne of the speakers’ mother speaks Susu, a language with a reflexivity
system which, at least on the surface, is similar to the Kpelle one, and
we expect, and in fact observe, the same cross-linguistic influence. For
this reason, she was added to the Kpelle family group.

" The asterisks are used to indicate the level of statistical significance
for the variables being analyzed. The specific meanings of the asterisks
are as follows:- ***(three asterisks) indicates a p-value less than 0.001.-
**(two asterisks) indicates a p-value less than 0.01.- *(one asterisk)
indicates a p-value less than 0.05.- an absense of asterisks indicates that
the variable is not statistically significant.

15 Another reason for filtering was that ¢ + intensifier triggered the choice
of a significantly higher number of self-oriented depictions from all
groups of participants than a alone and comparable to the sequence e +
intensifier. We do not have an adequate theoretical explanation for this.

" The asterisks are used to indicate the level of statistical significance
for the variables being analyzed. The specific meanings of the asterisks
are as follows:- ***(three asterisks) indicates a p-value less than 0.001.-
**(two asterisks) indicates a p-value less than 0.01.- *(one asterisk)
indicates a p-value less than 0.05.- an absense of asterisks indicates that
the variable is not statistically significant.

References

Abtahian, M. R., and J. Kasstan. 2020. “Contact and Sociolinguistic
Variation.” In The Handbook of Language Contact, 221-239. John Wiley
and Sons, Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119485094.ch1l1.

Alber, E. 2018. Transfers of Belonging: Child Fostering in West Africa in the
20th Century. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004360419.

Allaire, J. J., and C. Dervieux. 2024. Quarto: R Interface to ‘Quarto’
Markdown Publishing System. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=
quarto.

Babel, A. M. 2016. “Affective Motivations for Borrowing: Performing Local
Identity Through Loan Phonology.” Language and Communication 49,
70-83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langcom.2016.06.002.

Bah, C. M., and M. A. Bangoura. 2017. Rapport d’analyse des données du
troisiéme recensement général de la population et de habitation. Institut
national de statistique. http://www.stat-guinee.org/images/Publications/
INS/RGPH3/RGPH3_etat_structure.pdf.

Bates, D., M. Maechler, B. Bolker, and S. Walker. 2015. “Fitting Linear
Mixed-Effects Models Using Ime4.” Journal of Statistical Software 67, no.
1: 1-48. 10.18637/js5.v067.101.

15

85UB01 SUOWIWOD dA1E81D 8ot [dde aup Ag peusenob a1e sejoliie YO ‘9sn JO S9N 1oy Afeiq8UIUO AS]IA LD (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBYWOD A8 1w Afe.d 1 jBul[UO//SdNL) SUONIPUOD puUe SWB | 81 89S " [520z/90/€0] U0 AridiTauljuo AS|IM ‘Uoiieiepe- Uessny sueyooD AQ G0/ZT SOl/TTTT 0T/I0p/w0o A8 1M Areiqijpul|uo//SAny Woiy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘T86.97T


https://zenodo.org/records/11065367
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119485094.ch11
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004360419
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=quarto
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langcom.2016.06.002
http://www.stat-guinee.org/images/Publications/INS/RGPH3/RGPH3_etat_structure.pdf
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Bazin, J. 1985. “A chacun Son Bambara [To Each His Own Bambara].” In
Au cceur de lethnie, edited by J.-L. Amselle and E. M’bokolo, 87-127. La
Découverte.

Beyer, K. 2024. “A Diasystematic Approach to Multilingual Ecology: The
Case of Mbum Speakers in Ngaoundéré, Cameroon.” In Multilingualism
in Its Multiple Dimensions, edited by Mimi Yang. IntechOpen. https://doi.
org/10.5772/intechopen.1005055.

Beyer, K., and H. Schreiber. 2013. “Intermingling Speech Groups. Mor-
phosyntactic Outcomes of Language Contact in a Linguistic Area in
Burkina Faso, West Africa.” In The Interplay of Variation and Change in
Contact Settings (Studies in Language Variation), edited by I. Léglise and
C. Chamoreau, 107-134. John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/silv.12.
05bey.

Campbell-Kibler, K. 2016. “Towards a Cognitively Realistic Model of
Meaningful Sociolinguistic Variation.” In Awareness and Control in Soci-
olinguistic Research, edited by A. M. Babel, 123-151. Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139680448.008.

Chomsky, N. 1986. Knowledge of Language: Its Nature, Origins, and Use.
Praeger.

Donaldson, C. 2016. “Manding Reflexive Verb Constructions and Regis-
ters in Jula of Burkina Faso.” Mandenkan 56: 3-28. https://doi.org/10.
4000/mandenkan.894.

Eckert, P., and W. Labov. 2017. “Phonetics, Phonology and Social Mean-
ing.” Journal of Sociolinguistics 21, no. 4: 467-496. https://doi.org/10.1111/
josl.12244.

Ellison, T. M., and L. Miceli. 2017. “Language Monitoring in Bilinguals as
a Mechanism for Rapid Lexical Divergence.” Language 93, no. 2: 255-287.
https://doi.org/10.1353/1an.2017.0014.

Francois, A. 2011. “Social Ecology and Language History in the Northern
Vanuatu Linkage: A Tale of Divergence and Convergence.” Journal of
Historical Linguistics. John Benjamins 1, no. 2: 175-246. https://doi.org/10.
1075/jh1.1.2.03fra.

Gardani, F. 2022. “Contact and Borrowing.” In The Cambridge Handbook
of Romance Linguistics, edited by A. Ledgeway and M. Maiden (Cam-
bridge Handbooks in Language and Linguistics), 845-869. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108580410.034.

Gerasimova, A., and E. Lyutikova. 2020. “Intralingual Variation in
Acceptability Judgments and Production: Three Case Studies in Russian
Grammar.” Frontiers in Psychology 11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.
00348.

Hanulikova, A., P. M. v. Alphen, M. M. v. Goch, and A. Weber.
2012. “When One Person’s Mistake Is Another’s Standard Usage: The
Effect of Foreign Accent on Syntactic Processing.” Journal of Cognitive
Neuroscience 24, no. 4: 878-887. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00103.

Hay, J., K. Drager, and P. Warren. 2009. “Careful Who You Talk to: An
Effect of Experimenter Identity on the Production of the NEAR/SQUARE
Merger in New Zealand English.” Australian Journal of Linguistics 29, no.
2:269-285. https://doi.org/10.1080/07268600902823128.

Hay, J., P. Warren, and K. Drager. 2006. “Factors Influencing Speech
Perception in the Context of a Merger-in-Progress.” Journal of Phonetics
(Modelling Sociophonetic Variation) 34, no. 4: 458-484. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.wocn.2005.10.001.

Hendriks, P. 2014. Asymmetries Between Language Production and Com-
prehension. Springer.

Irvine, J. T., and S. Gal. 2000. “Language Ideology and Linguistic Differen-
tiation.” In Regimes of Language: Ideologies, Polities, and Identities, edited
by P. V. Kroskrity, 35-84. School of American Research Press.

Khachaturyan, M. 2018. “A Sketch of Dialectal Variation in Mano.”
Mandenkan 59: 31-56.

Khachaturyan, M. 2020. “From the Qur’an to Christianity: Ethnolinguis-
tic Contact and Religious Conversion in West Africa.” Cahiers D’études

Khachaturyan, M. 2023. “Reflexive Constructions in Mano.” In Reflexive
Constructions in the World’s Languages, edited by K. Janic, N. Puddu,
and M. Haspelmath, 207-229. Language Science Press. https://doi.org/10.
5281/zenodo.7874944.

Khachaturyan, M., and M. Konoshenko. 2021. “Assessing (A)Symmetry
in Multilingualism: The Case of Mano and Kpelle in Guinea.” Interna-
tional Journal of Bilingualism 25, no. 4: 979-998. https://doi.org/10.1177/
13670069211023142.

Khachaturyan, M., M. Konoshenko, V. Vydrin, and G. Moroz. 2024.
“Valency Patterns in Mande: Contact vs Inheritance.” Studies in Lan-
guage. https://doi.org/10.1075/s1.23053.kha.

Khachaturyan, M., G. Moroz, and P. Mamy. 2024. “Do Languages Spoken
in Multilingual Communities Converge?” A Case Study of Reflexivity
Marking in Mano and Kpelle. Linguistics 62, no. 5: 1225-1250. https://doi.
org/10.1515/ling-2022-0111.

Khachaturyan, M., and E. Reuland. “Binding Conditions Revisited:
A View from Bilingual Acquisition and a Contact-Induced Variation
Puzzle”. In preparation.

Khachaturyan, M., and E. Reuland. 2023. “Binding Conditions Revisited:
A View from an Acquisition Puzzle.” Presented at the SLE-2023, Athens.

Konoshenko, M., J. Simko, P. Mamy, and M. Khachaturyan. “When
Two Level Tones Meet Three: A Study of Contact-Induced Sociotonetic
Variation in Mano and Kpelle (Guinea).” In preparation.

Kroskrity, P. V. 2023. “Multilingual Language Ideological Assemblages:
Language Contact, Documentation and Revitalization.” Journal of
Language Contact 15, no. 2: 271-301. https://doi.org/10.1163/19552629-
15020002.

Kubota, M., J. G. Alonso, M. Andersen, et al. 2022. “Bidialectal
Exposure Modulates Neural Signatures to Conflicting Grammatical
Properties: Norway as a Natural Laboratory.” Accessed September 27,
2022. https://pure.mpg.de/pubman/faces/ViewltemOverviewPage.jsp?
itemId=item_3404178.

Labov, W. 1993. The Unobservability of Structure and Its Linguistic
Consequences. University of Ottawa.

Labov, W. 2006. The Social Stratification of English in New York City.
Cambridge University Press.

Laycock, K., and K. B. McGowan. 2025. “Removing the Disguise:
The Matched-Guise Technique, Incongruity, and Listener Awareness.”
Journal of Sociolinguistics. https://doi.org/10.1111/jos1.12700.

Léglise, I. and C. Chamoreau (Eds.). 2013. The Interplay of Variation
and Change in Contact Settings (Studies in Language Variation, 12). John
Benjamins Publishing Company. https://doi.org/10.1075/silv.12.

Liidecke, D. 2018. “Ggeffects: Tidy Data Frames of Marginal Effects from
Regression Models.” Journal of Open Source Software 3, no. 26: 772.
https://doi.org/10.21105/j0ss.00772.

Liipke, F. 2016. “Pure Fiction—The Interplay of Indexical and Essentialist
Language Ideologies and Heterogeneous Practices. A View from Agnack.”
In Special Publication No.10 of Language Documentation & Conservation,
edited by M. Seyfeddinipur, 8-39. http://hdl.handle.net/10125/24650.

Mansfield, J., H. Leslie-O’Neill, and H. Li. 2023. “Dialect Differences
and Linguistic Divergence: A Crosslinguistic Survey of Grammatical
Variation.” Language Dynamics and Change 13, no. 3: 1-45. https://doi.
org/10.1163/22105832-bjal0026.

Matras, Y., and J. Sakel. 2007. “Investigating the Mechanisms of Pattern
Replication in Language Convergence.” Studies in Language 31, no. 4: 829—
865. https://doi.org/10.1075/s1.31.4.05mat.

McGowan, K. B., and A. M. Babel. 2020. “Perceiving Isn’t Believing:
Divergence in Levels of Sociolinguistic Awareness.” Language in Society
49, no. 2: 231-256. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404519000782.

McLaughlin, F., and T. S. Sall. 2001. “The Give and Take of Fieldwork:
Noun Classes and Other Concerns in Fatick, Senegal.” In Linguistic

Africaines  239:  535-562.  https://doi.org/10.4000/etudesafricaines. Fieldwork, edited by M. Ratliff and P. Newman, 189-210. Cambridge
31573. University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511810206.010.
16 Journal of Sociolinguistics, 2025

85UB01 SUOWIWOD dA1E81D 8ot [dde aup Ag peusenob a1e sejoliie YO ‘9sn JO S9N 1oy Afeiq8UIUO AS]IA LD (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBYWOD A8 1w Afe.d 1 jBul[UO//SdNL) SUONIPUOD puUe SWB | 81 89S " [520z/90/€0] U0 AridiTauljuo AS|IM ‘Uoiieiepe- Uessny sueyooD AQ G0/ZT SOl/TTTT 0T/I0p/w0o A8 1M Areiqijpul|uo//SAny Woiy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘T86.97T


https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.1005055
https://doi.org/10.1075/silv.12.05bey
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139680448.008
https://doi.org/10.4000/mandenkan.894
https://doi.org/10.1111/josl.12244
https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.2017.0014
https://doi.org/10.1075/jhl.1.2.03fra
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108580410.034
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00348
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00103
https://doi.org/10.1080/07268600902823128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2005.10.001
https://doi.org/10.4000/etudesafricaines.31573
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7874944
https://doi.org/10.1177/13670069211023142
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.23053.kha
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2022-0111
https://doi.org/10.1163/19552629-15020002
https://pure.mpg.de/pubman/faces/ViewItemOverviewPage.jsp?itemId=item_3404178
https://doi.org/10.1111/josl.12700
https://doi.org/10.1075/silv.12
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00772
http://hdl.handle.net/10125/24650
https://doi.org/10.1163/22105832-bja10026
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.31.4.05mat
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404519000782
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511810206.010

Moro, F. R. 2019. “Loss of Morphology in Alorese (Austronesian):
Simplification in Adult Language Contact.” Journal of Language Contact
12, no. 2: 378-403. https://doi.org/10.1163/19552629-01202005.

Moroz, G. 2017. “lingtypology: Easy Mapping for Linguistic Typology.”
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=lingtypology.

Mufwene, S. S. 2001. The Ecology of Language Evolution. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511612862.

Nikitina, T. 2011. “Categorial Reanalysis and the Origin of the S-O-V-X
Word Order in Mande.” Journal of African Languages and Linguistics32,
no. 2: 251-273. https://doi.org/10.1515/JALL.2011.009.

Otsuji, E., and A. Pennycook. 2010. “Metrolingualism: Fixity, Fluidity and
Language in Flux.” International Journal of Multilingualism 7, no. 3: 240-
254. https://doi.org/10.1080/14790710903414331.

Pakendorf, B., N. Dobrushina, and O. Khanina. 2021. “A Typology of
Small-Scale Multilingualism.” International Journal of Bilingualism 25,
no. 4: 835-859. https://doi.org/10.1177/13670069211023137.

Polinsky, M. 2018. Heritage Languages and Their Speakers. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781107252349.

R Core Team. 2024. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-
project.org/.

Roettger, T. B.,and K. Rimland. 2020. “Listeners’ Adaptation to Unreliable
Intonation Is Speaker-Sensitive.” Cognition 204: 104372. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104372.

Rothman, J., F. Bayram, V. DeLuca, et al. 2023. “Monolingual Comparative
Normativity in Bilingualism Research Is Out of ‘Control’: Arguments and
Alternatives.” Applied Psycholinguistics 44, no. 3: 316-329. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0142716422000315.

Saad, G., M. Klamer, and F. Moro. 2019. “Identifying Agents of Change:
Simplification of Possessive Marking in Abui-Malay Bilinguals.” Glossa 4,
no. 1. https://doi.org/10.5334/gjgl.846.

Schiitze, C. T. 2016. The Empirical Base of Linguistics: Grammatical-
ity Judgments and Linguistic Methodology. (Classics in Linguistics 2).
Language Science Press. 10.17169/langsci.b89.100.

Silverstein, M. 1981. “The Limits of Awareness.” Sociolinguistic Working
Paper 84.

Singer, R., and S. Harris. 2016. “What Practices and Ideologies Support
Small-Scale Multilingualism? A Case Study of Warruwi Community,
Northern Australia.” International Journal of the Sociology of Language
2016, no. 241: 163-208. https://doi.org/10.1515/ijsl-2016-0029.

Smith, J., M. Durham, and H. Richards. 2013. “The Social and Linguistic
in the Acquisition of Sociolinguistic Norms: Caregivers, Children, and
Variation.” Linguistics 51, no. 2: 285-324. https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2013-
0012.

Smith, J., and S. Holmes-Elliott. 2022. “Mapping Syntax and the Soci-
olinguistic Monitor.” In Explanations in Sociosyntactic Variation (Studies
in Language Variation and Change), edited by T. K. Christensen and
T. J. Jensen, 58-89. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/
9781108674942.004.

Squires, L. 2016. “Processing Grammatical Differences: Perceiving versus
Noticing.” In Awareness and Control in Sociolinguistic Research, edited by
A. M. Babel, 80-103. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CB09781139680448.006.

Stanford, J. N. 2008. “Child Dialect Acquisition: New Perspectives on
Parent/Peer Influence.” Journal of Sociolinguistics 12, no. 5: 567-596.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9841.2008.00383.x.

Stecker, A., and A. D’Onofrio. 2025. “Recognizing Uptalk: Memory and
Metalinguistic Commentary for a Sociolinguistic Feature.” Journal of
Sociolinguistics. https://doi.org/10.1111/jos].12695.

Watson, R. 2019. “Language as Category: Using Prototype Theory to
Create Reference Points for the Study of Multilingual Data.” Language
and Cognition 11, no. 1: 125-164. https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2019.9.

Wickham, H., M. Averick, J. Bryan, et al. 2019. “Welcome to the
Tidyverse.” Journal of Open Source Software 4, no. 43: 1686. https://doi.
0rg/10.21105/j0ss.01686.

Wickham, H., and J. Bryan. 2023. “Readxl: Read Excel Files.” https://
CRAN.R-project.org/package=readxl.

Yang, C. 2018. “A Formalist Perspective on Language Acquisition.”
Linguistic Approaches to Bilingualism 8, no. 6: 665-706. https://doi.org/10.
1075/1ab.18014.yan.

17

85UB01 SUOWIWOD dA1E81D 8ot [dde aup Ag peusenob a1e sejoliie YO ‘9sn JO S9N 1oy Afeiq8UIUO AS]IA LD (SUOTIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBYWOD A8 1w Afe.d 1 jBul[UO//SdNL) SUONIPUOD puUe SWB | 81 89S " [520z/90/€0] U0 AridiTauljuo AS|IM ‘Uoiieiepe- Uessny sueyooD AQ G0/ZT SOl/TTTT 0T/I0p/w0o A8 1M Areiqijpul|uo//SAny Woiy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘T86.97T


https://doi.org/10.1163/19552629-01202005
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=lingtypology
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511612862
https://doi.org/10.1515/JALL.2011.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790710903414331
https://doi.org/10.1177/13670069211023137
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781107252349
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104372
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716422000315
https://doi.org/10.5334/gjgl.846
https://doi.org/10.17169/langsci.b89.100
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijsl-2016-0029
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2013-0012
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108674942.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139680448.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9841.2008.00383.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/josl.12695
https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2019.9
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.01686
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=readxl
https://doi.org/10.1075/lab.18014.yan

	Awareness of Grammatical Variability in Language Contact: The Case of Mano and Kpelle in Guinea
	1 | Introduction
	2 | Sociolinguistic Background on Mano and Kpelle
	3 | Structural Background: Variation in Reflexivity Marking in Mano and Kpelle
	4 | Awareness of Sociogrammatical Variation: A Theoretical and Empirical Background
	5 | Quantifying Contact-Induced Grammatical Variation in Reflexivity Marking
	5.1 | Background on the Experimental Procedure and Variables
	5.2 | Production Experiment
	5.3 | Comprehension Experiment
	5.4 | Interaction Between Production and Comprehension

	6 | Discussion
	7 | Further Questions
	8 | Conclusion
	Acknowledgment
	Supplementary Materials
	Data Availability Statement

	Endnotes
	References


