
Linguistic Characteristics of

Second Language Acquisition and First Language Attrition:

Turkish Overt versus NuIl Pronouns

Ay~e Gürel

Department ofLinguistics

McGill University, Montréal

A Thesis submitted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research in partial
fulfillment of the requirements of the degree ofDoctor ofPhilosophy

OAne Gürel
February 2002



1+1 National Library
of Canada

Acquisitions and
Bibliographie Services

395 Wellington Street
OttawaON K1A0N4
canada

Bibliothèque nationale
du Canada

Acquisitions et
services bibliographiques

395. rue Wellington
Ottawa ON K1 A ON4
canada

Your 61<0 Vo/nI rélérenœ

Our file Notre rtif8rencs

The author bas granted a non
exclusive licence allowing the
National Library ofCanada to
reproduce, loan, distribute or sell
copies of this thesis in microform,
paper or electronic formats.

The author retains ownership of the
copyright in this thesis. Neither the
thesis nor substantial extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced without the author's
penmSSlon.

L'auteur a accordé une licence non
exclusive permettant à la
Bibliothèque nationale du Canada de
reproduire, prêter, distribuer ou
vendre des copies de cette thèse sous
la forme de microfiche/film, de
reproduction sur papier ou sur format
électronique.

L'auteur conserve la propriété du
droit d'auteur qui protège cette thèse.
Ni la thèse ni des extraits substantiels
de celle-ci ne doivent être imprimés
ou autrement reproduits sans son
autorisation.

0-612-78697-8

Canada



1

Abstract

This thesis investigates the binding of overt and null subj ect pronouns in

second language (L2) acquisition and first language (LI) attrition of Turkish. The

aim is to provide a comparative investigation of language transfer effects in the

ultimate state of the L2 and LI grammar. More specifically, it examines transfer

effects from English LI and English L2 into the grammars of Turkish L2 and Turkish

LI, respectively.

In this thesis, 1 propose that the Subset Condition (Berwick, 1985; Manzini &

Wexler, 1987) can account for transfer phenomena observed in both L2 acquisition

and LI attrition. 1 argue that the subset relation that holds between the LI and the L2

can be a predictor for the extent and duration of cross-linguistic transfer in L2

acquisition and LI attrition. In other words, whether or not a particular property will

resist L2 acquisition and undergo LI attrition can be determined by looking at the

subset relationship between the LI and the L2 with respect to that property.

The prediction is that in configurations where the 'influencing language' (LI

in L2 acquisition and L2 in LI attrition) is the superset of the 'affected language' (L2

in L2 acquisition and LI in LI attrition), LI transfer effect will persist in L2

acquisition and we will see more signs ofL2 transfer into the LI grammar, resulting

in more attrition effects.

Pronominal binding is chosen to investigate such cross-linguistic transfer

effects. English and Turkish differ with respect to goveming domains and types of

pronominals present in two languages. Turkish, being a pro-drop language, allows
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null subject pronouns in main and embedded clauses. It aIso has a special type of

anaphoric pronominal, /œndisi, for which English has no corresponding form.

Two experiments were conducted to test L2 acquisition and LI attrition of

binding properties of Turkish overt and null subject pronouns under the influence of

English. Participants included native English-speakers living in Turkey (end-state L2

Turkish speakers) and native Turkish-speakers living in North America (end-state L2

English speakers). Overall, results obtained from the two studies reveal cross

linguistic transfer effects in the manner predicted. In particular, properties of English

overt pronouns (e.g., him/her) are transferred ante the overt Turkish pronoun 0 in L2

acquisition and in attrition, whereas properties of the Turkish null pronoun and the

anaphoric pronominal /œndisi are unaffected by English.
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Résumé

Cette thèse examine le liage des pronoms sujets exprimés et nuls dans

l'acquisition du turc comme langue seconde (L2) et son attrition comme première

langue (LI). Le but de cette recherche est de procurer une analyse comparative des

effets du tranfert linguistique dans l'état final de la grammaire de la L2 et de la LI.

Plus spécifiquement, la thèse examine les effets du transfert de l'anglais LI sur la

grammaire du turc L2, et de l'anglais L2 sur le turc LI.

Dans cette thèse, je propose que la condition du sous-ensemble (Berwick,

1985; Manzini & WexIer, 1987) peut rendre compte des phénomènes de transfert

observés à la fois dans l'acquisition de L2 et l'attrition de LI. Je soutiens que la

relation de sous-ensemble qui existe entre la LI et la L2 peut prédire l'étendue et la

durée du transfert trans-linguistique dans l'acquisition de la L2 et l'attrition de la LI.

Autrement dit, le fait qu'une propriété particulière résistera à son acquisition en L2 et

sera attritée en LI peut être déterminé en observant la relation de sous-ensemble

concernant cette propriété existant entre la LI et la L2.

La prédiction est que, dans les configurations où la langue influente (LI dans

l'acquisition de L2 et L2 dans l'attrition de LI) est le super-ensemble de la langue

affectée (L2 dans l'acquisition de L2 et LI dans l'attrition de LI), l'effet de transfert

de la LI persistera dans l'acquisition de la L2 et il y aura davantage de signes de

transfert de la L2 dans la grammaire de la LI, résultant en effets d'attrition plus

importants.
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Le liage des pronoms nuls et exprimés a été choisi pour étudier de tels effets

de transfert. L'anglais et le turc diffèrent dans les domaines de liage et les types de

pronoms présents dans les deux langues. Le turc, étant une langue qui permet l'élision

des pronoms sujets, permet des pronoms sujets nuls dans les propositions principales

et subordonnées. Le turc possède également un pronom anaphorique, kendisi, pour

lequel l'anglais n'a pas de forme correspondante.

Deux expériences ont été réalisées pour tester l'acquisition dans la L2 et

l'attrition dans la LI des propriétés de liage des pronoms sujets exprimés et nuls en

turc sous l'influence de l'anglais. Les participants étaient des locuteurs natifs de

l'anglais vivant en Turquie (locuteurs de Turc L2 dans son état final) et des locuteurs

natifs du turc vivant en Amérique du Nord (locuteurs d'anglais L2 dans son état

final). Dans l'ensemble, les résultats des deux études révèlent des effets de transfert

tels que prédits. En particulier, les propriétés des pronoms exprimés anglais (par ex.

him/her) sont transférés dans le pronom exprimé turc 0 dans l'acquisition de la L2 et

l'attrition, tandis que les propriétés des pronoms nuls et du pronom anaphorique turc

kendisi ne sont pas affectés par l'anglais.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Second language (L2) acquisition and first language (LI) attrition are two

areas where interaction of two languages of a bilingual can be observed. The effects

of the interaction between two (or more) languages are often characterized as

language transfer--a well-documented phenomenon that is mostly perceived as a

unidirectional process, mainly from the LI grammar into the L2. Indeed, over many

years, studies on LI transfer effects have had considerable prominence in L2

acquisition research (e.g., Gass & Selinker, 1983, 1992). Within the generative

perspective, there has been extensive examination of developing L2 grammars in

different stages, from the initial to the end-state, resulting in various proposaIs as to

whether or not transfer effects could ultimately be eliminated in L2 grammars (e.g.,

Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996; White, 1989; 2000).

However, language transfer or interference can be bidirectional. The reverse

effect, Le., the influence ofL2 into the LI was noted decades ago (e.g., Weinreich,

1953) and has recently been discussed within the generative framework (Sorace,

2000). Nevertheless, the effects of L2 on the LI have not been studied from the

perspective of what LI grammars would look like ultimately under constant L2

exposure.

In relation to the bidirectional nature of language transfer, many questions

emerge, notably, does language transfer differ in various language contact situations

(Le., in L2 acquisition and LI attrition), or are they similar? If similar, what are the
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common linguistic characteristics of language transfer in these contact situations? Is

there a common underlying leaming/deleaming mechanism that explains these

particular linguistic traits?

It is the main objective of this thesis to investigate the nature of the transfer

phenomenon in L2 acquisition and LI attrition and identify them under a unified

transfer model that is based on a learning theory.

The primary motivation for such an attempt cornes from an interest in the

potential parallelism between the ultimate state of grammatical knowledge of L2 and

LI under the influence ofa common 'influencing' language that functions as a source

of transfer (Sorace, 2000). Thus, the main question of interest in this thesis is how

do the LI and L2 grammars at their ultimate form relate to each other? Can they be

characterized uniformly under a common denominator (i.e., a common influencing

language)?

From the L2 acquisition point of view, the assumption 1 will start out with is

that native-like attainment of certain syntactic properties of L2 may not always be

possible. In other words, transfer effects from the LI (influencing language) may

persist through the L2 end-state for certain aspects of L2 grammar. From the LI

attrition perspective, the assumption is that extensive exposure to L2 (influencing

language) can ultimately lead to restructuring of the LI grammar in the syntactic

domain. The specifie question 1 will look into in this thesis is whether these effects

can be observed in Binding Principles-a central issue in generative syntax and a

sub-theory of Universal Grammar (DG). More specifically, are binding of subject

pronouns (overt and null) vulnerable to LI/L2 transfer effects? The reason why 1
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chose to investigate transfer effects in the domain of Binding Principles in general

and binding of overt and null pronominals in particular, is because, first of ail, they

represent UG-govemed, abstract, unconscious knowledge (Thomas, 1993) and

secondly certain binding properties are subject to language-specifie constraints (cf.

Manzini & WexIer, 1987), a condition conducive to the study of cross-linguistic

transfer effects in acquisition and attrition.

Thus, in order to investigate potential transfer effects in the ultimate state of

L2 and LI grammars, 1examine the effects of a source language on a target language,

keeping those languages constant in the acquisition and attrition contexts. In other

words, 1 study the respective effects of LI English and L2 English functioning as an

'influencing' (or a source) language on the L2 and LI Turkish, functioning as the

'affected' (or the target) language. The question 1 have in mind is whether or not

those who acquire Turkish as an L2 and those who lose Turkish as an LI use

comparable transfer strategies. My suggestion will be that transfer effects in L2

acquisition and LI attrition can be accounted for in a principled way by taking

account of subset relationships between the LI and the L2 (cf. Manzini & Wexler,

1987).

Such a principled account will help us identify why sorne aspects of L2

grammar are difficult to acquire and sorne aspects ofLI grammar are easy to lose. It

is important to note at this point that, in this investigation, 'LI or native language

losslattrition' is perceived as non-pathological, 'learner-intemal' linguistic change (or

restructuring) in the LI grammar in accordance with the properties of an influencing
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L2 grammar. In that sense, whatever change or restructuring we observe in the LI

grammar should be a reflection of the L2 grammar.

The focus of the present investigation will be binding properties of overt and

null pronouns in the context ofL2 acquisition and LI attrition of Turkish. As will be

discussed in Chapter 2, Turkish has two overt pronominaIs: 0 and kendisi, which

correspond to s/he and se!f,respectively. Being a pro-drop language, it aIso has the

null pronoun. 1 will first show that the binding properties of these pronouns are

different. While 0 (like its English counterpart s/he) obeys Binding Principle B,

kendisi (similar to the null pronoun) is quite unrestricted in its binding possibilities.

Secondly, 1 will discuss the fact that while L2 leamers are successful in the

acquisition ofbinding properties ofkendisi and the null pronoun, they do not perform

as weil with the overt pronoun o. We will also see that LI attriters demonstrate

similar performance to L2 leamers. Both results will be accounted for in terms of

transfer effects from English.

Within this background, the specifie chapters in the thesis are arranged as

follows: Chapter 2 will discuss binding properties of Turkish overt and null pronouns

and try to determine what counts as a goveming domain in Turkish. Examples will

be discussed in comparison to English in order to illustrate the differences between

the two languages with respect to governing domains. In this chapter, interpretative

differences between overt and null pronouns in Turkish will aIso be discussed within

the framework of the Overt Pronoun Constraint (OPC) (Montalbetti, 1984) in relation

to Spanish and Japanese--two other pro-drop languages. Chapter 3 will look at sorne

of the main issues in L2 acquisition, focusing on LI transfer, DG access and subset
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relations between the LI and the L2 in terms of their role in explaining the end-state

L2 grammar. Also, findings of some L2 studies will be reviewed in relation to these

issues. In Chapter 4 , 1 will first provide an overview of the main issues and studies

in LI attrition and then, with the purpose of connecting L2 acquisition and LI

attrition, 1 will propose a model of L2-induced LI attrition using the same subset

relation discussed in Chapter 3. In Chapter 5,1 will present two experiments, one on

L2 acquisition and one on LI attrition, conducted to test predictions regarding the L2

acquisition and LI attrition of Turkish under the influence of English. The final

chapter will provide a discussion of overall findings in light of the research questions.
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Chapter 2: Overt versus nuD subject pronouns

1. Introduction

It has been observed that within pro-drop languages overt and null subjects do

not have the same distributional properties within the same pro-drop language. That

is, there are certain grammatical and discourse principles that determine the occurrence

of overt versus null pronominal subjects in a particular context (Enç, 1986; Erguvanh

Taylan, 1986; Pérez-Leroux & Glass, 1997, 1999). For example, it is known that

overt and null pronouns demonstrate different interpretative properties as bound

variable or referential pronouns (Montalbetti, 1984; Saïto & Hoji, 1983). As far as

the difference between pro-drop and non-pro-drop languages are concerned, it has

been observed that, in pro-drop languages, overt pronouns are more constrained than

they are in non-pro-drop languages. In this chapter, 1 will examine the interpretative

differences between overt and null pronouns in the context of binding within the

framework of the Overt Pronoun Constraint (OPC) proposed by Montalbetti (1984).

Data from Turkish will be discussed in relation to English, a non-pro-drop language as

well as Spanish and Japanese, two pro-drop languages.

The main proposaIs of this chapter are as follows: First of all, 1 will argue that

the overt counterpart of the null pronoun in Turkish is a special anaphoric pronominal
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(kendisi) but not the overt pronoun (0). 1 will establish this point by illustrating

similar binding possibilities of the null pronoun and kendisi and by contrasting these

with the pronoun o. Secondly, following George and Komfilt (1981), 1 will suggest

that Turkish embedded clauses are Determiner Phrases (DPs). Thirdly, 1 will argue

that contrary to what has been suggested in the literature, embedded clauses like any

other DPs in Turkish do not qualify as binding domains. Finally, 1 will, in light of

these observations, suggest that the interpretative differences between overt and null

pronouns predicted under the OPC are not observed in Turkish.

In order to lay out the theoretical background for the issues to be examined, 1

will first start with a brief discussion on the null subject phenomenon (Section 2).

Then 1will look at the typology of overt and empty elements (Section 3). This will

be followed by a discussion on formulations of Binding Theory (Section 4). Section 5

examines some binding facts in Turkish in comparison to English, comparing the

binding behaviour of null and the two overt pronominals. In this section, 1 will he

looking at null and overt pronouns in subject as weIl as object positions in order to

determine the binding domain in Turkish. In Section 6, 1 will discuss OPC effects in

three pro-drop languages. In order to create a context of comparison, 1 will first

present Spanish and Japanese data that have been well-discussed in the literature. 1

will then turn to Turkish data and try to identify the interpretative properties of overt

and null subjects in Turkish and then to establish binding-related similarities and

differences among these three pro-drop languages.
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2. The null subject phenomenon

The 'null subject' or 'pro-drop' phenomenon has been discussed since

Taraldsen (1978), Chomsky (1981), Jaeggli (1982), Rizzi (1982).1 It is concerned

with whether a language allows finite sentences with an unexpressed pronominal

subject. It has been introduced as a DG parameter, where languages choose a [+ or -

pro-drop] option.2 Traditionally, languages such as English, German, and French3 are

classified as non-pro-drop, and languages such as Italian and Spanish, as well as

Chinese and Japanese are classified as pro-drop languages. Much research has

focused on the identification of the precise status of pro (the phonologically empty

element) and the morpho-syntactic conditions that license it.

The following sentences4 in Spanish (1) and Japanese (2) are typical examples

ofnull subjects in pro-drop languages.

(1) a. pro hemos encontrado el
have found the

'We have found the book'

b. pro baila bien
dance-1sg weIl

'S/he dances weIl'

libro
book

1 In generative grammar, the tirst observations about pro-drop versus non-pro-drop languages date back
to Perlmutter (1971).
2 This is an oversimplitication. An empty pronoun is not actually an all-or-nothing phenomenon.
Rather, languages vary according to the extent that they allow zero pronouns (C.-T. J. Huang, 1984;
Y. Huang, 1995). There are languages, for example, Hebrew and Finnish, that allow null subjects
only for certain person subjects (Vainikka & Levy, 1999).
3 There are sorne arguments that French can actually be analyzed as a pro-drop language (see Roberge,
1990; Authier, 1992; Pierce, 1992).
4 Spanish examples are from Liceras & Diaz (1999) and Jaeggli (1982) and Japanese examples are from
Kanno (1996) and Hasegawa (1985), respectively.
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(2) a. pro moo tuita
already arrived

'I/you/she/he/we/they already arrived'

b. pro Tokyo-e itta
Tokyo-to went

'I/you/she/he/we/they went to Tokyo'

In the above examples, an empty subject appears in finite clauses. Similar

examples in English and in other non-pro-drop languages would be ungrammatical: 5

(3) a. *study Spanish
b. *dances weIl

(4) a. *already arrived
b. *went to Tokyo

A natural question to ask-one that has occupied linguists within the

Principles and Parameters framework over the years-is how to characterize the pro-

drop parameter. The basic assumption is that the possibility of referential null

subjects depends on a process called recoverability (Taraldsen, 1978) or identification

(Chomsky, 1981; Jaeggli, 1982). In other words, in languages that allow null subjects

(and null objects), there must be a morphosyntactic mechanism (a mechanism that is

absent in non-pro-drop languages) that recovers/licenses/identifies these empty

elements.6 Under most accounts, the pro-drop phenomenon, either explicitly or

implicitly, is tied to inflectional morphology, in particular to a rich7 or uniform
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agreement paradigm (Taraldsen, 1978; Chomsky, 1981; Rizzi, 1982; 1986; Jaeggli &

Safl!, 1989). However, doubt has been cast on this because of evidence from

languages that have rich agreement but no thematic null subjects (e.g., German) or

languages that allow null subjects despite no agreement inflection (e.g., Japanese,

Chinese) (see Y. Huang, 1995 for other counterexamples). 1 will not directly address

this issue as the focus is on language-internaI conditions that determine the occurrence

ofnull versus overt subject pronouns. However, the role of agreement will come up

when we look at binding properties in Turkish.

3. Empty categories and their overt counterparts

Empty categories are defined as syntactically observable but phonetically null

elements. An empty element is present whenever a S-role is assigned even if the

corresponding position contains no lexical material. The presence of an empty

category is also motivated by the Extended Projection Principle (EPP)

(Chomsky,1982), which states that the subject position of a sentence must be filled.

Accordingly, every sentence has a subject (overt or null). Within the framework of

5 Eng1ish has a very limited contexts for null subjects, such as dia!)' drop (see Haegeman, 1990).
6 In later Govemment and Binding accounts a distinction is made between /icensing (alIowance of null
subjects) and identification (recovering the referential content of the empty subject). For example for
Rizzi, (1982; 1986), while Iicensing requires government by a specifically designated set of XO
categories, identification requires coindexation with either 'rich' agreement or an extended notion of
binding.
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Government and Binding (GB) (Chomsky, 1981, 1982), the typology of empty

categories is established as follows:

(5) Overt elements Empty elements

a. [+anaphor, -pronominal] anaphor (N)oun (P)hrase-trace

b. [-anaphor, +pronominal] pronoun pro

c. [+anaphor, +pronominal] PRO
d. [-anaphor, -pronominal] R-expressions wh-trace

In the 'overt' category, an example of (5a) is the English reflexive (e.g., herselfJ

or reciprocal (e.g., each other). Examples of (5b) are overt pronouns such as she, he,

them. Referential expressions such as George, the soldier are termed R-expressions.

Anaphors, pronouns and R-expressions are subject to conditions A, B and C of

Binding Theory, respectively (see Section 4 in this chapter).

Empty categories with the [-pronominal] feature (a and d in [5]) are traces,

they are created by A and A'-movement, respectively. PRO and pro have the feature

[+pronominal]. In Chomsky (1981, 1982) these two non-trace empty categories are

distinguished. While PRO is a pronominal anaphor, pro is a pure pronominallike its

overt counterpart. PRO is assumed to be a universal element whose occurrence is

limited to the subject position of a nonfinite clause. Pro, on the other hand, is not

7 The question ofwhat counts as 'rich agreement' is a highly controversial issue (see Bobaljik, 2000
for a review). In most cases, the tenu 'rich' is used to mean bearing lots of morphology in sorne
intuitive sense (Speas, 1994, p. 180).
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universal. It is allowed only in languages where it can be identified (e.g., Spanish,

Japanese or Turkish).

The crucial assumption here IS that. empty categories mlrror their overt

counterparts:

1. An empty category (a) is a variable iff it is locally A'-bound and is in an A
position.

2. If ais not a variable, then it is an anaphor.
3. a is a pronominal iffit is free or locally A-bound by an antecedent (J3) with

an independent S-role.
(Chomsky,1981 , p. 330).

This assumption runs into problems with respect to the interpretative

behaviours ofovert and null pronouns, in contexts that involve binding (Montalbetti,

1984). This point, i.e., the interpretative differences between pro and its overt

counterpart, will be the focus of the remaining part ofthis chapter. To this end, I will

try to identify the binding conditions for overt and null subject pronouns in three pro-

drop languages and examine whether or not interpretative differences between overt

and null pronouns demonstrate similar patterns in these languages. One point which

will arise out of these discussions is that, in comparing overt pronouns with null

pronouns, it might be necessary to consider all possible overt pronominals that could

potentially be the counterpart ofpro in a language. Before proceeding with that issue,

I would like to take a look at the Binding Principles.
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4. Binding Theory

Binding Theory is the subtheory of GB Theory that deals with the referential

properties of NPs.8 Consider the following examples:

(6) a. Georgej adores himsel~

b. TheYi adore each otherj

(7) a. Brian thinks [Georgei adores himsel~l

b. *Georgej thinks [Brian adores himselfjl

In (6a) above, the refiexive is coreferential with the antecedent George that it

matches in features. Similarly, the reciprocal NP each other in (6b) has an antecedent

they that it can corefer with. Therefore, both sentences are grammatical. Examples in

(7) illustrate how 'locality' cornes into the picture in binding relations. Anaphors

have to be bound within specific syntactic domains. In the examples in (7), the

English refiexive himselfis bound to the subject of its own clause (7a). In (7b), on the

other hand, it cannot be bound to the subject of the matrix clause, across the subject of

the embedded clause. Since the intended antecedent (George) is outside the local

domain in which the anaphor must be bound, (7b) is ungrammatical.

Now, let us look at pronouns. Pronouns have different binding conditions as

illustrated in the following examples:

8 ln many places in the thesis, 1 will use NPs instead of DP to refer to nominal arguments unless 1
consider their internai structure.
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(8) a. Georgei adores him*iIk
b. Briank thinks [Georgej adores him*iIk]

Unlike anaphors, pronouns cannot be bound by a c-commanding antecedent in

their local domain. In (8a), the pronoun him cannot he coreferential with George, an

antecedent in its local domain but it can refer to someone e1se in the discourse. Thus,

co-indexing the pronoun him and the antecedent George here renders the sentence

ungrammatical. Compare now (8a) and (8b), where the pronoun can only he

coreferential with a nonlocal antecedent. The clause boundary in (Sb) intervenes

between the pronoun him and its antecedent Brian.

These observations about anaphors and pronouns are accounted for by two

basic principles (principles A and B) of the Binding Theory (Chomsky, 1981; 1982;

1986):9 (Principle C, relating to R-expressions will not be discussed).

(9) Binding Theory

Principle (A) An anaphor is bound in its goveming category
Principle (B) A pronominal is free in its goveming category

9 Binding Theory has been under considerable revisions (e.g., Reinhart & Reuland, 1993). For
example, in recent proposais of Reinhart and Reuland, only Binding Principles A and B are considered
under Binding Theory and only bound variable anaphora is taken to be relevant under this formulation
of binding. However, for the purpose of this investigation, 1 will mostly follow the standard
assumptions of Binding Theory.
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According to the formulations in Chomsky (1981, 1982), binding is A-binding

(i.e., the c-commanding10 antecedent of the bound element is in an argwnent (A)

position):

(l0) a) a is A-bound by f3 iff a and f3 are co-indexed, f3 c-commands a, and f3 IS

in an A-position.
b) a is A-free iffit is not A-bound.

A defmition ofgoverning category (=local domain) is given as follows:

(11) The goveming11 category for a pronoun or an anaphor a. is the minimal
complete functional complex (CFC) that contains a and a govemor of a and
in which a's binding condition could, in principle, be satisfied (Chomsky,
1986; Chomsky & Lasnik, 1993/1995).12

To illustrate how this definition works, let us first take a look at Exceptional

Case Marking (ECM) constructions, discussed in (Chomsky & Lasnik, 1993/1995).

10 a. c-commands ~ if a. does not dominate ~ and every y that dominates a. dominates~. Where y is
restricted to maximal projections, a. m-commands ~ (Chomsky & Lasnik, 1993).
Il The notion of'govemment' is stated as follows (Chomsky & Lasnik, 1993:50):
a. govems ~ if a. c-commands ~ and there is no category y that "protects" ~ from govemment by a..
y protects ~ in this sense if it is c-commanded by a a. and either (i) or (ii) holds:
(i) y is a barrier dominating ~

(ii) Yintervenes between a. and ~

Furthermore, there are two main categories of govemment: antecedent govemment and head
Bovemment.

The characterization of local domain has changed over the years (see Harbert, 1995; Lasnik, 1989 for
a review). For examp1e, according to the previous formulations a governing category for an anaphor or
pronoun is characterized as follows (Chomsky, 1981, p. 211):

f3 is a governing category for a iff f3 is the minimal category containing a, a govemor for
a, and a SUBJECT accessible to a.

SUBJECT is agreement (AGR) where present, otherwise it is a subject NP.
a is accessible to f3 iff a is in the c-command domain of f3 and the assignment to a of the

index of f3 would not violate i-within-i condition given below:
(i) [5 .... y.... ], where Ô and y bear the same index.
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(12)
a. Johni believes [himselfi to be clever]
b. *Johni believes [himi to be clever]
c. *Johnj believes [himselfi is clever]
d. Johni believes [hej is clever]

ln the examples from (12a) through (12d), the anaphor and the pronoun are in

complementary distribution with respect to the contexts in which they are allowed.

ln (12a) and (12b) above, the main verb be/ieve govems the subject of the infmitival

complement. In (l2c) and (12d), however, there is no such govemment relation and

we get completely reversed grammaticality for the reflexive and the pronoun. In (12a)

and (l2b), the goveming category for the anaphor and pronoun is not the embedded

clause but the matrix clause as the govemor is in this higher clause. In (12a) the

anaphor is bound in this domain and this sentence is grammatical in accordance with

Principle A. In (12b) the pronoun is also bound in its goveming category. Thus, it is

ruled out by Princip1e B. In (l2c) and (l2d), the subject of the embedded clause is

assigned nominative Case by a govemor (finite Inflection (1°» in the 10wer clause.

According to the definition in (11), the goveming category for the anaphor and the

pronoun is the lower clause. The sentence in (12c) is ungrammatical for the same

reason that (l2d) is grammatical, namely that there is no binder for the subject in the

lower clause. Thus, while the anaphor is not bound, rendering (12c) ungrammatical;

the pronoun is free, rendering the sentence (12d) grammatical.

With respect to object position, finite and non-finite clauses behave similarly:
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(13) a. BriéUlk believes [Georgej adores himselfi/.k]

b. Briank believes [Georgej adores him.i/k]

(14) a. BriéUlk believes [Georgei to adore himselfi/.J
b. Briank believes [Georgej to adore him.i!J

In these examples, the local domain for the anaphor or pronoun is the

embedded clause since it includes the anaphor/pronoun, and its govemor (the

embedded verb) as well as a potential binder.

One final example given below is discussed in Harbert (1995: 188) in relation to

the cases where the complementarity between anaphors and pronouns breaks down:

(15) TheYi sold NP [theiri / each other'si book]

The indexing possibilities indicate that the matrix clause is the domain where

the anaphor is bound and the pronoun is free and that the bracketed NP must be the

goveming category. According to the definition in (11), in order for a phrase fJ to

form a goveming category for a, it must contain a and a govemor of a and also there

must be sorne possible indexing of elements within {J on which the relevant Binding

Principle could he satisfied for a within {J. That is, there must he sorne possible

assignment of indices which is Binding Theory (BT)-Compatible with a in {J

(Harbert, 1995, p. 189). In (15), the bracketed NP contains a lexical govemor (the

head N) for the anaphor each other and the pronoun their. The NP counts as
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goveming category for the pronoun. The pronoun is not c-commanded by any

potential binder within NP, and it is, therefore free within its governing category.

Thus, the BT-Compatibility requirement is satisfied. For the anaphor, however, there

is no possible binder within NP. There is no possibility that Principle A could he

satisfied for the anaphor within NP. NP therefore does not count as a goveming

category for the anaphor. Consequently, the BT-compatibility requirement is not

satisfied and thus the CFC is extended to the matrix clause. 13

One assumption that would save the complementarity between anaphors and

pronouns is that their in this context is actually an anaphor that is used in place of a

nonexistent form themselves 's in English. In that sense, the sentence above would

actually mean 'They; sold their; own book '. If this assumption is correct,14 then we no

longer need to account for how a pronoun and an anaphor can be bound in the same

configuration. If we assume that 'their' (a form homophonous with the pronoun

'their'), is an anaphor here, then it is acceptable to see it bound in that domain like the

other anaphor each other.

13 Under this account, constructions like 'The doctorsi expected [each other'j would resign]' are also
predicted to be grammatical because the same conditions also hold in both cases. As in (15), the BT
compatibility is not satisfied in the embedded clause but unlike (15), the CFC is apparently not
extended to the matrix clause here. However, 1should note that for many English speakers nominative
reciprocals such as (i) below are acceptable (Jonathan Bobaljik, p.c.):

(i) We believed that each other would win
Acceptability ofsuch structures suggests that the 'domain extension' might also occurs for reciprocals.
Yet, reflexives in the Same position are ungrammatical in English and this also need an account.
However relevant, 1 will no longer pursue this issue here. Interestingly, though, neither the non
complementarity between anaphors and pronouns nor the one between reciprocals and reflexives arises
in Turkish.
14This approach cannot be supported given the different interpretation patterns of (possessive) pronouns
and anaphors (Susi Wurmbrand, p.c.). Possessive pronouns like pronouns allow strict reading under
ellipsis, but anaphors do not:

(i) Mary likes herseIf and Jane does, too. (=*Jane likes Mary) (=Jane likes herself)
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As we will see shortly, the lack of complementarity is not observed in aU

languages. For example, in Turkish, the NP as in (15) does not qualify as the

governing domain differentially for anaphors and pronouns because it does not count

as the CFC for either of them. While a reflexive is bound by the subject of the main

clause, the possessive pronoun has to be free even in that clause.

4.1. Pronouns as bound variables

In the previous section, l have presented the binding conditions· in general and

tried to review sorne basic concepts and principles behind binding of anaphors and

pronouns. In this section, l will briefly compare pronominal binding in referential and

quantified expressions in English. The facts about pronominal binding in English will

also come up again in the subsequent section, as l discuss examples from three pro-

drop languages.

For a brief explanation of the terminology, first consider the following

examples:

(16) George likes Ashley
(17) George likes everyone

The sentence in (16) contains two R-expressions: The subject NP George and

object NP Ashley. These referential NPs can pick out a referent from the universe of

(ii) Mary Iikes her mother and Jane does, too. (=Jane Iikes her own mother) (=Jane Iikes
Mary's mother)
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discourse, but the quantifier NP everyone in (17) cannot. The interpretation of

everyone is variable depending on the discourse context. In logica1 terms, the

interpretation of (17) is as follows:

(18) For all x, x is human, George likes x

x here is called a variable, as its interpretation depends on the quantifier. In

other words, the variable is bound by the quantifier (i.e., operator). At the level of

Logica1 Form (LF), the universal quantifier in (17) has to be represented as an

operator and has to occupy a scope position (left-peripheral) in order to realize the

logical representation above. That is, the quantifier must move out of its A position

to a scope position. This is an A'-position, as it is assumed that quantifiers adjoin to

Inflectional Phrase (IP) as represented in (19) below:

(19) IP[ everyonej IP[ George likes tj ]

The trace of Quantifier Raising (QR) is interpreted as a variable since the

moved quantifier and its trace are coindexed. That is, since the trace is within the

scope l5 ofthe quantifier, it is bound by the quantifier. Now, the trace is bound by an

element in A'-position.

15 The scope of a constituent is what it c-commands (Higginbotham, 1980).
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Returning now to pronominal binding, pronouns may take referential or

quantificational antecedents. In the former case, the pronoun is used in coreference

with its referential antecedent (e.g., Brian in [20]), in the latter, it is interpreted as a

variable bound by the quantificational subject NP (e.g., Everyone and Nobody in

[24]).16

(20) Briani thinks [hei is talented]
(21) a. Everyonei thinks that [hei is talented]

b. NobodYi thinks that [hei is talented]

Pronominals bound by quantifiers are subject to Principle B. Consider the

following examples discussed in Huang (1995: 138):

(22) a. Johni thinks that [Billj will praise himi/*j]
b. Johni loves [hisi mother]
c. [JOhn'Si mother] loves himi

16 This traditional way of looking at coreference and bound interpretation has undergone sorne revision
(e.g., Grodzinsky & Reinhart, 1993; Reinhart, 1986), where it has been suggested that variable
binding (Le., bound variable interpretation) is not restricted to quantified NPs (as in 21) but is also
relevant for referential NPs (as in 20). The following examples iIIustrate this point (Grodzinsky &
Reinhart, 1993: 74):

(i) Alfred; thinks he; is a great cook.
With this coindexation, the sentence is ambiguous between two readings (Le., bound variable reading
(a) and coreference (b):

a. Alfred (Âx (x thinks x is great cook»
b. Alfred; (Âx (x thinks he; is great cook»

ln the bound variable reading in (a), the property ofconsidering oneselfto be a great cook is attributed
to Alfred. In the coreference interpretation in (b), it is the property of considering Alfred to be so.
However, in the present investigation, 1 will not be concemed with the distinction between 'bound'
and 'coreferential' readings of referential NPs, as the two interpretations (ia and ib) are equivalent in
many contexts. And this distinction does not appear in constructions that 1 examine in this thesis.
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(23) a. Everyonej thinks [that no onej will praise himi/*j]
b. Everyonej loves [his j mother]
c. [Everyone'sj mother] loves himi

Binding Principle B is satisfied in the (b) and (c) examples in both (22) and

(23). The ungrammatical indexing in both (22a) and (23a) is due to the violation of

Principle B that rules out binding of pronominals by an antecedent (either referential

or quantified) in their local domain.

ln sum, in this section 1 have brief1y reviewed sorne Binding Theoretic

observations of English pronouns in the context of referential and quantified

antecedents. The properties of bound variable pronouns show variation across

languages. An important variation with respect to the binding properties of pronouns

is observed between pro-drop and non-pro-drop languages (Montalbetti, 1984; Saito

and Hoji, 1983). This issue will be dealt with in Section 6. Before that, 1 would like

to look at Turkish and examine the binding conditions for Turkish pronominals.
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5. Turkish: a null subject language

In this section, we will turn to Turkish,17 a null subject language, with rich

agreement. 1will try to identify binding behaviours of overt and null pronouns. Let us

first look briefly at sorne grammatical properties of Turkish:

5.1 Grammatical sketch

5.1.1 The pronoun and agreement system

Turkish has the following set of pronouns:

(24) Ben
Sen
o

'1'
'you (sg)'
'he/she/it'

Biz 'we'
Siz 'you (pl)'
Onlar 'they'

In Turkish, gender is not an operative category, but person and number are.

These features are expressed in the pronominal system and on verbs. The person and

number features are marked only for subjects. That is, there is no object agreement.

There are four paradigms for subject agreement suffixes on finite verbs (see Appendix

la). (25) and (26) below illustrate two ofthem:
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(25) Ben Istanbul-a gid-iyor-um
1 Istanbul-Dat go-Prog-lsg

'1 am going to Istanbul'

(26) Biz futbol oyna-dt-k
We soccer play-Past-lpl
'We played soccer'

Turkish has also nominal agreement (see Appendix 1b) that can be observed in

genitive-possessive constructions. As illustrated in the examples below, the first NP

which is marked with the genitive suffix indicates the possessor and the second NP,

which is marked with the possessive suffix, indicates the possessed. There is person

agreement between the possessed NP and the possessor NP:

(27) Ben-im araba-m
1-Gen car-l sgposs

'My car'

(28) *Sen-in araba-m
y ou-Gen car-l sgposs
'Your car'

5.2 Pro-drop in Turkish

The omission of subject pronouns is possible in the presence of a fully

17 Turkish belongs to the Altaic branch of the Uralic-Altaic language family. This relates Turkish with,
for example, Finnish in the Uralic group and also with Japanese and Korean, in the Altaic group
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inflected verb:

(29) pro Istanbul-a
school-Dat

'1 am going to Istanbul'

gid-iyor-um
go-Prog-lsg

(30) pro futbol oyna-dI-k
soccer play-Past-l pl

'We played soccer'

Similarly, in the presence of the person agreement on the head noun, the

genitive NP (possessor) can be dropped:

(31) pro araba-m
car-l sgposs

'My car'

(32) pro araba-n
car-2sgposs

'Your car'

Pro-drop in Turkish can also be observed in embedded constructions. 18

Compare (33) to (34), where both matrix and embedded subject are missing:

(33) Biz [sen-in Istanbul'a git-tig-in]-i bil-mi-yor-du-k
We you-Gen Istanbul-Dat go-Nom-2sgposs-Acc know-Neg-Prog-Past-lpl
'We did not know that you went to Istanbul' (We did not know your having
gone to Istanbul).

(Komfilt, 1990).
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(34) pro [pro Istanbul'a git-tig-in]-i bil-mi-yor-du-k
Istanbul-Dat go-Nom-2sgposs-Acc know-Neg-Prog-Past-1 pl

'We did not know that you went to Istanbul'

Turkish also allows object-drop in contexts in which the discourse or the

pragmatic factors make the referent clear. However, object omission is more limited

than subject omission (Kornfilt, 1984; 1997).

5.3 Sorne Binding facts in Turkish

In this section, l will present sorne binding facts in Turkish. l have two main

concems in this section. One is to identify similarities and differences in binding

conditions of overt and null pronominals and the other is to establish the goveming

domain in Turkish. Therefore, in all the examples l will discuss below, these two

points will be considered in detail.

In what follows, l will first discuss the overt pronoun 0 and the null pronoun

and compare and contrast those two pronominals in object and subject positions.

Although the focus of the investigation is subject pronominals, it is important to look

at the pronouns in object positions as this will help us identify the goveming domain

in Turkish. To this end, it will also he necessary to look at anaphors. Section 5.3.2

18 The precise nature of the embedded clauses will be discussed later in Section 5.4
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will discuss anaphors in relation to binding conditions for certain overt and null

pronouns.

5.3.1 Overt and null pronouns

Consider first the following examples which illustrate the binding properties of

the pronouns in object position: 19

(35) a. Elifi o-nu*i/k
Elif s/he-Acc
'Elifi likes herlhim*i/k'

begen-iyor
like-Prog

b. Elifi proi/k
Elif
'Elifi likes proi/k'

begeniyor
like-Prog

(36) a. EliPini ogretmen-ik o-nUi/*kJm
Elif-Gen teacher-3sgposs s/he-Acc
'EliPSi teacherk likes herlhimi/*kJm'

begen-iyor
like-Prog

b. EliPinj ogretmen-ik
Elif-Gen teacher-3sgposs
'EliPSi teacherk likes prOiIkJm'

prOiIkJm begen-iyor
like-Prog

(37) a. Elifi [Mehmet'ink O-nUj/*kJm begen-dig-i]-ni
Elif Mehmet-Gen s/he-Acc like-Nom-3sgposs-Acc
'Elifi said (that) Mehmetk likes her/himi/*kJm'

soyle-di
say-Past



b. Eli~ [Mehmet'ink proi/klm begen-di~H]-ni

Elif Mehmet-Gen like-Nom-3sgposs-Acc
'Elifi said (that) Mehmetk likes proilklm'

28

soyle-di
say-Past

Recall that Binding Principle B requires a pronominal be free in its governing

category. The examples above illustrate binding behaviours of the Turkish overt

pronoun 0 and pro in object position. Let us first consider the (a) sentences. (35a) is

a typical example ofPrinciple B. The pronoun cannot be bound within its clause. It

must be disjoint from the subject. In (36), the antecedent Elif does not c-command

the overt pronoun hence the possibility of coreference. Example (37a) illustrates the

relevance of locality in binding of pronouns. The antecedent Elif c-commands the

overt pronoun but this time it is not within the local domain of the overt pronoun.

The binding domain for the pronoun is the embedded clause as it includes the

pronoun, its govemor (the embedded verb) and a potential binder. Accordingly, the

pronoun cannot be coindexed with the antecedent Mehmet in the embedded clause.

When we look at the null pronoun, however, it seems that it has no constraints in its

coreference possibilities. In (37b) above, pro appears in the exact same position as

the overt pronoun but it allows coreference with a local antecedent while its overt

counterpart does not. Similarly, in (35b) and (36b), pro behaves like an anaphor, as it

19 For the sake of clarity, throughout the chapter, the indices in English translations indicate what is
(im)possible in the original language.
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can be bound by an antecedent within the same clause. 20 In (3 7b), pro can have a

local or a long-distance antecedent or a deictic reading.

Before speculating as to why this should be so, let us look at other examples.

In the following sentences, the pronoun occurs in subject position.

(38) a. Elifi [o-nun*iJk gel-eceg-i]-ni
Elif s/he-Gen come-Nom-3sgposs-Acc
'Elifi said (that) s/he*iJk would come'

soyle-di
say-Past

b. Elifi fproiJk gel-eceg-i]-ni
Elif come-Nom-3sgposs-Acc
'Elifi said (that) prOiJk would come'

c. Elifi said (that) [sheiJk would come]

soyle-di
say-Past

(39) a. Elifi [o-nun*iJk çok inatçl ol-dug-u]-nu bil-iyor
Elif s/he-Gen very stubborn be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc know-Prog
'Elifi knows that s/he*iJk is very stubborn'

b. Elifj fproiJk çok inatçl ol-dug-u]-nu
Elif very stubborn be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc
'Elifi knows that prOiJk is very stubborn'

c. Elifi knows that [shei /k is very stubborn]

bil-iyor
know-Prog

20 Of course, the appearance of A-bound pro in object position is possible only when there exists a
relevant discourse context (cf. Huang, 1991). However, the point 1 am concemed with here is the fact
that in the grammar of Turkish, pro, can potentially have these binding possibilities.
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(40) a. Çocuk-Iari [onlar-m*ilk para-YI çal-dlk-Iarl]-m soyle-di(1er)
Child-PI they-Gen money-Acc steal-Nom-3plposs-Acc tell-Past-(3pl)
'The childrenj said (that) theY*i/k stole the money'

b. Çocuk-Iarj fproi/k para-YI çal-dlk-Ian]-m soyle-di(1er)
Child-PI money-Acc steal-Nom-3plposs-Acc tell-Past-(3pl)
'The childreni said (that) prOi/k stole the money'

c. The childreni said (that) [theYilk stole the money]

(41) a. Elit; [o-nu*i/k kazan-dl] san-Iyor
Elif s/he-3sgAcc win-Past believe-Prog
'Elit; believes himlher*i/k to have won'

b. Elif fproi/k kazan-dl]
Elif win-Past
'Elit; believes proi/k to have won'

c. Elifi believes her*i/*k to have won

san-Iyor
believe-Prog

(42) a. Elit; [o*i/k kazan-dl] san-Iyor
Elif s/he win-Past believe-Prog
'Elit; believes (that) s/he*i/k has won'

b. Elifi fproilk kazan-dl] san-lyor
Elif pro win-Past believe-Prog
'Elifi believes (that) s/hei/k has won'

c. Elit; believes (that) [shei/k has won]

In examples (38a-40a), contrary to the English pronoun (38c-40c), the overt

Turkish 3rd person pronoun cannot be bound by the matrix subject. In these
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examples, the emhedded suhject is an overt pronoun in Genitive form and, as shown

by the indices, it can only refer to someone not mentioned in the sentence.

(41a) is an example of the ECM construction in Turkish.21 In the

corresponding English sentence (41 c), as we discussed in Section 4, the govemor for

the pronoun is the matrix verb believe. Thus, the governing category for the pronoun

is the matrix clause, where the overt pronoun has to be free. Sirnilarly, the Turkish

example in (41a) does not allow binding of the overt pronoun. However, if we look at

the English sentence in (42c), we see that when the complement clause is finite, the

goveming category is the emhedded clause. Thus, the pronoun can be coindexed with

the matrix suhject. However, when we look at the Turkish sentences, we do not get

any contrast hetween (38a-40a), where the embedded clause is nonfinite (nominalized)

and (41a-42a), where the embedded clause is finite (tensed),22 as the coindexation with

matrix subject is still ungrammatical. 23

In English, the governing category is the embedded clause that includes the

pronoun, a govemor (finite 1° ), and satisfies the BT-compatibility as the pronoun is

21 Turkish has sorne ECM verbs, but contrary to English, when the embedded subject is in the
Accusative, the complement is still tensed but not infinitival, and depending on the dialect, the
complement can be with or without Agr (Komfilt, 1996; p. 127):
(i) Hasan [biz Universite-yi ku~at-tt-k] san-tyor

Hasan we university-Ace surround-Past-l pl believe-Prog
Hasan believes (that) we surrounded the university'

(ii) Hasan [biz-i Universite-yi ku§at-tt-(k)] san-tyor
Hasan we-Acc university-Ace surround-Past-l pl believe-Prog
Hasan believes us to have surrounded the university'

22 See, however, George & Komfilt (1981) and Komfilt (1984, 1988) who argue that the notion of
finiteness is realized by agreement rather than tense in Turkish, i.e., the Tensed-S condition is replaced
bl subject agreement.
2 1use the examples in (41a) and (42a) for contrastive purposes (with the English example in 41c and
42c). It is important to note that the embedded clause in (42a) is Tensed. However, examples such as
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not c-commanded by any potential binder within that clause; hence coreference is

possible with the matrix subject as in (38c-40c and 42c). In Turkish, however,

theovert pronoun cannot he bound by the matrix subject NP. How can we account

for this difference between Turkish and English? One possibility is that the

definition of 'governing category' is different in the two languages (cf. Wexler &

Manzini, 1987). While in English the embedded clause is defined as the governing

category, in Turkish, it is not.

If in Turkish, the governing category is not the embedded clause but the

matrix clause, then this would explain the ungrammaticality of coindexing the overt

pronoun 0 with matrix subject in the examples (38a-40a). 1will retum to this issue in

Section 5.4 However, why then is pro, which is assumed to be the null counterpart of

the pronoun, not subject to Principle B in these constructions? As can be seen from

the (b) examples above, pro, unlike the overt pronoun 0, appears to be unconstrained

in terms of the referential antecedents it can take. That is, pro can be coreferential

with the matrix subject or can also have a sentence external antecedent. As an answer

to this problem, 1 will argue that pro is not the empty counterpart of the pronoun 0

(hence the differences in binding conditions) but of a special pronominal kendisi that

can he used as either an anaphor or pronoun. This issue will further be analyzed in

detail in the next section when we look at reflexives in Turkish. Now, 1 would like to

(42a) would best correspond to citation structures like E/if be/ieves 's/he has won' or E/if said 'she
won '. Subordinate clauses in Turkish are normally in nominalized structures (see Section 5.4).
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take a look at another approach that tries to explain the contrast between overt and

null pronouns.

Kornfilt (1984; 1991a) argues that this contrast can be accounted for by the

Avoid Pronoun Principle (APP) of Chomsky (1981,1982) that simply states: "Avoid

Pronoun H. This principle imposes the choice of the phonologically unrealized PRO

over an overt pronoun. Kornfilt replaces PRO with pro in her reformulation of APP.

Consider the following examples that Komfilt (1991a:68-69) discusses:24

(43)

(44)

Asker-Ierj [proiJj /onlar-m*iJj ol-ecek-Ieri]-ne
Soldier-PI they-Gen die-Nom-3pl-Dat
'The soldiersi believe that proiJj / they*iJj will die'

Asker-Ierj [pro*iJ*j(3pl) /onlar-m*iJj ol-eceg-i]-ne
Soldier-Pl they-Gen die-Nom-3sg-Dat
'The soldiersj believe that pro*i/*j(3pl) / theY*j/j will die'

inan-lyor-Iar

believe-Prog-3pl

inan-lyor-lar
believe-Prog-3pl

Her analysis is based on 'weak' versus 'strong' agreement,25 Her prediction is

that when the agreement on the embedded verb is 'strong', pro can satisfactorily he

'identified' and thus APP applies as in (43). When the agreement is weak, pro cannot

be identified and its presence in the embedded clause will be ungrammatical as in (44).

24 Note that the grammaticality judgments in these sentences are those of Komfilt.
25 Komfilt develops an analysis (based on Chomsky (1981) version of Binding Theo!)') that suggests
that there are two distinct AGR elements in Turkish; strong and weak. While the strong AGR
altemates for person and number, the weak AGR does not; it has the shape of the AGR for third
person singular and it does not function as an accessible SUBJECT. While the weak AGR cannot
construct a goveming domain, the strong AGR cano
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There are sorne problems with this account. First of all, given the optionality

of the third person plural suftix in Turkish, pro with the given indices in (44) is

perfectly acceptable.26 Most importantly, Komfilt's analysis predicts that an overt

pronoun would be allowed when the agreement is 'weak' as APP would not apply in

such contexts. As can be seen in the indices in (44) above, this prediction is wrong, as

the overt pronoun is still not allowed to be coreferential with the matrix subject which

is outside the pronoun's local domain. Komfilt's (l991a: 69) account for this is as

follows: where the overt pronoun is an embedded subject, the APP will mIe it out if

the embedded clause is headed by strong AGR, and Binding Condition B will rule it

out if the embedded clause is headed by weak AGR.27 As Komfilt's analysis is not

descriptively adequate, 1will reject it.

26 The grammaticality here is based not only on my personal judgment but also on sorne known
grammatical facts in Turkish. As 1 mentioned earlier, the third person plural suffix is optional as
long as the sentential subject is present. The sentence 'The soldiers will die' can have the following
two forms:
(i) a. Askerler ôlecek

b. Askerler ôlecekler
Similarly, 'The soldiers know that they will die' can have the following forms:
(ii) a. Askerler ôlecegini biliyor

b. Askerler ôlecegini biliyorlar
c. Askerler ôleceklerini biliyor
d. Askerler ôleceklerini biliyorlar

Stylistically, though, if the plural suffix is omitted in the matrix verb, it should be omitted in the
embedded verb, too. Similarly, if it is present in the matrix verb, it is likely to be present in the
embedded verb. Accordingly, the following construction is perfectly acceptable with the given indexes:

e. Asker-ler; [PrOilj (3pl) ôl-eceg-i]-ne inan-lyor
Soldier-Pl die-Nom-3sg-Dat believe-Prog
'The soldiersi believe that proilj(3pl) will die'

Komfilt' s judgment of (44), however, does not allow such possibility as she argues that identification
of pro is not possible without the embedding verb having the third person plural agreement, as she
considers it to be 'strong AGR'.
27 Within the same argument, Komfilt (l99Ia: 69) claims that pro but not the overt pronoun 0 is the
representative of the syntactic class of pronominals in Turkish as the overt pronoun does not behave as
a free pronoun. Given this assumed status of the overt pronoun in Turkish, it is not clear how one can
ever justify using Condition B to account for the disjointness requirement of overt pronouns.
Furthermore, explaining the same disjointness requirement through two principles (APP and
Condition B) does not seem to be a well-motivated approach.
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T0 sum Up, two issues arise from the discussion above. One is the different

binding properties of overt pronouns in Turkish and English and the other is the

contrast between the overt pronoun 0 and pro in their binding properties. For the

first problem, 1 will argue that the observed differences between two languages stem

from the morpho-syntactic characteristics of embedded clauses in Turkish (see

Section 5.4). In order to account for the second problem, 1 will take a different

position from what has long been assumed in the literature (e.g., Erguvanh-Taylan,

1986; Kornfilt, 1984; 1991a; Ozsoy, 1987; 1992) and argue that pro is not the empty

counterpart of the pronoun 0 in Turkish. What is pro replacing then? Before

answering this, it is necessary to examine the behaviours of reflexives in Turkish.

After looking at reflexives, 1 will also be able to determine the specifications of

goveming domains in Turkish and how this factors into the observed differences in

binding conditions between overt pronouns in English and Turkish.

5.3.2 Reflexives in Turkish

Turkish reflexivesare marked with number and person only (see Appendix le

for the paradigm). The reflexive pronoun stem kend;28 means 'self and a possessive

28 Kendi as an adjective means 'own' (Lewis, 1967, p. 79):
(i) (Ben-im) kendi oda-m

I-Gen own room-1sgposs
'My own room'

(ii) (O-nun) kendi klZ-l
S/he-Gen own daughter-3sgposs
'HerlHis own daughter'



36

suffix is attached to it to indicate the person and nwnber of the subject. This fonn is

used to express reflexive relations as in (45i9 below. However, with the third person

singular (Iœndisi) and the third person plural (kendileri) suffixes, it can be used as a

pronoun as in (46).30

(45) Elifi kendi-ni j begen-iyor
Elif self-Acc like-Prog
'Elifi likes herselfi'

(46) Kendi-si gel-di
Self-3sg come-Past
'S/he came'

In (46) kendisi does not need a sentence-internaI antecedent (Enç, 1989). Let

us now compare kendi and kendisi in tenns of the antecedents they allow. Examples

(47-52) below illustrate binding possibilities in object positions. Note again that the

embedded clause in these constructions is the goveming domain as it includes a

governor (the embedded verb), the pronoun/anaphor and a potential binder.

29Please note that in a sentence such as (45) Elif kendini begeniyor the 'n' after kendi is a kind of
buffer consonant that occurs only between a 3'd person suffix and a Case suffix.
30The ref1exive kendi can also express an emphatic meaning. In example (i) below kendi has an
emphatic meaning and in (ii), it is ref1exive. There is no difference in the distribution and the form of
the pronoun kendi in two examples:
(i) Kitap-Iar- 1 kendi-m ta~1 -dl-m

Book-PI-Acc self- Isg carry-Past-} sg
'1 carried the books myself

(ii) Beni kendi-m-ii hiç affet-me-di-m
1 self-} sg-Acc never forgive-Neg-Past-} sg
'1 have never forgiven myself
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(47) Elifi [Emel'ÎI% kendi-si-nii/k / kendi-ni.i/k ele§tir-me-si]-ni

Elif Emel-Gen self-3sg-Acc self-Ace criticisize-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

iste-m-iyor
want-Neg-Prog

'Elifi does not want Emelk to criticize herselfi/k/ herself.i/k'

As can be seen in the example above, the ref1exive Iœndi, in line with Principle

A, has to be bound in its governing category (the embedded clause). That is, it may

only refer to the subject of the embedded clause. However, kendisi can he bound by

an NP in the embedded clause or in the matrix clause.

With the right context, it is also possible for the ref1exive kendisi to have a

sentence extemal reference. This is not very obvious in the example in (47), where the

two third person antecedents already precede the ref1exive. However, this possibility

is apparent in the following example, where the ref1exive is preceded by two

antecedents that do not match with it in the person feature. The ref1exive apparently

does not need any antecedent in its local or non-local domain but can pick up a

referent in the discourse.

(48) Beni [sen-ink kendi-si-nim ele~tir-me-n]-i iste-m-iyor-um
1 you-Gen self-3sg-Acc criticize-Nom-2sgposs-Acc want-Neg-Prog-l sg
'Ii do not want YOUk to criticize herself-himselfm '
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With the intended meaning, the corresponding sentence in English can only take a

pronoun in that position:

(49) 'Ii do not want YOÜk to criticize *herself-himselfmIhim-herm'

Let us now compare the reflexive kendisi with the overt pronoun o.

(50) Eli~ [Emel'~ kendi-si-niilklm / o-nUi/*k1m ele~tir-me-si]-ni

Elif Emel-Gen self-3sg-Acc slhe-Acc criticisize-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

iste-m-iyor
want-Neg-Prog

'Elifi does not want Emelk to criticize herself-himselfilklm / her-himi/*k1m'

As illustrated in (50), the overt pronoun 0, in accordance with Principle B,

cannot be referential with the embedded subject (i.e., Erne!). However, it can take the

matrix subject (i.e., ElifJ or a sentence-external referent as antecedent. The reflexive

pronominal kendisi displays less constrained behaviour as it can take the local or the

matrix subject as antecedent or have a sentence-external referent. Note that in contrast

to the overt pronoun 0, the form kendisi allows binding by an antecedent in its

governing domain (i.e., Erne/).

So far, we have determined that the reflexive kendi needs to he bound by a

local antecedent (like the English herselflhirnselfJ and the pronoun 0 cannot have a

local antecedent in accordance with Principle A and B, respectively. On the other
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hand, the reflexive kendisi has no constraints in selecting its antecedent; it can have a

local or nonlocal antecedent or can pick up a referent from the discourse.

Let us now look at pro and determine its binding properties, considering first

the object position. As mentioned earlier, Turkish allows object-drop.31 Consider the

previous sentence with the object pro:

(51) a. Eli~ [Erne!'ink

Elif Emel-Gen
kendi-si-nii/klm / kendi-ni*i/kI*m / o-nUjJ*klm / proi/klm
self-3sg-Acc self-3sg-Acc s/he-Acc

ele~tir-me-si]-ni

criticisize-Nom-3sgposs-Acc
iste-mi-yor
want-Neg-Prog

'Eli~ does not want Emelk to criticize herself-himselfi/klm / herself
himself*i/kI*m /her-himjJ*klm /proi/klm'

b. Eli~ does not want Emelk to criticize herself*i/kI*m /herjJ*klm

As the indices in (51) show, the objectpro can be coreferential either with Elif,

or Emel, or someone else in the discourse. Apparently, pro has something in common

with both the reflexives kendi/kendisi and the overt pronoun o. It is similar to the

reflexive kendi in that it can take a local antecedent. It also behaves like the overt

pronoun 0 as it can take a matrix subject as an antecedent or can have a sentence-

external referent. However, the most striking thing here is that pro and the reflexive

31 lt has been suggested that missing direct objects which are the sole internaI argument of the verb (V)
are actually ambiguous between object drop and VP-ellipsis, with overt main verb left behind (e.g.,
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kendisi have the identical antecedent possibilities. In (51) above, the English pronoun

is similar to the Turkish 0 pronoun in that it can only have a nonlocal antecedent. The

English ref1exive is similar to the Turkish kendi-ref1exive in its referential properties.

This can also be observed in the following example with an indirect object and

the plural ref1exive.

(52) a. Erkek-Ierj [kadm-Iar-ll1k
Man-Pl woman-PI-Gen

kendi-Ieri-neilklm / onlar-ai/*klm / proilklm
self-3plposs-Dat they-Dat

güven-dik-leri]-ni soyle-di-(ler)
trust-Nom-3plposs-Acc tell-Past-(3pl)

'Menj said (that) womenk trust themselvesilklm / themj/*klm'

b. Menj said (that) womenk trust themselves*j/kl*m / themi/*klm

In the previous example (51a and b), for both Turkish and English sentences,

the governing category for pronouns and ref1exives is the embedded clause which

includes a govemor (embedded verb), the pronoun/anaphor and a 'potential binder'

(embedded subject). In (51a), only true ref1exive kendi is subject to Principle A. The

overt pronoun 0 is subject to Principle B. The null pronoun behaves like kendisi

rather than like the overt pronoun. Another point is that as we have determined that,

in the presence of an embedded verb functioning as a govemor, the governing category

is the embedded clause. The Turkish and the English ref1exives (kendi;

Go1dberg, 2002; see a1so Huang, 1991). However, detennining this here goes beyond the scope of the
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herself/himself), as well as pronouns (onu; her/him) uniformly obey Principle A and

B, respectively. However, the contrast between the overt pronoun 0 and the null

pronoun is still maintained here.

In (52a), the 3rd person plural reflexive kendileri can have both the embedded

subject and the matrix subject as antecedent. This is due to the fact, mentioned earlier,

that with the third person suffix (either singular or plural), the form kendi can be used

as a pronoun. However, it is still different from the pure pronoun on/arlon/ara in

Turkish, or the pronoun they/them in English (see 52b).

So far, we have looked at overt and null pronouns in object positions and

observed that kendisi / kendileri and pro display identical binding properties. In

terms of their unconstrained binding possibilities, they differ from the pure overt

pronoun %n/ar and the true reflexive kendi. This suggests that the overt counterpart

ofpro is not the overt pronoun 0 but the anaphoric pronominal kendisi.

Let us now look at the structures where the anaphor and the pronoun appear

in subject positions. Recall from the example (46) that the reflexive kendisi behaves

like a pronoun in that it does not need an antecedent. Indeed, the reflexive in this

sentence can be replaced by an overt pronoun. Moreover, Turkish, as a pro-drop

language, also allows subject pro in this position:

present investigation.



(53) Kendi-si / 0 / pro
Self-3sg s/he
'S/he came'

gel-di
come-Past

42

We can get the same picture in the plural:

(54) Kendi-Ieri / onlar
Self-3pl they
'They came'

/ pro gel-di(ler)
come-Past

Consider now the nominal elements in embedded subject position:

(55) a. Mehmetj [kendi-si-nini/k / kendi-nini/.k /o-nun.i/k / prOi/k çok inatçl
Mehmet self-3sg-Gen self-3sg-Gen s/he-Gen very stubborn

ol-dug-u]-nu bil-iyor

be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc know-Prog

'Mehmeti knows that himselfilk / himselfi/.k / s/he.ilk / prOilk is very stubborn'

b. Mehmeti knows that *himselfilk / hei/k is very stubborn

(56) a. Mehmeti [kendi-si-nini/k Ikendi-nini/.k /o-nun.i/k /proi/k istifa ed-eceg-i]-ni
Mehmet self-3sg-Gen self-3sg-Gen s/he-Gen resign do-Fut-l sgposs-Acc

soyle-di
say-Past

'Mehmeti said (that) himselfilk / himselfi/.k / s/he.i/k / proi/k would resign'

b. Mehmeti said (that) *himselfi/k / heilk would resign
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(57) a. Çocuk-Iarj [ kendi-leri-niniJk / onlar-m*iJk / proiJk para-YI Çal-dIk-Iart]-ru
Child-PI self-pl-Gen / they-3plGen money-Acc steal-Nom-3plposs-Acc

soyle-di
say-past

'The childreni said (that) themselvesiJk / theY*iJk / prOiJk stole the money'

b. The childreni said (that) *themselvesilk / theYilk stole the money

Recall that there are two issues that we are interested in. One is to determine

goveming domains for Turkish. The other is to compare and contrast binding

properties of overt versus null subjects in Turkish.

Examples above illustrate binding conditions of subject pronominals. In the

examples (55) and (56) above, the grammatical indices between the antecedent Mehmet

and the true ref1exive kendi and the overt pronoun 0, suggest that goveming domain is

the matrix clause in Turkish (see also example 57). In the corresponding English

sentences, the lower clause that includes a govemor and the anaphor/pronoun is the

goveming category. Since the refiexive does not have a binder in this domain, the

sentences with ref1exives in embedded subject positions are ungrammatical in English.

However, pronouns in embedded subject positions, with the given indices, are

grammatical, as they do not need a binder in their local domain.

With respect to the differences between overt versus null subjects, we see in

examples (55) and (56) that the form kendisi and pro carry the same indices. The

antecedents they alloware the same. The pronoun 0 is different from them in that it
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cannot be coreferential with the sentential subject. Again, this suggests that pro is the

null counterpart of the form kendisi.

To he able to understand these Issues more clearly, let us also consider

genitive-possessive NP constructions. The contrast/similarities between pro and

overt pronouns are illustrated in the following examples once again. These examples

are also important as they demonstrate the similarities in the morpho-syntactic

structures of embedded clauses we have seen so far and the regular possessive NP

constructions in Turkish. This will become important when we consider the issue of

binding domain.

(58) a. Zeynepi [o-nun*ilk / prOiJk / kendi-si-niniJk koca-sI]-m op-tü
Zeynep she-Gen self-3sg-Gen husband-3sgposs-Acc kiss-Past
'Zeynepi kissed her*iJk / prOilk / herselfsiJk husband'

b. Zeynepi [kendii/*k
Zeynep self
'Zeynepi kissed

koca-sI]-m

husband-3sgposs-Acc
selfSi/*k husband'

op-tü

kiss-Past

c. Zeynepi kissed [herilk husband]

According to the version of Binding Theory that we have discussed earlier,

the bracketed NP counts as the governing domain and the pronoun is free in this

domain. This would explain the grammaticality of coindexation between the subject

antecedent and the pronoun her in the English sentence in (58c). The ungrammatical

indices in the same context in Turkish is a puzzle. While the pronoun 0 in (58a) is
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obligatorily disjoint from the antecedent outside the NP, pro and the genitive-marked

pronominal kendisi do not have such restriction. This suggests that the bracketed NP

cannot count as a governing domain in Turkish.

1 should mention at this point that in Turkish NP constructions like (58)

above, the form kendi (58b) rather than the genitive reflexive kendisinin (58a) is the

preferred form. However, contrary to what has been suggested (e.g., Komfilt, 1984),

1 do not consider the genitive-reflexive forms in subject position ungrammatical.32

The crucial difference between the forms kendisi and kendi in such constructions is

that while the former can take an extemal referent, the latter is obligatorily bound by

the local antecedent (see the indices in 58a and 58b).

T0 summarize the differences between these forms, the genitive-marked

pronoun 0, unlike English pronouns, cannot be coreferential with an antecedent within

the same sentence. The genitive-marked pronominal kendisi and pro are free to take

any antecedent. The plain form kendi, on the other hand, is in complete contrast with

the overt pronoun 0 in that it can only be coreferential with a local antecedent.

As the examples above show, the possessive constructions are similar to the

nominalized embedded clauses we have seen earlier in that neither of them counts as a

inkar ed-iyor
deny do-Prog

(ii)

32Despite a slight difference in meaning between (i) and (ii) below, for many native speakers of
Turkish, kendi followed by the head noun as in (ii) is the most common way to realize possessive
constructions. Nevertheless, 1believe that for many native speakers, including myself, a sentence such
as (i) is perfectly acceptable with the intended meaning.
(i) Alii [kendi-si-nini rol-il]-nU inkar ed-iyor

Ali self-3sg-Gen role-3sgposs-Acc deny do-Prog
'Ali; denies hisi role'
Alii [kendi; rol-il]-nU
Ali self role-3sgposs-Acc
'Ali; denies his; own role'
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goveming category. As will be discussed in Section 5.4, the structural similarity

between nominalized constructions and possessive NPs suggests that nominalized

embedded clauses can be analyzed as NPs rather than IPs.

T0 sum up, so far the examples demonstrate clear contrasts between English

and Turkish overt pronouns in their referential properties. Besides the absence of a

reflexive pronominal like lœndisi in English, the Turkish overt pronoun 0 does not

pattern similarly with its English counterpart s/he in embedded subject positions. The

difference between these pronouns seems to stem from the differences in goveming

domains in two languages. While embedded clauses and possessive NPs are goveming

categories in English, they are not in Turkish.

Now, let us look at closely the structure of the subordinate clauses in Turkish

and try to determine why they do not count as goveming domains in the way English

subordinate clauses do.

5.4 Defining governing domain in Turkish

As mentioned earlier, most complement clauses in Turkish are in nominalized

forms. George and Kornfilt (1981) present sorne evidence that nominalized

constructions behave exactly like lexical NPs (or DPs) in many respects such as their

internaI morphology, case marking, possibility of heing objects of postpositions,

focus movement, backgrounding. First of all, the internaI morphology of nominalized

constructions mirrors that of genitive-possessive NPs (see Appendix Id). This can he



47

observed in the examples of nominalized constructions we have previously looked at.

However, for the sake of c1arity, 1present another set ofexamples below:

(59) a. (Biz-im)
We-Gen
'Our car'

araba-lTIlz
car-l plposs

b. Elif [(biz-im) araba-mlz]-l
Elif we-Gen car-lplposs-Acc
'Elifwants our car'

ist-iyor
like-Prog

c. Elif [(biz-im) otobüs-e bin-me-miz]-i ist-iyor
Elif we-Gen bus-Dat get on-Nom-lplposs-Acc want-Prog
'Elifwants us to get on the bus= (Elifwants our getting on the bus)

d. Elif [(biz-im)
Elif we-Gen

otobüs-e
bus-Dat

bin-di~-imiz]-i

get on-Nom-lplposs-Acc
gôr-mü~

see-Past

'Elif saw that that we got on the bus'= (Elif saw our having got on the bus)

The structure of the genitive-possessive in (59a) and (59b) can he seen in

nominalized constructions in (59c) and (59d).33 The genitive suffix on the 'possessor'

and the possessive suffix on the 'possessed' appear this time on the embedded

subject and the embedded verb, respectively. As in the simple lexical NPs, the

'possessor' is optional in these constructions. This is similar to subject-drop in full

IPs. Furthermore, like lexical NPs, nominalized constructions can be marked with

33There are basically two nominalization morphemes in Gerunds: -mA and -dIg (George & Kronfilt,
1981). -mA marks 'action' nominal and -dlg marks 'factive' nominals. Underhill (1976) characterizes
the action nominals as in (c) above as 'verbal nouns', and factive nominals like (d) 'nominalization'.
Here, 1will consider both forms 'nominalized forms'.



48

case.34 The action nominal in (59c) and the factive nominal in (59d) are assigned

accusative case just like the lexical NP in (59b). A similar pattern can he observed in

the following example, where the constructions in question are marked with dative

case:

(60) a. Mehmet bu adam-a
Mehmet this man-Dat
'Mehmet helped this man'

yardlm et-ti
help do-Past

b. Mehmet [bu tez-i bitir-me-m]-e
Mehmet this thesis-Acc finish-Nom-lsgposs-Dat
'Mehmet helped me finish this thesis'

c. Mehmet [bu tez-i bitir-dig-im]-e
Mehmet this thesis-Acc finish-Nom-l sgposs-Dat
'Mehmet did not helieve that 1 finished this thesis'
believe my fmishing (or having finished) this thesis'

yardlm et-ti
help do-Past

inan-ma-dl
believe-Neg-Past

(=Mehmet did not

Another similarity between nominal forms and the lexical NPs is the fact that

they both can be objects of postpositions. The following example illustrate this point

with the postposition için:

(61) a. Bu-nu [(sen-in)
This-Acc you-Gen
'1 did this for your family'

aile-n]
family-2sgposs

lçm yap-tI-m
for do-Past-l sg

34 Turkish has 6 cases: Nominative, accusative, dative, locative, ablative and genitive. Except for the
nominative, aIl cases are marked by a distinct morpheme.
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b. Bu-nu [(sen-in) rnutlu ol-rna-n] lçm yap-tl-rn
This-Ace you-Gen happy become-Nom-2sgposs for do-Past-l sg
'1 did this for you to be happy' =(1 did this for your being happy)

C.
35 Bu-nu [sen iste-dig-in]

This-Acc you want-Norn-2sgposs
'1 did this as you wanted it'

lçm yap-b-rn
for do-Past-1 sg

Other examples that George and Komfilt (1981) discuss are related to the

focus and the backgrounding (or what they caU 'toppling'), two rules which alter the

canonical SOV word order in Turkish. The focused elernent immediately precedes the

verb. The presupposed or background information appears postverbally. George

and Komfilt assume the following transformations for these two mIes (p. 114):36

Focus Movernent:

.....Foc V

1 t

Toppling:

...Presupposition...V

1 t

The following examples illustrate the application ofthese mIes to lexical NPs:

3S When the factive nominals are used with a postposition, the subject of the nominalization is always
in the nominative, not the genitive (UnderhiII, 1976).



(62) a. Elif para-YI adam-a
Elif money-Acc man-Dat
'Elif gave the money to the man'

b. Elif adam-a para-YI
Elif man-Dat money-Acc
'Elif gave the money to the man'

c. Elif adam-a ver-di
Elif man-Dat give-Past
'Elifgave the money to the man'

ver-di
give-Past

ver-di
give-Past

para-YI
money-Acc

(Focus)

(Backgrounding)
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(62a) illustrates the unmarked order, (62b), the focus movement. The direct

object 'para' gets the sentential focus when it appears right before the verb. In (62c)

the 'presupposed' information is backgrounded, i.e., placed after the verb. As can he

seen from the examples below, the same roles can apply to the nominalized

constituents:

(63) a. Mehmet [ben-im kitab-I al-dIg-Im]-I Elire soyle-di
Mehmet I-Gen book-Ace buy-Nom-lsgposs-Acc Elif-Dat tell-Past
'Mehmet told Elif that 1 bought the book' (Mehmet told Elif my having
bought the book)

b. Mehmet Elire [ben-im kitab-I al-dlg-Im]-I soyle-di
Mehmet Elif-Dat I-Gen book-Ace buy-Nom- Isgposs-Acc tell-Past
'Mehmet told Elifthat 1 bought the book'

c. Mehmet Elire soyle-di [ben-im kitab-I al-dlg-Im]-I
Mehmet Elif-Dat tell-Past I-Gen book-Ace buy-Nom-lsgposs-Acc
'Mehmet told Elifthat 1 bought the book'

36 The precise analysis of focus and backgrounding does not concem us here. My aim is simply to
show that nominalized constructions and lexical NPs occur in the same contexts.
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Like the lexical NP in the previous example, in the examples above embedded

clause can freely move to the focus position (63b) or be backgrounded (63c).

Following these arguments in George & Komfilt (1981),1 will assume that the

nominalized constructions are actually NPs. With respect to their syntactic

representations, 1 assume that lexical NPs and nominalized constructions have the

following structure.37,38

(64) a. Elifin araba-Sl
Elif-Gen car-3sgposs
'Elifs car'

b. Elifin gel-dig-i
Elif-Gen come-Nom-l sgposs
'Elifs (having) come' ('That Elif came')

D'

---------r.
r'araba-

geldig-

DP

--------DP
~

Elifin

(65)

37See Abney (1987) where he discusses Turkish nominalization cases like these in his OP analysis. In
the spirit of Abney, 1 use OP instead of NP here to iIIustrate the intemal structure of the nominal

Rt;r:::~me that the nominalized affix tums the verb 'gel' into an NP. 1 ignore sorne of the details here
as my point is simply to iIlustrate the similarities between two structures. For example, in lexical NP
structures Iike (64a), Komfilt (199Ib) assumes agreement projections (AgrP) instead of NP (or OP) .
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According to this analysis, embedded clauses in Turkish, because they are

always nominalized (i.e., DPs), will never function as governing domains for subjects.

This assumption seems to cover the binding facts we have observed so far with true

anaphors and overt pure pronouns in both lexical DPs and nominalized constructions.

Their binding possibilities are in line with Principles A and B, respectively. The

unconstrained binding behaviour of kendisi and pro are not problematic for our

analysis as we consider them special pronominal forms that do not seem to be subject

to Binding Principles (Enç, 1989) (see Section 6.3.1).

With respect to differences between English and Turkish, we have observed

that in the object position, the English and Turkish overt pronouns display identical

binding possibilities, i.e., they both fall under Principle B. Differences between the

two are observed in subject position. While the English pronoun can take a matrix

antecedent, the Turkish pronoun can only be disjoint from an NP in the same

sentence. This is illustrated once again in the following example where the embedded

subject pronoun can refer to the sentential subject Brian in English but cannot in

Turkish:

(66) a. Brianj said [heiJk would come]

b. Brianj [o-nun.iJk ge1-eceg-i]-ni
Brian he-Gen come-Nom-Acc

soyle-di
tell-Past

ln her analysis, the Spec of AgrP is occupied by possessor and the head of the AgrP is AgrO that takes
a DP complement to accommodate the posibility ofhaving both a determiner and a possessor.



53

The difference between the overt pronouns in two languages can he attributed

to the difference in the definition of governing domains in Turkish and English. Unlike

English, embedded clauses in Turkish (as in 66b above) are DPs rather than finite IPs

(George & Komfilt, 1981). As we have seen, emhedded nominalized clauses, being

like lexical DPs, do not count as governing domains in Turkish. In these cases, the

governing domain is the tensed matrix clause that includes the pronoun and a finite 1°.

ln English, on the other hand, besides finite 1°, DPs also constitute a binding domain.

Thus, the difference between the binding of English and Turkish overt pronouns in the

possessive DP (67) or in subordinate clauses (66) is not surprising:

(67) a. Brianj ate [hisilk cake]

b. Brianj [o-nun*iIk kek-i-ni ye-di]
Brian he-Gen cake-3sgposs-Acc eat-Past

Now, the question is how can we account for the fact that in one language DPs

can be local domains in the other, they cannot. Along the lines of Manzini and

Wexler's (1987) view, 1 will assume that binding conditions across languages are

subject to language-specifie parameter settings. 1 will consider the difference between

English and Turkish with respect to the overt subject pronoun binding to he a

consequence of a parametric option permitting DPs as governing domains in English

but not in Turkish.
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The anaphoric pronominal kendisi and the empty pronoun pro, with their less

constrained binding possibilities, are different from the true anaphor kendi and the

overt pronoun 0, in the sense that their referential properties do not strictly fall under

Principle A or B. Thus, their free binding options do not tell much about the

goveming domain restrictions that Turkish imposes in pronominal binding.

5.5 Section summary

So far, we have observed the following: Turkish, being a pro-drop language,

allows null subjects in main as weIl as in embedded clauses. Contrary to earlier

proposaIs, 1 have argued that the overt counterpart of the null pronoun is the overt

pronominal kendisi, rather than the form o. In the subject as weIl as the object

position, kendisi and pro appear to have the same referential properties. In contrast,

English, being a non-pro-drop language, does not have pro; nor does it have an overt

pronoun that would correspond to the Turkish kendisi. What seems to be the

equivalent of the English overt pronoun s/he is the overt pronoun 0 in Turkish. As

object pronouns, both forms demonstrate identical binding options regulated under

Principle B. Their differences as subject pronouns are due to the DP-like morpho

structure of embedded clauses in Turkish that do not function as binding domains.

Thus, what is different in binding conditions of Turkish and English pronouns (apart

from the presence ofpro and kendisi) is the role of DPs as binding domains.



55

The data discussed so far displayed binding properties of pronouns with

referential antecedents. In the corning section, 1 will look at binding conditions of

pronouns with quantified antecedents as it has been suggested that in null subject

languages there is a contrast between quantified and referential antecedents in the

context of overt and null pronoun binding.

6. Overt versus null pronouns: interpretative differences

ln this section, 1will look at Spanish, Japanese and Turkish and try to identify

the interpretative differences between overt and null pronouns in the context of the

Overt Pronoun Constraint (OPC) (Montalbetti, 1984) in order to see whether or not

binding conditions of overt and null pronouns demonstrate similar patterns across

these pro-drop languages. 1 will first start with bound variable pronouns and extend

the discussion to referential pronouns in these languages.

6.1 Overt versus null pronouns in Spanish

Consider first the following English sentence discussed in Montalbetti (1984,

p.79):

(68) Many students believe that they are intelligent
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The pronoun they in this sentence can be used in three different ways: (1) they

can be free, in other words, it may refer to some people other than [many students].

(2) they can he coreferential with the quantifier expression [many students]. (3) they

can he interpreted as a variable bound by the quantifier expression [many students].

The difference between the coreferential and bound reading can he represented as in

(69a) and (69b), respectively (Montalbetti, 1984: 80): 39,40

(69) a. (Many x: x is a student) x believes that THEY are intelligent
b. (Many x: x is a student) x believes that x is intelligent

In (69a), the pronoun they is coreferential with [many students]. This gives us

the following reading: each memher of the set [many students] helieves that all the

members of the set are intelligent. Under the reading in (69b), each memher of the set

[many students] believes that s/he herself/himself is intelligent.41

39Montalbetti extends Higginbotham's (1983) Linking Theory of Binding in his analysis of
bindinglcoreferentiality relations. This roughly corresponds to the notion of coindexing in the GB
framework. According to his formulations, coreferential and binding relations are different. For
example, if the pronoun they is not linked in (68), then it is free. If the pronoun they is linked to the
quantifier expression at S-structure (as in [i]) then it is linked to the QR-trace of that quantifier at LF
(as in [ii]): i. [Many students] believe that [they] are intelligent

ii. [Many students] [t] believe that [they] are intelligent.
4°Please note that although 1 follow Montalbetti's notations in discussing his examples, 1 also use 'co
indexing' in other examples for presentational purposes. Nevertheless, an explanation is provided
whether the co-indexing refers to coreferentiality or binding.
411n English, for sorne speakers the bound variable interpretation is more salient with the plural (Lydia
White, p.c.), for others with the singular (Jonathan Bobaljik, p.c.):

(i) Every student believes that he is intelligent
(ii) Every student believes that they are intelligent

The singular form can have the bound variable reading. The plural, on the other hand, is ambiguous
between the bound and coreferential readings. Despite this, it seems that many people prefer (ii) to
express bound variable interpretation (Jonathan Bobaljik, p.c.).
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Montalbetti notes that the sentence in (68) can be realized with (70a) or

without (70b) an overt pronoun in Spanish, a null subject language (p. 82-83):

(70) a. Muchos estudiantes creen que el/os son inteligentes
Many students believe that they are intelligent

b. Muchos estudiantes creen que pro son inteligentes

In both (70a) and (70b), the free pronoun reading is possible. In (70a), the

overt pronoun el/os cannot he interpreted as a bound variable. It can only have a

coreferential reading. Thus, the reading in (69b) is not available here. However, the

sentence in (70b) with pro is ambiguous between the coreferential and bound reading.

(71) a. Nadie
Nobody

cree que él es
believes that he is

inteligente
intelligent

b. Nadie cree que pro es inteligente

The asymmetry between overt and null pronouns is also observed in (71). The

bound reading can he obtained in (71b), but not in (71a). The quantifier heing

nonreferential the coreferential reading is not available here. Thus, pro in (71 b) can

have free or bound reading. The overt pronoun in (71a), however, can only have a free

reading.

In sum, in Spanish, a pro-drop language, an overt pronoun can he coreferential

with the matrix subject (depending on the nature of the quantified antecedent) (e.g.
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[70a]) or can have disjoint (free) reference (e.g. [70a]), but cannot be bound. The

phonologically empty pronoun, on the other hand, can have a bound variable reading

(in addition to coreferential and free readings) (e.g.[70bD.

Montalbetti notes that this condition applies only in contexts where there is

an altemation between an overt and an empty pronoun. For example, the overt

pronoun sus Can be interpreted as a bound variable in the following sentence, where

only an overt pronoun can occur (p. 86):

(72) a. [Muchos estudiantesli creen que SUSi bicicletas son azules
Many students believe that their bicycles are blue

b. [Nadieli cree que SUi bicicleta es azul
Nobody believes that his bicycle is blue

The overt pronouns in (72a and b)42 can be interpreted as bound variables as in (73a

and b), respectively:

(73) a. (Many x: x is a student) x believes that x's bicycle is blue
b. (No x: x is a person) x believes that x's bicycle is blue

Note, however, that Spanish has no empty possessives:

(74)43 *Muchos estudiantes creen que pro bicicletas son azules

42The example in (72b) is from Silvina Montrul (p.c.).
43This sentence is not grammatical under any reading. For example, for generic reading, the empty
pronoun has to be replaced by the determiner 'las' (Silvina Montrul, p.c.).
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Thus, in Spanish, in contexts where an empty pronoun cannot occur, an overt

pronoun can be bound by the quantified antecedent.

Another observation regarding the constraints on bound variable interpretation

of overt pronouns is that overt pronouns cannot be linked to a formai variable.44 The

following examples illustrate this point (Montalbetti, p. 90):

(75) [Muchos estudiantes] t dijeron querro piensan que el/os son inteligentes

t 1+ _+ 1

'Many students said that pro think that they are intelligent'

In (75), t (a formaI variable) is the QR-trace of [muchos estudiantes] at LF. Pro here

is a bound variable and linked to the QR-trace. The overt pronoun el/os is linked to

pro. The overt pronoun el/os occurs in a position where an empty pronoun could

occur. Therefore, we expect that the overt pronoun cannot he bound. However, the

overt pronoun can actually act as a bound variable:

(76) (Many x: x is a student) x said that x thinks that x is intelligent

Compare (75) with (77) below:

44Montalbetti adopts Higgingbotham's (1983) definition of formai variable that is defmed as an
empty category in an A-position that is Iinked to a lexical operator in an A'-bar position. For example,
the Wh-trace (i) and Quantifier Raising (QR)-trace (ii) are formaI variables:
i. [Who] [t hates Harry]?
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(77) [Muchos estudiantes] t dijeron que Maria piensan que el/os son inteligentes

t It 1

'Many students said that Mary thinks that they are intelligent'

Unlike (75), the overt pronoun in (77) cannot be bound. The only interpretation that

is possible in (77) is where the pronoun is coreferential with the quantified

expreSSIOn. Notice that the difference between (75) and (77) is that in (77) the

intermediate subject Maria is not involved in the linking relation as pro was in (75).

This suggests that the intermediate bound pronounpro in (75) is playing a role in the

binding of the overt pronoun. That is, the bound reading of an overt pronoun IS

possible when it is linked to a bound pronoun pro (but not to a formaI variable).

Wh-trace is also a formaI variable and it blocks any link from an overt pronoun

to it. Thus, the overt pronoun cannot be interpreted as a bound pronoun (78a). The

empty pronoun (78b), on the other hand, can have bound reading. (Montalbetti, 1984,

p.98):

(78) a. Quién t cree que él es inteligente?
Who believes that he is intelligent?'

b. Quién t cree que pro es inteligente?
Who believes that pro is intelligent?'

ii. [Everyone] [ t hates Harry]
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Another crucial point is that the difference between overt and empty subject

pronouns that we have observed so far disappears when the antecedent is not a

quantified expression (Montalbetti, p. 85):

(79) a. Juanj cree élilj es inteligente
b. Juanj cree proilj es inteligente

The overt pronoun in (79a) and pro in (79b) can both he coreferential with the

matrix subject or pick up a free referent in the discourse.45

In the light ofthese observations, Montalbetti formulates the ope as follows:

Overt pronouns cannot link to formaI variables iff the altemation overt/empty
obtains.

(p. 94)

6.2 Overt versus null pronouns in Japanese

Let us now look at Japanese, another pro-drop language, and see whether the

same phenomenon can also be observed. Consider the following examples:46,47

45 Montalbetti notes that null pronoun is preferred if the subject of the embedded clause is intended to
be coreferential with the matrix subject but still both overt and null pronoun can be coindexed with the
matrix subject Juan in these examples (79a and b).
46 In these examples, coindexation marks the bound and disjoint references. However, the coreference
relation [(Many x: x is student) x think that THEY are intelligent] can also be obtained in the example
~80) with the overt pronomonals karera and zibuntati.

7The examples in (80a-d) and (8Ic) are from Tomokazu Takehisa (p.c.). The examples in (8Ia) and
(8Ib) are from Montalbetti (1984:183).



(80) a. Oku-no gakusei-g~ [karera-ga*i/j kasikoi
Many-Gen student-Nomt they-Nomt intelligent
'Many studentsj think theY*i/j are intelligent'
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to] omotte iru
Comp think-Pres

b. Oku-no gakusei-gaj [proi/j kasikoi
Many-Gen student-Nomt intelligent
'Many studentsi think proi/j are intelligent'

to] omotte iru
Comp think-Pres

c. Oku-no gakusei-gaj [zibuntati-ga?i/*j kasikoi
Many-Gen student-Nomt self(pl)-Nom intelligent
'Many studentsj think self (Pl)?i/*j are intelligent'

d.Oku-no gakusei-gai [zibun-gai/*j kasikoi
Many-Gen student-Nomt self-Nom intelligent
'Many studentsj think selfi/*j are intelligent'

to] omotte iru
Comp think-Pres

to] omotte iru
Comp think-Pres

(81) a. Daremo-g~ [kare-ga*i/j atama-ga ii to ] omotte iru
Everyone-Nomt he-Nomt be-smart Comp think-Pres
'Everyonej thinks that he*j/j is smart'

b. Daremo-gaj [proi/j atama-ga ii to ] omotte iru
Everyone-Nomt be-smart Comp think-Pres

'Everyonej thinks thatproi/j is smart'

c. Daremo-gaj [zibun-gai/*j atama-ga ii to ] omotte iru
Everyone-Nomt self-Nomt be-smart Comp think-Pres

'Everyonej thinks that selfi/*j is smart'

The examples above illustrate the OPC effects in Japanese. We get a clear

contrast between overt and null pronouns in the bound variable interpretation. An

overt pronoun cannot he bound by a quantified expression [(80a), (81a)], while its

empty counterpart can [(80b), (81b)]. One important observation here is that

although the interpretation [(For every x: x is a person) x thinks that x is intelligent]
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cannot be obtained with the overt pronoun kare, it can with the fonu zibun.48
,49 In

other words, the OPC effects in Japanese, only apply to binding behaviours of kare

but not zibun.

Let us now consider an example with a Wh_phrase:50

(82) a. Dare-gai [kare-ga.i/j kuruma 0

Who-Nomt he-Nomt car Acc
'Whoi said that he*i/j bought a car'

b. Dare-g8.j [proi/j kuruma 0

Who-Nomt car Acc
'Whoi said that proi/j bought a car'

katta to] itta no?
bought Comp said Q

katta to] itta no?
bought Comp said Q

(Kanno, 1997)

c. Dare-g8.j [zibun-gai/*j kuruma 0

Who-Nomt self-Nomt car
'Whoi said that selfi'*j bought a car'

katta to] ittino?
Ace bought Comp said Q

Again, we see in these examples that bound variable reading is not available

with the overt pronoun kare but is available with zibun in Japanese. However, if we

ignore the presence zibun for now, we obtain a similar pattern in Japanese and

48 The bound variable characteristics of zibun and null pronouns in Japanese have already been
identified in the Iiterature (e.g., Saito & Hoji, 19S3).
49 According to my informant, the bound variable reading that he gets with the singular form zibun
(SOd) is not very straight forward with the plural form zibuntati (SOc). This must be due to the fact
that with the singular form, only the bound variable reading is possible but the plural is ambiguous
between bound and coreferential readings (see footnote 41).
so Examples in (S2a) and (S2b) are taken from Kanno (1997). The sentence in (S2c) is from Tomokazu
Takeshisa (p.c.).
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Spanish. In other words, no bound variable reading is possible with overt pronouns in

either language. In contrast to overt pronouns, a null pronoun can have an external

referent, or be bound by a quantified antecedent.

However, different from Spanish, the overt pronoun kare cannot he

interpreted as a bound variable even in the presence of an intermediate bound pro (see

examples belo~l). But, again, if we replace the pronoun kare with zibun, we can get

the bound reading:

(83) a. Daremo-gaj [kare-ga.i/j atama-ga ii to ] proj itta to
Everyone-Nomt he-Nomt be-smart Comp said Comp
'Everyonej thinks that proj said that he.j/j is smart'

omotte iru
think-Pres

b. Daremo-gaj [zibun-gai/j atama-ga ii to] proj itta to omotte iru
Everyone-Nomt self-Nomt be-smart Comp said Comp think-Pres
'Everyonej thinks that prOj said that selfi/j is smart'

Recall that in Spanish, an overt pronoun could be bound in these types of

constructions. However, like Spanish, in Japanese when the antecedent is not a

formal variable, the overt and null subject pronouns behave similarly. According to

Kanno (1997), they can be coreferential with the matrix subject or he disjoint from it

(84a,b).S2

(84) a. Tanaka-sanj wa [karejlrga kaisya de itiban da to]
Tanaka-Mr Top he-Nomt company in best is Comp
'Mr Tanakaj is saying that hei/j is the best in the company'

itte-iru
say-Pres

51 The example in (83a) is from Montalbetti (1984) and (83b) is from Tomokazu Takeshisa (p.c.).
52 The judgment in (84c) is from Tomokazu Takeshisa (p.c.).
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'Mr Tanakai is saying that proi/j is the best in the company'
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itte-iru
say-Pres

(Kanno, 1997)

c. Tanaka-sani wa [zibuni/.rga kaisya de itiban da to]
Tanaka-Mr Top self-Nomt company in best is Comp
'Mr Tanakai is saying that selfi/.j is the best in the company'

itte-iru
say-Pres

However, notice that in the examples (81-84), the reflexive pronoun zibun

patterns with the empty pronoun, suggesting again that the constraint on bound

variable reading of overt pronouns is restricted to the form kare. This suggests

something similar to the kendisi/pro relationship discussed earlier. Although the overt

form zibun is analyzed as an anaphor, the fact that it can co-occur with the null

pronoun in bound variable contexts suggests that the prediction made under the aPC

in terms of the contrast between overt and the null pronouns cannot he generalized to

all overt pronominals in the language.

In summary, OPC effects are observed in both Spanish and Japanese.

However, there is a slight difference in its application. The condition on overt

pronouns is stronger in Japanese than Spanish. In Spanish, overt pronouns cannot

link to formal variables, although they can have formaI variables as antecedents. In

Japanese, however, overt pronouns cannot have formal variables as antecedents at all.

Montalbetti tries to capture this fact by introducing a second version of the OPC that
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states that overt pronouns cannot have formaI variables as antecedents in sorne pro-

drop languages (p. 187).53

50 far, we have seen that two pro-drop languages, 5panish and Japanese

dernonstrate similar constraints on bound variable interpretation of overt pronouns. The

observation that overt pronouns cannot he bound by a quantified NP or a Wh-phrase

has 100 to the introduction of the OPC as a possible universal property of pro-drop

languages.54 ln the following section, 1will examine binding conditions for overt or null

subject pronouns with quantified and referential antecedents in Turkish, aIso a pro-drop

language, and try to determine whether or not similar OPC effects hold also in this

language.

6.3 Overt versus null pronouns in Turkish

Consider the following sentences with overt and null pronouns followed by

a quantified expression:

(85) a. [Birçok futbolcu]j [onlar-m*iJk iyi oyna-dlk-larl]-ru dü§ün-üyor
Many football player they-Gen good play-Nom-3plposs-Ac think-Prog

'Many football playersj think (that) theY*iJkplayed weIl'

b. [Birçok futbolcu]j [Proilk iyi oyna-dlk-lan]-ru
Many football player good play-Nom-3plposs-Ac
'Many football playersj think (that) Proilk played weIl'

dü§ün-üyor
think-Prog

S3 Montalbetti notes that this difference between pro-drop languages can only he captured by a linking
theory of binding, in which the notion of linking is distinguished from the notion of antecedence (p.
192).
54 Montalhetti discusses briefly the binding facts of overt and null pronouns in Chinese, Catalan and
Brazilian Portuguese, which aIl seem to follow the OPC.
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c. [Birçok futbolcu]j [kendi-si-nini/k iyi oyna-dlg-l]-m dü~ün-üyor

Many football player self-3sg-Gen good play-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Prog
'Many football playersj think (that) selfi/kplayed well'

d. [Bircok futbolcu]j [kendi-Ieri-nini/k iyi oyna-dlk-Ian]-m dÜ§ün-üyor
Many football player self-3pl-Gen good play-Nom-3plposs-Acc think-Prog
'Many football playersj think (that) self-pli/k played well'

As can be seen from the coindexations, in the examples above,55 the overt

pronoun in (85a) and the null pronoun in (85b) in the embedded subject position can

have a sentence-external antecedent. The overt pronoun on/or in (85a) cannot be

coreferential with or be bound by the quantifier expression [birçok futbolcu]. Recall

that we have made a distinction between coreferential and bound variable reading as

follows:

(86) a. (Many x: x is a football player) x thinks that THEY played well
b. (Many x: x is a football player) x thinks that x played well

(86a) gives us the reading that each member in the set [birçok futbolcu]

believes that all the members of the set (i.e., the team as a whole) played well. In

(86b), we get the meaning that each member of the set [birçok futbolcu] believes that

s/he herself/himselfplayed well. Crucially, with an overt pronoun, as in (85a), neither

of the interpretations in (86) is possible. However, the empty pronoun in (85b) is

ambiguous between bound and coreferential readings. Recall that in sirnilar
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constructions in Spanish, the overt pronoun cannot be bound but can he coreferential

with the quantifier expression (see [70a]). In the case of null pronouns, Spanish and

Turkish behave similarly. However, when we look at (85c) above, we see that the

overt pronominal kendisi can give us the bound interpretation. This suggests that it is

possible for an overt pronominal to be bound with a quantified antecedent in Turkish.

The bound and coreferential readings are available with the form kendisi (85c) and its

plural form kendileri (85d), respectively. Turkish and Japanese pattern similarly in

this respect. Recall that in Japanese, bound variable and coreferential readings are

available with zibun and the plural form zibuntati.

Consider now the other quantificational cases:

(87) a. Herkesi [ o-nun.iJk dahi ol-dug-u]-nu dü~ün-üyor

Everyone slhe-Gen genius be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Prog
'Everyonei thinks (that) slhe.iJk is genius'

b. Herkesi [proiJk dahi oldug-u]-nu dü~ün-üyor

Everyone genius be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Prog
'Everyonei thinks (that) prOilk is genius'

c. Herkesi [ kendi-si-niniJk dahi oldug-u]-nu dü~ün-üyor

Everyone self-3sg-Gen genius be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Prog
'Everyonei thinks (that) selfilk is genius'

(88) a. Kimsei [ o-nun.iJk dahi ol-dug-u]-nu dü~ün-m-üyor

Nobody slhe-Gen genius be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Neg-Prog
'NobodYi thinks (that) slhe.iJk is genius'

SS Coindexation in these examples mark the bound and free reference. 1 mention the coreference
possibilities separately for each example.
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b. Kimsej [proi/k dahi ol-dug-u]-nu dü~ün-m-üyor

Nobody genius be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Neg-Prog
'NobodYi thinks (that) prOi/k is genius'

c. Kimsej [ kendi-si-nini/k dahi ol-dug-u]-nu dü~ün-m-üyor

Nobody seIf-3sg-Gen genius be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Neg-Prog
'NobodYj thinks (that) selfi/k is genius'

(89) a. Kimi [ o-nun.i/k gid-eceg-i]-ni soyle-di?
Who s/he-Gen go-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Past
'Whojsaid (that) s/he.i/k will Ieave'

b. Kimj [projlk gid-eceg-i]-ni soyle-di?
Who go-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Past
'Who j said (that) proi/k will Ieave'

c. Kimi [ kendi-si-nini/k gid-eceg-i]-ni soyle-di?
Who seIf-3sg-Gen go-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Past
'Who j said (that) selfi/k will Ieave'

The contrast between overt and null subject pronouns can also he observed in

examples with other quantified NPs in (87-88) as weIl as with wh-expressions in (89).

Like Japanese kare, or Spanish él, in Turkish, the overt pronoun 0 cannot be bound in

these contexts. However, the contrast between overt and null pronoun disappears

with the anaphoric pronoun kendisi. There is no difference between kendisi and pro in

their binding conditions.

Consider now the following example with possessive pronoun:

(90) a. Birçok ogrencij [onlar-m.i/k bisiklet-Ier-i-nin mavi ol-dug-u]-nu soyle-di
Many student they-Gen bicycle-PI-3poss-Gen blue be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc tell-Past
'Many students said (that) their.i/k bicycles are bIue'
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b. Birçok ogrenci fproi/k bisiklet-Ier-i-nin mavi ol-dug-u]-nu soyle-di
Many student pro bicycle-PI-3poss-Gen blue be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc tell-Past
'Many students said (that) prOi/k bicycles are blue'

c. Birçok ogrenci [kendi-Ieri-nini/k bisiklet-Ieri-nin mavi ol-dug-u]-nu
Many students self-PI-Gen bicycle-PI-3poss-Gen blue be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

soyle-di
tell-Past
'Many students said (that) selves'sifk bicycles are blue'

d. Birçok ogrenci [kendii/*k bisiklet-Ieri-nin mavi ol-dug-u]-nu
Many students own bicycle-PI-3poss-Gen blue be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

soyle-di
tell-Past

'Many students said (that) (their) OWllilk bicycles are blue'

As discussed earlier, genitive marking is optional in Turkish. That is, as long

as the possessed noun is inflected with the possessive suffix, the possessor suffix

(Le., genitive) can be dropped. This can he observed in the example in (90b). A null

genitive can be bound by the matrix subject or can have deictic reference. Similarly,

the form kendilerinin in (90c) can be bound by the antecedent or can have deictic

reference. The coreferential interpretation, i.e., (Many x: x is a student) x says that

THEIR bicycle is blue) is possible in both (90b) and (90c). The overt pronoun

on/arm in (90a) cannot be bound or be coreferential with the quantified antecedent.

The sentence in (90d) expresses the most common way of expressing possessive

relations in Turkish with the form kendi. As we have seen previously, the pronoun

kendi can never have an antecedent other than a local subject. Nevertheless, both
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bound and coreferential readings are possible with this pronoun. Recall that in similar

constructions in Spanish, the overt possessive pronoun sus can be bound by

quantified antecedents. Montalbetti's accounts for this by claiming that in contexts

where an empty pronoun cannot occur, an overt pronoun can he bound by a

quantified antecedent. According to this account, we would expect that in contexts

where both null and overt pronouns can occur, the overt pronoun may not he

interpreted as bound variable. Here we see examples from Turkish, a pro-drop

language which has two overt pronominals, one allowing neither bound nor

coreferential reading with a quantified antecedent and the other allowing both without

any contextual constraints in Montalbetti's sense.

Now, let's look at the cases where there is an intermediate empty pronoun and

see if the overt pronoun can be bound through the presence of an intermediate pro.

(91) a. Herkesi [[proj [o-nun.ifk kaç-tlg-l]-m soyle-dig-i]-ni]
Everyone s/he-Gen escape-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

dü~ün-üyor

think-Prog

'Everyonei thinks (that) proi said (that) s/he.ilk escaped'

b. Herkesi [[Proi [kendi-si-ninifk kaç-tlg-l]-m soyle-dig-i]-ni]
Everyone self-3sg-Gen escape-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

dü~ün-üyor

think-Prog

'Everyonej thinks (that) prOi said (that) selfilk escaped'
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As (9Ia) illustrates, unlike Spanish el/os (but like Japanese kare), the Turkish

overt pronoun 0 cannot be bound even if an intermediate pro appears in the sentence.

Recall that in Spanish, an overt pronoun can be bound when it is linked to a bound

pronoun pro (see [75]). However, in Japanese and Turkish, an intermediate pro does

not license the binding of an overt pronoun as it cannot break the antecedence relation

between the overt pronoun and the formal variable. This observation, however, only

reflects the behavior of the overt pronoun 0, which, as discussed so far, rejects bound

variable interpretation in ail contexts.

Note, however, that the impossibility for bound interpretation for the overt

pronoun 0 faIls out from Principle B. When the overt pronoun 0 appears as

embedded object, the bound interpretation is possible with the overt pronoun. Note

again that the embedded clause here is the local domain for the pronoun due to the

presence ofa govemor (the embedded verb):

(92) Herkesj [Zeynep'in o-nUj lon-lar-Ij azarla-ma-sl]-ndan kork-uyor
Everyone Zeynep-Gen s/he-Acc they-Ace scold-Nom-3sgposs-Abl fear-Prog
'Everyonej fears that Zeynep will scold her-himj/themj'

Finally, 1 would like to illustrate once again the binding behavior of Turkish

overt and null subject pronouns in referential antecedent contexts. This has already

been covered in detail in the previous section but this time, 1 illustrate them for

comparative purposes.



(93) a Elifi [o-nun*i/k kazan-acag-l]-m
Elif s/he-Gen win-NomFut-3sgposs-Acc
'Elifi said (that) she*i/k would win'

b. Elifi [proi/k kazan-acag-l]-m
Elif win-Nom-Fut-3sgposs
'Elifi said (that) Proilk would win'

soyle-di
say-Past

soyle-di
say-Past
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c. Elifi [ kendi-si-nini/k kazan-acag-l]-m
Elif s/he-Gen win-NomFut-3sgposs-Acc
'Elifi said (that) herselfi/k would win'

soyle-di
say-Past

As the example above shows, a coreferential reading is not possible with the pronoun

0, but it is available with pro and the anaphoric pronoun kendisi, suggesting once more

the similarity between pro and kendisi in contrast to o. Aiso note that the bound

variable interpretation (in the sense of Grodzinsky & Reinhart, 1993; Reinhart, 1986)

in (93) is also not possible with 0, but possible with kendisi and pro.56

Like English, in Turkish, the overt pronoun in (93a) can have an antecedent

other than Elif. This is also the case in Spanish (79a) and in Japanese (84a). Such a

reading is also possible with the empty pronoun in (93b) (as in Spanish [79b] and

56 Although 1 am not concemed with the distinction between the bound and coreferential readings in
referential antecedent contexts (see footnote 16), this distinction identifies the only difference 1 can
observe between the overt pronoun kendisi and pro in the context of binding. Consider the following
example and two possible interpretations discussed in Saito & Hoji (1983: 257):
(i) Only John thinks he will win.

a. (Only x: x=John] x thinks x will win (Sound variable reading)
b. [Only x: x=Johnl x thinks John will win (Coreferential reading)

The distinction between two interpretations can be expressed with the respective use of kendisi and pro
in Turkish (note that the overt pronoun 0 is not possible for either interpretation):
(ii) a. Sadece John kendi-si-nin kazan-abil-eceg-i-ni düsün-üyor (Snd & Corefer.)

Only John self-3sg-Gen win-Abil-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Prog
b. Sadece John pro kazan-abil-eceg-i-ni düsün-üyor (only Sound reading)

Only John win-Abil-Nom-3sgposs-Acc think-Prog
With overt pronominal kendisi, both bound and coreferential interpretations are available. The bound
interpretation is also available with pro but pro does not allow coreferential reading.
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Japanese [84b]) and with kendisi. However, unlike Spanish and Japanese, Turkish

does not allow the overt pronoun to take a referential NP in the same sentence as its

antecedent. Compare the Spanish construction in (79a) and the Japanese data in (84a)

repeated below with (93a):

(94)=(79a)

(95)=(84a)

a. Juanj cree éli/j es inteligente

b. Juanj cree proi/j es inteligente
John helieves hei/j /proi/j is intelligent

a. Tanaka-sanj wa [karei/rga kaisya de itiban da to] itte-iru
b. Tanaka-sanj wa [proi/j kaisya de itiban da to] itte-iru
c. Tanaka-sanj wa [zibuni/*j -ga kaisya de itiban da to] itte-iru

Tanaka-Mr Top company in best is Comp say-Pres

'Mr Tanakaj is saying that hei/j / proi/j / selfi/*j is the best in the
company'

As can he seen from the examples above, unlike Spanish and Japanese, the

overt pronoun cannot he coreferential with a referential antecedent. So, the contrast

we observe between the Turkish overt pronoun 0 and the null pronoun is not

restricted to bound variable contexts as proposed under the OPC (and as is the case in

Spanish and Japanese). In other words, there is a contrast between overt and null

pronouns in both referential and bound variable antecedent contexts in Turkish.

Recall that 1have suggested that the properties of the overt pronoun 0 are due to the

fact that the embedded clause is a DP and DPs are not goveming categories in Turkish.

Thus, Principle BruIes out coreferential or bound readings of the overt pronoun o.
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This explains both referential and quantified antecedent cases. Recall also that the null

pronoun in these contexts does not pattern with the overt pronoun o. The contrast

between them can he observed when they appear as object or subject pronouns.

Thus, if we consider the form a the overt counterpart ofpro, we get the interpretative

differences between overt and null pronouns that Montalbetti suggests (even in a

wider range of contexts than predicted under the Ope). However, given that there is

another overt pronominal, namely kendisi, that pro patterns with in aH these contexts,

then we might question the relevance of contrasting the overt pronoun a with the nuH

pronoun and suggest, furthermore, that they differ in their interpretative features. In

other words, if Iœndisi is the overt counterpart ofpro, as suggested in this thesis, then

there is no reason to contrast pro with the overt pronoun o. My tentative suggestion

is that a relationship like that between Iœndisi and pro in Turkish might also hold

between zibun and pro in Japanese. If a similar relationship is found, one might then

need to question the relevance of contrasting kare and pro in Japanese. In other

words, the question is which overt pronoun is relevant to make a case for claiming a

contrast between overt and null pronouns in pro-drop languages like Japanese and

Turkish. Montalbetti acknowledges the similarity between zibun and the nuH

pronoun in Japanese, yet he mentions that the only contrast he is concerned with is

the one between kare and pro (p. 193).
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6.3.1 Kendisi and zibun

As for the comparison between kendisi and zibun, many constructions

discussed above revealed similarity between Japanese zibun and Turkish kendisi with

respect to the bound variable interpretations they allow (compare for example, [80d

to 85c] or [81c to 87c]). In contrast to Icare and 0, the forms zibun and kendisi can he

interpreted as bound pronouns.

On this note, Enç (1989) considers the reflexive kendisi a special pronoun that

is not constrained in any way by the Binding Theory. She contrasts it with the

Japanese zibun. Kendisi and zibun are similar in the sense that they can have local or

nonlocal antecedents. However, they are different in that zibun needs to have a

binder in the sentence but kendisi does not (Enç, 1989:59)57,58

(96) Bill-wa [John-ga zibun-o seme-ta to] omot-ta

Bill-Top John-Nomt self-Acc blamed that thought
'Bill i thought that Johnj blamed himi/j/*k

While kendisi is free with respect to the allowance of a sentence-external

antecedent, zibun does not seem to he free to pick up a discourse antecedent. This

also can be observed in Japanese examples with quantified and referential antecedents.

57 The indices of the Japanese sentence are marked in the English translation
58 However, it has been suggested that zibun can allow a discourse antecedent (Kameyama, 1984;
Shirahata, 2001). AIso, the antecedent of zibun is strongly preferred to be the matrix subject rather
than the embedded subject (see Sportiche, 1986).
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There are also other differences between kendisi and zibun. One such

difference is concemed with subject orientation. It is assumed that zibun is subject

oriented. The following example is discussed in Katada (1991:289):

(97) [John-gai [Billrga Mikek-ni zibuni/j/*k-no koto-o hanasita to] itta]
John-Nomt Bill-Nomt Mike-Dat self-Gen matter-Acc told Comp said
'Johnj said that Billj told Mikek about selfi/j/*k'

Zibun is generally compared to the English reflexive himself LF-movement

approaches to binding (e.g., Katada, 1991; Pica, 1987), leaving aside their differences,

aIl try to account for subject-orientation of long-distance refiexives like zibun through

an LF-movement that will take zibun into a position where only a subject can be its

antecedent. According to a generally accepted view in these approaches, there are two

types of anaphors, namely XO-anaphors (generally monomorphemic forms such as

Japanese zibun) and XP-anaphors (generally multi-morphemic forms such as English

herse/f), which undergo head-movement and XP-movement at LF, respectively. The

universal tendency towards subject-orientation of XO-anaphors (long-distance

anaphors) is thus accounted for as these anaphors are believed to move to INFL,

where they are only c-commanded by the subject. XP-anaphors, on the other hand,

adjoin to the containing category, where they are c-eommanded by both the subjeet

and the object at LF. Renee the ambiguity of antecedents for the reflexive herself in

'AshleYi told Janej about herselfi// as the LF-representation looks like: Ashley told

Jane [herselfi [about ti]].
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However, note that kendisi has no particular orientation:

(98) [Johnj [Bill'inj Mikek'la kendi-sijJj/k hakkmda konus-tug-u]-nu
John Bill-Gen Mike-Instr self-3sg about talk-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

dü~ün- üyor]
think-Prog

'John j thinks that Billj talked to Mikek about selfjJj/k'

Kendisi is multimorphemic (kendi 'self+ si '3sg'). In that respect, it should

pattern with local anaphors such as himself. However, it behaves like mono-

morphemic zibun in many respects. If analyzed as an anaphor, then, an account for

unconstrained binding behaviours of kendisi might require sorne modifications to

movement approaches that are strictly based on morphemic shape of anaphors.

However, if analyzed as a special form of anaphoric pronominal, then kendisi might

be considered outside the scope of Binding Theory (cf. Enç, 1989; Reinhart &

Reuland, 1993).

On this note, the logophoric character of kendisi is relevant here. As

illustrated in detail in previous sections, kendisi can be identified both as a pronoun

that needs no (c-commanding) local or long-distance antecedent whatsoever, and as an

anaphor that can be bound locally. In that sense, sorne uses of the form kendisi can he

considered logophoric.59 Sorne long-distance anaphors in various languages, including

59 The antecedent of the logophoric pronominal is the one 'whose speech, thoughts, feelings, or
general state of consciousness are reported' (Sells, 1987:445).
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English first and second person free anaphors,60 are analyzed as logophors (e.g.,

Kameyama, 1984; Reuland & Koster, 1991; Reinhart & Reuland, 1991; Sells, 1987).61

The following example illustrates logophorlc use of kendisi where it is non-clause-

bound62 (see footnote 60 for a corresponding Japanese example ofzibun):

(99) Elifi bugün çok klzgm. Çünkü Mehmet Hasan'm tüm lsrar-l-na
Eliftoday very angry Because Mehmet Hasan-Gen all insistence-3sgposs-Dat

ragmen kendi-si-ni j gor-mek
despite self-3sg-Acc see-Inf

iste-me-di
want-Neg-Past

'Elifi is very angry today. Because Mehmet despite all Hasan' s insistence did
not want to see selfi'

7. Section summary

ln this section, 1 have tried to identify the differences and similarities between

three pro-drop languages in the context of Montalbetti's ope proposed to account

60 Sorne of the logophoric examples from English cited in Reinhart and Reuland (1991: 311-312):
(i) The chairman invited my wife and myself for a drink
(ii) Max and myself are having a great time in Lima
(iii) Physicists like yourself are godsend
However, the same forms are ruled out in real anaphoric contexts under Principle A:
(iv) *She gave myself a dirty look
~v) *The chairman invited myselffor a drink

1 Sells (1987:455) discusses Japanese zibun in logophoric contexts. One of those examples given
below illustrates the binding of zibun across clauses:
(i) Tarooi wa totemo kanasigat-tei-ta. Yoskio ga Takasi ga zibuni 0 hihansita

Taroo Top very sad-Prog-Past Yoskio Nomt Takasi Nomt self Acc criticized
noni bengosi-nakat-ta kara da
though defend-not-Past because is
'Taooi was very sad. 1t is because Yosiko did not defend (him) though Takasi criticized himi'

62 Note that in context of logophoric use, the overt pronominal kendisi does not altemate with the
null pronoun.



80

for the interpretative differences between overt and null pronouns as bound variables.

We have seen that in both Spanish and Japanese, overt pronouns cannot he bound by

quantified or Wh-expressions. As illustrated in the table below, while OPC effects are

observed in Spanish and Japanese, they are not exemplified in Turkish in the way it

has been formulated.

Table 1. Summa

Quantified
antecedents
Overt
embedded

Reading

Bound NO YES YES NO YES YES

Disjoint YES YES YES YES YES YES

Bnd o NO YES YES NO YES YES

A contrast between the overt pronoun 0 and the null pronoun, indeed, exists in

Turkish but this is an across-the-board type of a contrast, not limited to bound

variable contexts. Thus, the comparison between the overt pronoun 0 and pro does

not provide us a contrast similar to the one predicted under the OPC. The

comparison between the other overt pronominallœndisi and pro does not provide the

predicted result either. As illustrated through the examples in both referential and

quantified contexts, these two forms have identical binding properties. This particular
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observation has led us to an important conclusion that the overt counterpart of pro is

not the overt pronoun 0 (as suggested earlier in the literature) but the overt

pronominal kendisi.

8. Conclusion

In light of the data provided in this chapter, 1 suggest, tirst of all, that Turkish

embedded clauses are DPs but not IPs. Given that DPs do not function as governing

domains in Turkish, it foIlows then that embedded clauses do not constitute governing

domains, either. Thus, the disjoint requirement for the overt pronoun 0 within these

clauses faIls out from Principle B. The contrast between the overt pronoun 0 and pro

is due to the fact that the pronoun 0 is not the overt counterpart of pro. Hs overt

counterpart is the anaphoric pronominal kendisi which is similar to pro in its

'unconstrained' binding properties. Given these facts, Turkish does not demonstrate

interpretative differences between overt and null pronouns in the manner suggested by

Montalbetti's ope.
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Chapter 3: L2 Acquisition

1. Introduction

In Chapter 2, 1presented data on binding properties of Turkish. The data have

revealed sorne differences between the binding conditions of English and Turkish

subject pronouns. While the English overt pronoun s/he in the embedded subject

position can be coreferential with the matrix subject or be disjoint, the corresponding

Turkish overt pronoun can only have an antecedent outside the sentence.

Furthermore, in the light of the data presented, it was suggested that the overt

pronoun 0 in Turkish is not the overt counterpart of the empty pronoun. Rather, it

seemed that the anaphoric pronominal kendisi is the overt counterpart ofpro, neither

being constrained by Binding Principle B. In addition, 1 have also demonstrated that

the OPC, proposed for pro-drop languages, is not exemplified in Turkish where there

is no contrast between pro and its overt counterpart kendisi in either quantified or

referential contexts.

As we will see in this chapter, the above-mentioned properties are of

particular interest for acquisition theories as they are linked to DG either as innate

principles or as parameters. Thus, my main aim in this chapter is to provide an

empirical and theoretical basis for the predictions 1will make, in the coming chapters,

about the end-state L2 acquisition of Turkish pronominals and the role ofLI English

in this end-state L2 grammar. With this aim in mind, 1 will first sketch out sorne of
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the relevant issues in L2 acquisition with particular emphasis on LI transfer, DG

involvement and the effects of subset/superset configurations in L2 acquisition.

Within this frame, 1 will, later, briefly review sorne of the L2 studies on pronominal

binding and the OPC.

Thus, this chapter is organized as follows: Section 2 discusses L2 acquisition

theories on the role of L1 influence and DG involvement in interlanguage grammars,

with particular focus on the end-state L2. In this section, 1 will also introduce the

Subset Principle and discuss how a particular subset relation between the LI and the

L2 affects the ultimate L2 acquisition. In Section 3, 1 will discuss sorne earlier

findings of L2 studies on the acquisition of anaphoric and pronominal binding. This

section aIso discuss L2 acquisition of the OPC.

2. Issues in L2 acquisition

The nature of L2 grammar from the initial to the final state has recently been

studied extensively with a particular focus on the role of LI and DG in interlanguage

grammars.

Broadly defined, DG is 'the system of principles, conditions, and rules that are

elements or properties of ail human languages' (Chomsky, 1976, p. 29). Operation of

DG principles varies across languages, leading to what is caIled parametric variation,

a component of the DG theory that has received much attention in L2 acquisition

research. As we will see shortly, certain aspects of cross-linguistic transfer in
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interlanguage grammars are directly linked to parametric variation between the LI

and theL2.

Although specifie details about the nature and the extent of LI transfer and

DG involvement are yet to be settled, the claims about LI transfer range from 'no

transfer' to 'full transfer'. Similarly, the claims about the extent of DG access in

adult L2 range from 'no access' to 'full access'. Among the prevalent L2 acquisition

theories, neither LI transfer alone nor DG alone is considered absolute, leading to

various views such as Full Transfer/Full Access, Partial Transfer/Full Access, and so

forth1 (see White, 2000 for detailed discussions on each view). Below is a general

outlook of major views on LI transfer and DG involvement. The models outlined

below essentially make claims about the L2 initial state but they also make

predictions about the L2 end-state, which refers to the ultimate grammar reached by

L2 leamers, who, after that point, are believed to make no further progress in L2,

thus, in sorne sense having completed the L2 acquisition process (White, 2000). This

is the stage that 1will be concemed about here.

2.1 LI transfer

The effects of LI in the grammar of a language that is leamed subsequently

has been the topic of much research for many years and has been studied from a

variety of perspectives and within a variety of approaches, having undergone

1 Actually, with few exceptions (e.g., Clahsen & Muysken, 1986), sorne fonn ofUO involvement in L2
acquisition is almost completely agreed upon, while its extent and exact fonnulations are yet to he
workedout.
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significant reconceptuaIization over the years (e.g., Gass & Selinker, 1983, 1992;

Kellerman & Sharwood Smith, 1986; Lado, 1957; Odlin, 1989; Weinreich, 1953).

The issue of transfer is aIso examined within the generative framework

particularly the LI influence-UG access relationship and its determining role in the

formation of interlanguage grammar at different stages (See White, 2000 for a

review).

As mentioned earlier, the focus of the present investigation is the end-state

adult L2 grammar. Therefore, in this section, 1 will mostly be interested in what L2

acquisition theories have to say about the ultimate form of interlanguage grammar.

Nevertheless, in order to examine the end-state, it is necessary to understand first the

claims about the L2 initial state. The discussion below will include two models that

are at two extremes, namely those that propose 'full transfer' and 'no transfer' . Let us

first start with the Full Transfer/Full Access Model proposed by Schwartz and

Sprouse (1994, 1996), first considering the 'transfer' component of the mode!.

The idea of 'full transfer' suggests that the LI grammar with aIl its syntactic

parameter settings constitutes the L2 initial grammar (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996).

In other words, the initiaI state of L2 acquisition is completely determined by the LI

grammar.2 Among the syntactic properties that are reported to be carried over from

the LI into the L2 grammar are pro-drop (e.g., White, 1985), basic word order

(Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994), adjective placement (parodi, Schwartz, Clahsen, 1997),

Determiner system (parodi et al., 1997). This model predicts that UG principles that

2 However, it is assumed that the phonetic matrices of lexicallmorphological items do not transfer
(Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996).
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are not instantiated in learners' LI or parameters that are set differently in the LI and

the L2 will not be found in the L2 initial state.

With respect to later stages in L2 development, this model does not

necessarily expect a complete end for LI transfer, hence, full convergence on the

target L2 grammar is not anticipated. The prediction is that L2 learners start L2

acquisition with already set LI parameters and it is not always possible to deleam (or

restructure) LI-based options in the light of input from the target language (TL) (see

also Hawkins and Chan, 1997; Sorace, 1999 for similar daims). Schwartz and

Sprouse (1996) note that L2 acquirers may never be able to arrive at the TL grammar

due to ineffective or insufficient L2 input. As White (2000) notes, in this view,

convergence on L2 largely depends on the LI and the L2 in question and the

adequacy of the L2 input to restructure the initial Ll-based analyses. There is sorne

dispute over the nature of L2 input that is needed to trigger the acquisition of L2

properties. 1 will come back to this issue in the coming sections and discuss it in

relation to subsetlsuperset configurations of the LI and L2.

In sum, the Full Transfer model predicts that the initial L2 state will include

aIl and only LI parametric options. This grammatical system will later be

restructured in the light ofL2 input. In sorne cases, this restructuring may occur quite

rapidly, in other cases it may take longer or even not take place at all, leading to

fossilization in L2. Thus, convergence on the TL system is not guaranteed in the L2

final state.

At the other extreme, we have the 'No Transfer/Full Access' view. This

model suggests that nO LI parametric values are transferred into the L2 initial state
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(Epstein, Flynn and Martohardjono, 1996). It is predicted that L2 acquirers will have

no prohlems (even initially) with the acquisition ofprinciples that are not instantiated

in their LI or parameters that have different settings in the LI and the L2. This view

seems quite implausihle, given the abundant evidence for LI transfer especially in the

initial L2 state (see White, 2000 and the references therein). Furthermore, this model

devalues the role of the LI in L2 acquisition with a mistaken assumption that LI

transfer is inconsistent with the idea of total UG involvement in L2 acquisition

(Schwartz, 1996; White, 1996). This view predicts no transfer and full convergence

on the TL in the end-state L2.

In sum, there seems to he no consensus as to the extent of LI transfer in the

initial and the end-state L2.

With respect to the end-state L2, the question we have is whether or not sorne

aspects of LI grammar continue to he found. Ifthat is the case, what aspects of LI

grammar persist throughout interlanguage? Under the Full Transfer view, full

convergence on the L2 is not guaranteed. Yet, this is not an all-or-nothing condition.

While sorne LI features and parametric values will continue to exist in interlanguage

grammars, sorne will completely he restructured, implying that LI transfer will

continue hut possihly only partially in the final stages of L2. Potentially, what lies

hehind the lack of total convergence is persistent LI interference. This can he

interpreted as 'partial transfer in the end-state L2'. LI transfer will he seen only

partially (if at all) in later stages, depending on the LI and the L2 and the particularity

of the grammatical structure in question. Before going into further discussion on
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this, let us first look at the UG access issue that goes hand in hand with the transfer

theories in reference to ultimate attainment in L2.

2.2 UG involvement

UG is defined as a set of innate universal grammatical principles that

constrain the hypothesis space of the child, thus enabling her/him to acquire complex

linguistic rules which go beyond the primary input s/he receives in the LI (White,

1989). The question of whether UG is also involved in adult L2 acquisition has been

debated for almost two decades. As we will see shortly, the (im)possibility of

ultimate success in L2 acquisition has generally, but not quite rightly, been associated

with (in)accessibilty of UG in adults. (e.g., Bley-Yroman, 1990; cf. White, to

appear).

As in the case ofLI acquisition, the logical problem oflanguage acquisition

in adult L2 is essentially related to the issue of mismatch between the L2 input that

learners receive and the ultimate grammatical representation they attain in L2. That

is, the assumption is that if L2 learners are shown to go far beyond the input in the

acquisition of sorne abstract L2 properties which are not present in the LI, this

implicates direct UG involvement in the form of innate linguistic principles that

mediate the L2 acquisition process (White, 1989).

As mentioned above, views on UG access ditTer greatly, ranging from the two

extreme points, namely 'no access' to 'full access'. The most common argument for

the No Access view is the seemingly obvious ditTerences between the end-states of
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LI and L2 acquisition. Dnlike children who, ultimately and uniformly obtain native-

like competence in their LI, adult L2 learners rarely end up with native-like L2

competence. This is used to argue against the DG-access view (e.g., Bley-Vroman,

1990; Clahsen & Muysken, 1986; Meisel, 1997).3 Sorne proponents of this view

take a milder stand and claim that DG access in adults may not be direct but may

nevertheless be via the LI (Bley-Vroman, 1990; Schachter, 1989). This indirect route

to DG, as it does not completely role out the role of DG in the L2, is known as the

Partial Access view.4 This view predicts that L2learners will not be able to acquire

DG principles that are instantiated in the L2 unless they are also exemplified in the

LI and/or they will not be able to reset parameters to the L2 value but rather be stuck

with the LI parameter setting, suggesting that no convergence on the L2 grammar is

expected even in the final stages.

In contrast, the Full Access view predicts that new parameter setting is

possible on the basis ofL2 input interacting with DG (White, 1989). The cases where

L2 learners do not converge on the TL are not necessarily the indications of no access

or partial access to DG, as non-convergence may be a consequence of failure to reject

Ll-based analyses due to a particular relation (superset) that the LI and L2 grammars

3 The basic assumption of the No UG view is that LI acquisition and the adult L2 acquisition are
govemed by fundamentally different leaming mechanisms as UG ceases to operate in aduIts. AduIt L2
leamers, unlike children, use general cognitive problem-solving strategies in order to internalize L2
grammar mies (Bley-Vroman, 1989; Clahsen & Muysken, 1986; see Felix, 1985 for a slightly difIerent
view).
4 The conception that UG accessed through the LI is not 'direct', thus, such route should imply 'less of
an involvement of UG' is not completely troe. Hale (1996: 729), for example, points out the difficulty
of separating UG froID LI (i.e., separating UG and its reflection in LI) and he notes '10 have
knowledge ofLI is necessarily to have knowledge ofUG'. In the same vein, White (1989: 53) notes,
'where the LI and the L2 both have the same principles operating, or the same values of parameters, it
is impossible 10 distinguish between UG or the LI grammar as the source of any complex UG-like
knowledge'. Therefore, the task forL2 researchers is to fmd and test a principle ofUG that is not
exemplified in the LI or to fmd a parameter where the LI and L2 difIer in setting and see whether the
L2 leamer is constrained by it, independently of the LI.
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are in with respect to each other. Fossilization, (i.e., getting stuck with the LI setting)

is not unexpected under certain subset-superset relations. As we will see shortly,

these cases can only be eliminated, if at aIl, with sufficient (and the appropriate)

input, which, however, is not aIways available to L2 leamers especially in formaI

settings. Thus, it is not UG but relevant and sufficient input which is not accessible in

L2 acquisition.

It has been suggested that to investigate direct UG involvement, the property

under investigation must not be explicit in the L2 input (Le., we should look at cases

where the input underdetermines the L2 grammar) (White, 1989; 1990a). Secondly,

we must look at the acquisition of aspects of grammar that have different realization

in the LI and L2 (Le., parameters) in order to ensure that L2 leamers arrive at

relevant L2 knowledge independently of the LI. Thus, if L2 leamers are found to

have knowledge of universal constraints with no assistance from their LI or from

explicit L2 input or instruction, and are also able to acquire (reset) the L2 value of a

certain parameter, then we could say that UG, as an innate universal construct, is

accessible to adult L21eamers.

Now, let us go back to one interesting dimension of the LI transfer-UG access

issue, namely the resetting of parameters on the basis of L2 input. Successful

acquisition of an L2 parameter setting implies that the L2 leamer is able to attain the

other setting available in UG despite potential interference from the LI setting of that

parameter. The question of interest is why it is the case that L2 leamers fail to reset

certain parameters to the L2 value (Le., fail to converge on the TL). Put it another

way, why does LI influence sometimes get easily eliminated and sometimes persist
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even through the end-state? We will see in the following section that the Subset

Principle and the kind of L2 input necessary could be the key factors to explain this

discrepancy.

2.3 Subset relations

The Subset Principle was originally proposed for LI acquisition (Berwick,

1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987). It is a learning theory which basically states that

' .. .learning hypotheses are ordered in such a way that positive examples Can

disconfirm them' (Berwick, 1985, p. 23). This ordering ensures that the most

conservative language will be hypothesized first, 'so that no alternative target

language can be a subset of the hypothesized language' (Berwick, 1985, p. 23).

According to this, the child acquiring her/his LI will initially hypothesize the

narrowest possible language. For example, in the case of the null subject parameter,

the setting that allows only overt subjects (non-pro-drop grammar) is a subset of a

setting that allows overt as weIl as null subjects (pro-drop grammar) (Bloom, 1994;

White, 1990b). The motivation for this principle cornes from DG-compatible

learnability concerns regarding the absence or the ineffectiveness of negative

evidence in child language acquisition. The assumption is that the child starts out

with the narrowest grammar (the subset) compatible with the input. The child can

later progress into an extended grammar on the basis of positive evidence only.

Conversely, if the child first hypothesizes a larger grammar, s/he will need negative
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evidence to narrow down the initial hypotheses that do not actually fit the target

grammar that s/he is learning.5

The Subset Principle may be relevant in L2 acquisition. Language learnability

theories, imported from LI acquisition, help us identify essentially three forms of

subset relations between the LI and the L2. These are diagrammed below (White,

1989, p. 142-143):

(1) (b)

(c)

In (la), the LI forms a subset of the L2 with respect to a particular property.

To illustrate this, let us use again the example of the pro-drop parameter and apply it

to our present acquisition study where the LI is English and the L2 is Turkish. As

Spositive evidence refers 10 actually occurring sentences, i.e., the sentences that the child is exposed to
in herJhis environment. Negative evidence (or direct negative evidence) includes correction, and
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mentioned earlier, a pro-drop language like Turkish allows both null and overt subject

pronouns thus constitutes a superset of a non-pro-drop language like English that

includes only overt subjects. The figure in (lb), on the other hand, could be an

example of a reverse case, where LI English has more inclusive grammar than L2

Turkish. An example of this could be binding possibilities regarding overt pronoun

binding in English and Turkish. Recall that in Turkish, overt pronoun binding is

more restrictive than English in terms of what counts a goveming domain. Sorne

examples from the previous chapter are repeated below for convenience. Compare

the following pair of sentences:

(2) a. Briani said [heifk would come]

b. Briani [o-nun*ifk gel-eceg-i]-ni soyle-di
Brian he-Gen come-Nom-Acc tell-Past
'Briani said that he.ifk would come'

(3) a. Brianiate [hiSiJk cake]

b. Briani [o-nun*ifk kek-i-ni ye-di]
Brian he-Gen cake-3sgposs-Acc eat-Past
'Briani ate hiS*ifk cake'

The embedded clause in (2a) counts as a governing domain in English, but not

in Turkish (2b). If we follow the assumption that the embedded clause in (2b) is

actually a DP in Turkish, it follows then that unlike English, in Turkish, DPs cannot

be governing domains. A clear example of this is also given in (3). What this

suggests is that in English, besides finite clauses, DPs can also function as binding

explanation, i.e., anything that will make the child consciously aware of what is not allowed in the
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domains, but in Turkish only finite (tensed) clauses form a binding domain. English

native speakers learning L2 Turkish have to restrict their options as to what counts as

goveming domain in the L2.6 In that sense, Turkish L2 is the subset of the LI

English.

White (1989; 1990b) argues that in situations like (lb), where the L2 is the

subset and LI is the superset, going from more inclusive to less inclusive settings will

be problematic for L2 leamers because aIl positive evidence L2 learners receive in the

L2 input will also be consistent with the LI grammar, creating no need on the part of

leamers to reanalyze the LI-based hypotheses. Consequently, L2learners might fail

to realize that there are structures that are actually not allowed in the L2 (e.g., DPs

cannot be goveming domains in Turkish). White's argument is that in situations like

this, positive evidence only will be unable to ensure the restriction of the (initially

adopted) LI grammar to a more conservative L2 grammar.

In contrast, in cases where the LI forms a subset of the L2 (as in la), the need

for negative evidence does not occur because going from a more restricted LI to more

inclusive L2 should, in principle, be possible through positive evidence. This is a

situation where leamers may notice L2 properties that do not exist in their LI and add

those L2 features into their interlanguage grammars as they receive input in the L2.

Configurations like (le) represents cases where the LI and L2 are completely

distinct with respect to a particular property. This might be a situation where a

particular principle operates in only the LI or the L2 grammar. An example of this

language.
6 One might argue that L2 leamers also need 10 know that in Turkish, embedded clauses are
nominalized constructions and they are like regular DPs but not like fmite clauses. 1will come back 10
this problem in Chapter S.
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could be Binding possibilities of the anaphoric pronominal kendisi within the context

of the ope. More specifically, English grammar does not have an anaphoric

pronominallike kendisi, which allows a local, a long-distance, as weil as a discourse

referent. Thus, LI English and L2 Turkish have no overlap in this respect because no

such form (Le., kendisi) or contrastlparallel between (overt and null) pronouns exists

in English. In cases where the LI and the L2 are completely distinct, one could

assume that the acquisition of a particular property will not be difficult as there will

be no impeding force of the LI. L2learners are expected to notice more easily the L2

properties that are clearly different or nonexistent in their LI.

If the Subset Principle operates in the L2, L2 learners, like children learning

their LI, are expected to start out with the most conservative option (see White, 1989

for L2 studies on this issue).' Nevertheless, we know that adult L2learners come to

L2 acquisition task with an already developed grammar. Therefore, it would not be

unexpected to see L2 leamers entertaining initially the LI grammatical option,

irrespective of its status as the subset or the superset in relation to the L2 option.

However, the question of interest for us here goes beyond this initial grammar.

Rather, we would like to see whether or not a particular subset relation between the

LI and the L2 has a differential effect in the ultimate attainment of an L2 property.

More specifically, are LI transfer effects more persistent in a particular configuration

7 1should mention that arguments have been proposed against the Subset Principle. For example,
MacLaughlin (1995) questions the relevance of the Subset Principle in language acquisition (i.e., LI
and L2) in general and argues that the subset problem that the Subset Principle is intended to solve
does not arise for UG parameters as in most cases, the parameter does not meet the Subset Condition
and sometimes there is simply not enough theoretical basis for the existence of a particular parameter.
Similarly, Hermon (1992) argues that parameters are arbitrary and that once cross-linguistic variations
are worked out clearly, the need for parameters will vanish as they can then he derived from some
universal principles.
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than others (Le., the subset Ll-superset L2 or the superset Ll-subset L2 or LI and L2

are distinct sets)?

With these questions in mind, in the next section, 1 will look at the L2

acquisition of a range of structures mentioned above and discuss the findings in the

context of LI transfer, DG access and the Subset Principle. 1 will start with the L2

acquisition Binding Principles A and B. Although the focus of this investigation is

pronouns and Principle B, the discussion will inevitably include the acquisition of

anaphors as one of the Turkish pronouns under investigation (Le., kendisi) has much

resemblance to long-distance anaphors discussed in the literature. Thus, a brief look

at the acquisition of anaphors is going to be relevant. Nevertheless, 1 will not attempt

to coyer ail L2 literature on anaphors here but discuss sorne major studies and their

findings.

3. Studies on L2 acquisition of pronominals

3.1 L2 acquisition studies on Binding Principles

3.1.1 L2 acquisition of ret1exives

Reflexive binding formulated under Principle A (Chomsky, 1981; 1986) has

been investigated extensively in L2 acquisition research partly because of its

particular place in Generative TheOlY as representative of DG-based knowledge and

partly because of its status as a type of knowledge that is largely underdetermined by
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the input (Thomas, 1991). Earlier studies ofL2 acquisition of anaphors (e.g., Finer

& Broselow, 1986; Hirakawa, 1990; Thomas, 1989; 1991) used a model of

parameterized Binding Theory proposed by Manzini and Wexler (1987). According

to Manzini and Wexler's model, Binding Principles are parameterized across

languages with respect to governing domains and proper antecedents. They propose

five parametric values for governing domains.

Manzini & Wexler (1987: 419/431) state:

(4)
'Y is a governing category for a iff
"( is the minimal category that contains a and a govemor for a and:
a. has a subject, or
b. has an INFL, or
c. has a TNS, or
d. has an indicative TNS, or
e. has a root TNS

The other parameter is the Proper Antecedent Parameter, which has two values:

A proper antecedent for a is
a. a subject f3; or
b. an element f3whatsoever

In their view, these parametric values are associated with particular lexical

items but not with languages.8 Manzini & Wexler's model is developed in terms of

the Subset Principle. The values of the governing category within which anaphors are

bound are arranged in an inclusion hierarchy. Accordingly, the goveming domain

which depends on subjects is the subset of all other options. Initially, LI learners

8 This is referred to as the 'Lexical Parameterization Hypothesis'.
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entertain this most restrictive option. The other options, being more inclusive, are

entertained by the learner only in the presence of positive evidence.

This approach to anaphoric binding has provided testing grounds for the role

of parameters and the Subset Principle in L2 acquisition. For example, Finer and

Broselow (1986) and Hirakawa (1990) look at the interpretation of English reflexives

by Korean and Japanese leamers, respectively. In both situations, the L2 English is

the subset and the LI Korean or LI Japanese are the most inclusive supersets. Recall

that if the Subset Principle applied to L2 acquisition, we would expect Korean and

Japanese learners to entertain the English option right away but the findings suggest

that L2learners do not assume the subset option. Rather, in sorne cases, the LI value

is transferred into the L2 (Hirakawa, 1990), in others, a value that exists neither in the

LI nor in the L2 is selected (piner & Broselow, 1986). The results reported in these

studies are not surprising once we assume that going from more inclusive LI

grammar to more restrictive L2 grammar is likely to cause more difficulty, at least

initially. Analogously, Hirakawa notes that although her participants had difficulty

with resetting the Governing Category Parameter, they attain the L2 value more

successfully in resetting another parameter, the Proper Antecedent Parameter, as in

that case, the L2 English is the superset and the LI Japanese is the subset9 and going

from the less inclusive to more inclusive grammar is easier, because of the

availability of positive evidence.

9 In a sentence such as •John talked to Bill about himself', the English ref1exive can refer to both
subject (John) and the object (Bill), thus, with respect to the Proper Antecedent Parameter, English
chooses more inclusive option (b). In the corresponding Japanese sentence, the reflexive zibun can
only refer to subjects (a more restrictive option). l'hus, Japanese is a type (a) language (Hirakawa,
1990, p. 62).
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As noted in the previous chapter, more recent proposaIs reject the idea of

parameterized Binding Principles (e.g., Cole, Hermon & Sung, 1990; Katada, 1991;

Pica, 1987; Reinhart & Reuland, 1991; 1993). These approaches have different

accounts of cross-linguistic variation in anaphor binding. Although they differ in

their specifie analyses, they aIl try to locate the source of variation in the

morphological structures of reflexives. The basic assumption is that multi-

morphemic reflexives bind only locally whereas mono-morphemic ones allow both

local as weIl as long distance binding.10 LF movement is assumed for mono-

morphemic reflexives, which are also assumed to have subject-orientation.

These revisions to Binding Theory also initiated new predictions to test in L2

acquisition research. For example, Thomas (1995) tests the prediction in the LF-

movement approaches that reflexives which are bound long distance necessarily

require subject antecedents, looking at binding of zibun in L2 Iapanese. Her results

confirm the prediction to a large extent, suggesting validity of the LF-movement

approaches.

In another study, Vip and Tang (1998) test the acquisition of English

reflexives by native Cantonese speakers to investigate LI transfer effects. The LI

Cantonese, allowing long-distance anaphors, is a more permissive (the superset)

language; whereas the L2 English, allowing only local reflexives, is a more restricted

grammar (the subset). Recall that these situations are believed to be more

\0 According to this, the English reflexive himself/herse/f, by virtue ofbeing multi-morphemic (or
complex), allows only local antecedents. But mono-morphemic Japanese zibun and Chïnese ziji aHow
both local and long-distance antecedents. Note, however, that in contras!, the Turkish reflexive kendi,
athough mono-morphemic allows only local antecedent but the multi-morphemic kendisi (self-his)
aHow both local and long-distance binding. Ofcourse, multi-morphemic kendisi is a problem if
analyzed as an anaphor.
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Now, we will look at sorne of the studies in the L2 acquisition ofPrinciple B.

Despite an extensive literature for the L2 acquisition of reflexives and Principle A, L2

acquisition of pronouns has not been widely studied.

3.1.2 L2 acquisition ofPrinciple B

Available L2 data on the acquisition of pronouns in the DG framework come

frorn only a nurnber of studies in Spanish (Bruhn-Garavito, 1995; Pérez-Leroux &

Glass, 1997); in English (White, 1998) and in Japanese (Kanno, 1997; 1998). Sorne

of these studies focus on L2 acquisition of the ope (pérez-Leroux & Glass, 1997;

Kanno, 1997; 1998). We will look at these studies separately in the following

section.

In a Spanish L2 study, Bruhn-Garavito (1995) looks at the acquisition of

Spanish subjunctives12 in relation to Principle B in the context of null pronouns. Her

groups include advanced learners of Spanish, with different LI backgrounds. Her

findings suggest that advanced L2 leamers were able to differentiate, at native

speaker level, between verb cornplernentations that allow coreference between

ernbedded and rnatrix subjects and those that do not. She notes that those participants

who did not dernonstrate native-like performance rnight have problerns with the

rnorphology of subjunctives and infinitives. With respect to LI transfer effects,

Bruhn-Garavito rules out the possibility of facilitative transfer frorn French-a

structure of the English reflexive herselflhimself.
12 BIUhn-Garavito notes that in the subjunctive complement, the subject of the lower clause cannot he
coreferential with the subject of the main clause. The governing category of the pronoun extends to
the matrix clause.
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language that all these successful learners speak, on the grounds that French and

Spanish are not identical in all aspects of coreference possibilities within

subjunctives.

White (1998) investigates the operation of Principle B in adult English L2

grammars of Iapanese and French native speakers. In contrast to previous child LI

acquisition findings on Principle B, White predicts that adult learners will have

knowledge of restriction against local pronoun binding. The participants were high

intermediate learners ofEnglish. Results indicate that, overall, L2learners are able to

reject local antecedents and accept non-local antecedents for pronouns in biclausal

finite contexts. In biclausal nonfinite contexts, Iapanese subjects accept local

antecedents for pronouns.13 White suggests that this might be due to a problem in

identifying finiteness. White suggests that participants' tendency to select an

antecedent within the clause might also be due to an experimental design problem,

namely that the absence of disjoint antecedent in the discourse context that would

make the sentence grammatical.

3.1.3 L2 acquisition orthe ope

Following Montalbetti's claim on the universality of the OPC in pro-drop

languages, L2 researchers have looked at the acquisition of the OPC in Spanish

(pérez-Leroux & Glass, 1997) and in Japanese (Kanno, 1997; 1998). The OPC is

thought to be a good testing ground for the operation of DG because, first of all, it is

13 Biclausal finite and biclausal nonfinite constructions include, respectively, examples like 'Mr.
Brown dreamed that Mr. Green shot him' and 'Mr. Brown asked Mr. Green to paint him'.



103

believed that the effects of the OPC are observed in a variety of pro-drop languages.

Secondly, its properties are too subtle to be discovered via the surface input alone

(Le., underdetermined by the input). In addition, these properties are not normally

taught explicitly in L2 classrooms, if discussed at all. Furthermore, for L2 leamers

with a non-pro-drop LI, there is nothing in the LI grammar that may help them

discover the distinctions in the binding conditions of null and overt pronouns.

Therefore, the acquisition of the OPC effects constitute a learnability problem (White,

in press). Accordingly, the assumption is that if L2 leamers are found to be

successful in the acquisition ofthis constraint, this would be an argument for a UG

constrained L2 grammar.

Pérez-Leroux & Glass (1997) investigate the acquisition of oPC effects in L2

Spanish in advanced learners with English as their LI. Participants are tested on a

translation task. Their findings demonstrate that, despite a tendency to overuse nun

pronouns, L2 leamers are able to acquire the distribution of overt and nun pronouns.

More specifically, leamers are found to distinguish clearly between nun and overt

pronouns and their grammatical use in bound variable and deictic contexts. Pérez

Leroux and Glass suggest that it is possible to acquire interpretative behaviours of

overt and null pronouns in a pro-drop L2 at native-competence level.

In another study, Kanno (1997; 1998) examines the ope effects in L2

acquisition of Japanese by native English speakers. Her participants include

intermediate-Ievel leamers. In the test, participants are given biclausal Japanese

sentences and asked to judge coreferentiality of embedded nun and overt subject
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pronouns with referential as well as quantified antecedents. 14 Kanno's prediction is

that if L2 learners have knowledge of the OPC, they are expected to reject binding

between the overt embedded subject and the quantified antecedent.

Kanno's findings show that L2 learners' judgements are parallel to those of

native speakers. First, in sentences with a referential NP as an antecedent, both native

Japanese speakers and L2 learners prefer a null pronoun in the embedded subject

position for a coreferential reading. However, when the embedded subject is an overt

pronoun, the preferred reading is the disjoint reading. In quantified antecedent

contexts, the participants, in line with the OPC, did not allow the overt pronoun /rare

to be bound with the matrix subject.

In order to rule out a possible LI effect in L2learners' rejection of the bound

interpretation of the overt pronoun in quantified contexts, Kanno tests another group

of English speakers on similar constructions in English, involving quantified and

referential antecedents and overt embedded subject pronouns. The results of this

particular test reveal that native English speakers do allow the overt pronoun he to

refer to quantified antecedents in English. Thus, their rejection of similar

constructions in Japanese cannot be due to their LI. Given these results, Kanno

concludes that L2 leamers are able to acquire properties that are not in any way

instantiated in the Liat a level which is comparable to native speakers. She attributes

this to direct DG access in L2 acquisition.

The clear-cut native-like performance reported in Kanno (1997) is not,

however, repeated in Kanno (1998). In this new set of experiments, Kanno tests

again a group of English native speakers at two different times. As in the first

14 As 1will discuss in the methodology chapter. 1used Kanno's design in my fust written task.
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experiment, Kanno tests a group of intermediate-Ievel classroom learners who had

never lived in Japan. Results reveal that the native Japanese control group

categorically rejects quantified NPs as antecedents of the overt embedded pronoun (in

line with the OPC). The L2learners' overall group preference is similar to that of the

control group. However, the individual results show considerable divergence from

the native-speaker norms. Only 9 subjects out of 29 (31%) consistently (in both

sessions) rej ect the quantified NP as antecedent of the overt pronoun kare. 15

What is interesting in Kanno's findings is that the variation is more in the

category that particularly involves overt pronouns and quantified antecedents (the

core of the OPC). The variation is much less in constructions involving null

pronouns. The fact that L2 leamers seem to have problems with the overt pronoun

binding but not with the null pronoun binding is very striking given the fact that their

LI has overt pronouns but not null pronouns. This might suggest that, as discussed

earlier, English learners of a pro-drop L2 are less likely to have problems with null

subjects, probably due to the particular subset relation that LI English and L2

Japanese hold. This is also in line with Sorace's (2000) prediction that null subjects

will be possible in the pro-drop L2 grammars ofEnglish speakers.

To summarize, overall, both the study of Pérez-Leroux & Glass and that of

Kanno suggest successful acquisition of the constraint on overt pronoun binding. L2

leamers of Spanish and Japanese are found to have knowledge of interpretive

differences between overt and null pronouns in these pro-drop languages.

Nevertheless, sorne of these results may not be replicable consistently at different

\5 Kanno reports that in the same analysis, 15 subjects obeyed the ope in only one session and 5
obeyed it in neither sessions.
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time periods. The finding that L2 knowledge of the OPC is variable is surprising

given the assumption that the OPC is a universai constraint and accessible in L2

acquisition. Possibly, the L2 acquisition of the OPC (successful or otherwise) may

not necessarily implicate UG (non)access, because the OPC, as currently formulated,

may not be a universaI constraint but only a tendency observed in (sorne) pro-drop

languages. We have aIready seen, for example, that the OPC does not appear to

operate in Turkish (possibly for reasons relating to choice of governing categories, as

weIl as the issue ofwhich overt pronoun is the relevant one).

4. Summary

ln this chapter, 1 have discussed sorne L2 issues relevant to the present

investigation. 1 first started with sorne transfer theories proposed within the

framework of Generative Grammar. 1 aIso discussed LI transfer effects in relation to

the question ofUG involvement in L2 acquisition. We have seen that the presence of

LI influence in L2 cannot be an argument for inaccessibility ofUG. 1 have suggested

that LI influence is not an across-the-board and persistent phenomenon but a

predictable circumstance. 1 tried to derive the extent of LI transfer from certain

subset configurations that the LI and the L2 hold. Subsequently, 1 discussed the

findings of sorne relevant L2 studies. We have seen that in many cases, the set

theoretic assumptions 1 adopt are able to explain the directionality and the extent of

the LI transfer and degree of acquisition.
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s. Conclusion

The idea that transfer effects are predictable on the basis of the subset

relationship between the LI and the L2 is an attempt to define 'language transfer'

phenomenon by drawing on learnability theories. In this way, various LI transfer

instances can be explained under a unified account.
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Chapter 4: LI attrition

1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, 1 have discussed sorne major issues in L2 acquisition,

LI transfer being one of them. In this chapter, we will look at another aspect of

human language as common as bilingualism, namely LI attrition (Seliger, 1996). My

aim in this chapter is tirst to provide an overview of sorne of the basic issues in

language attrition, particularly in LI attrition that occurs in an L2 environment. Then

sorne of the tindings of previous LI attrition studies will be reviewed in order to lay

out the background for the data to be discussed in subsequent chapters. This review

is intentionally limited in scope, thus, should not read as an overview of all previous

literature. In this background, my aim is to demonstrate where the attrition studies

stand at present and try to explore a possibility to connect LI attrition to L2

acquisition under the umbrella of cross-linguistic interaction.
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2. Language attrition: an overview

2.1 Typology of language attrition

Language attrition (or language loss) is a multi-dimensional phenomenon

which has been studied from a variety of perspectives (e.g., sociolinguistics,

psycholinguistics, neurolinguistics and foreign language teaching). The body of

research includes studies in LI as weil as L2 attrition, including pathological and non-

pathological cases.

Given the diversity of the language attrition phenomenon, to come up with a

precise definition is not an easy task. Broadly defined, language attrition may refer to

the loss of any language or part of a language by an individual or a speech community

(Freed, 1982, p. 1). Attrition is defined with respect to the language that is lost and

the environment in which it is lost. Accordingly, the following classification emerges

(Van EIs, 1986, p. 4):

1. loss of LI in an LI environment, e.g. dialect loss within the dialect
community

2. loss of LI in an L2-environment, e.g., loss of native languages by
immigrants

3. loss ofL2 in an Ll-environment, e.g., foreign-language loss
4. loss of L2 in an L2-environment, e.g., second-language loss by aging

immigrants.

The first category above is the most widely investigated area in language

attrition research. It mostly includes sociolinguistic studies investigating the loss of a
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particular dialect or the loss of 'ethnie minority languages' (Le., indigenous

community languages) which, in sorne language contact situations, are replaced by a

dominant language for political or social reasons and in extreme cases, become

extinct.1 Quite often, studies of societal language loss include pidgins and creoles,

because they, too, develop out of language contact situations (Romaine, 1989).

However, it has been observed that the changes that occur in indigenous languages

are not always due to the effects of, and thus do not necessarily carry the

characteristics, of a dominant language (e.g., Dorian, 1982; Dressler, 1991).

Furthermore, most of the studies in this group examine language attrition/death as an

intergenerational process (i.e., across successive generations).

Although the common concem of these studies and the present study is LI

attrition, these will not be considered further because 1 am particularly interested in

examining, tirst, the impact of a dominant L2 as a possible cause of LI loss and,

secondly, language change/loss as an example of restructuring in individual

grammars, rather than as an example of intergenerational process at societal level.

Thus, my focus will be on Type 2 attrition (i.e., LI attrition in L2 settings).

Before proceeding with a discussion on LI attrition in L2 settings, 1 would

like to mention briefly the other types of attrition given in the typology above. Type

3 attrition is L2 or foreign language attrition in LI setting. Because of its

implications for L2/foreign language teaching and all the other related social, cultural,

and political ramifications, including national (foreign) language policies, and

1 For example, the loss of Welsh and Gaelic in Great Britain, of Breton in France, Frisian in the
Netherlands, Dyirbal in Australia, Alsatian dialects in France; Bownaa Fijian in Fiji are only a few
among many studied 50 far (Dorian, 1982; Dressler, 1991; Haugen et al., 1981; Mahler, 1991;
Schmidt, 1991).
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curriculum design, L2 attrition research has received considerable attention. The

variables that are found to play a role in the L2 attrition process are: age of L2

learning (childhood or post-puberty), L2learning environment (classroom or natural)

or teaching methods, the type and amount of L2 input during and after the

instructional period, the L2 proficiency level prior to the onset of attrition, the length

of the period of non-use (Le., the period of time needed before attrition actually sets

in), the structural resemblance between the LI and the L2 in question (Bahrick, 1984;

Neisser, 1984; 01shtain, 1986; Pan & Berko-Gleason, 1986; see contributions in

Lambert & Freed, 1982; Weltens, De Bot, & Van EIs, 1986; see also Weltens, 1987;

Weltens & Cohen, 1989 for reviews). Of course, the most important problem in this

area of research is the difficulty of determining L2 learners' real competence level

prior to attrition. That is, teasing apart retrospectively what had not completely been

acquired previously and what has undergone attrition is not an easy task for

researchers.

The fourth type of attrition concems L2 loss in L2 settings. This is observed

among aging immigrants and is also referred to as 'language reversion', as elderly

immigrants have been observed to revert back to their LI more and more after a

certain age and show a decline in their general L2 fluency (De Bot & Clyne, 1989).

One interesting point here is that research findings show that language reversion does

not seem to apply uniformly to all elderly L2 speakers.2 This is accounted for by a

'critical' or 'threshold level' in L2 proficiency, after which L2 attrition becomes less

likely (Neisser, 1984; De Bot & Clyne, 1989). Presumably the threshold level refers

2 L2 1058 (as well as L 11088, for that matter) in aging population might potentially he caused by a
nemological malfunctioning in the brain.
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to a somewhat 'stable', or 'complete' system of grammar which is not vulnerable to

attrition effects. If, as argued, reaching a certain level of competence guarantees the

non-occurrence of language attrition, then we should not find any signs of attrition in

the adult LI grammar either, as it is, by hypothesis, fully developed (Le., complete).

We all, as native speakers of a particular language, have presumably reached this

competence threshold in our LIs. However, as we will see shortly, research findings

suggest that even the LI can undergo attrition.3

Although not inc1uded in Van Els's classification above, language attrition

research also inc1udes pathological cases, inc1uding bilingual aphasia (Albert &

ObIer, 1978; Paradis, 1977; 1983) and dementia (e.g., Hyltenstam & Stroud, 1993).

These studies have, no doubt, contributed greatly to our understanding of the

representation of languages in the brain. However, conceivably, the nature of the

language loss (either LI or L2) that results from a neurological deficit is different

from the language loss that occurs in the natural course of language contact situations

in non-pathological cases. Therefore, 1will not go into this area any further here.

2.2 LI attrition in L2 settings

Now, let us tum to the main focus of our investigation, namely the state of the

LI grammar in L2 settings. LI loss is generally observed in people who move to

3 De Bot and Clyne (1994) suggest that this threshold period also applies ta LI attrition. That is,
'immigrants who manage to maintain their language in the fll'st years of their stay in the new
environment are likely to remain fluent speakers of their first language' (p. 17). Given the research
fmdings documenting the progressive nature ofL1attrition (i.e., the graduaI eiIects of prolonged
exposure to an L2 on LI), it does not seem clear ta me how this preventive threshold period works in
LI attrition.
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another country and use the societallanguage ofthat country, while keeping little or

no contact with their mother tongue. They then begin to exhibit evidence of faulty

application oftheir native language grammar (Huffines, 1991; Pan & Berko-Gleason,

1986). From this point of view, the non-pathologic loss ofL 1 can naturally be seen

as an outcome of acquiring another language, a1though it would be wrong to see it as

'an automatic consequence of acquiring another language' (Seliger, 1996, p. 606).

That is, LI attrition occurs in bilingual environments but this does not mean that aIl

L2 speakers will always end up with losing their LIs. Furthermore, LI attrition

should not be perceived as a total loss of LI knowledge but rather as a shift or

convergence towards an L2 (Huffines, 1991).

The scope ofLI attrition in L2 settings is rather wide. As mentioned earlier,

studies in this area of attrition research have generally examined the LI change/loss

by focusing on groups instead of individual speakers. For example, in many cases,

the reduced version of the native grammar emerged across generations (e.g.,

Pennyslvania German (Huffines, 1991), or American Russian (polinsky, 1997) is

analyzed under 'language attrition'. However, it would be more correct to analyze

these cases as examples of language shift rather than language attrition. The changes

accumulated through generations do not say much about what exactly got restructured

in the individual speaker's mind due to the L2 input.

Another area ofresearch that is studied under LI attrition is the LI grammar

of early bilingual children bom and/or growing up in an L2 setting (Le., LI grammar

of children or grandchildren of the first-generation immigrants) (e.g., Hikansson,

1995; Montrul, 2002; Silva-Corvalan, 1991; but see Polinsky, 1997 for a distinct
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treatment between the two). However, it has been suggested that early bilinguals who

were born in an L2 setting and got exposure to LI and L2 from birth or in early

childhood might develop an LI grammar that would diverge from the native speaker

norms, possibly due to insufficient (or in sorne cases qualitatively different) LI

exposure (Montrul, 2002). These are the very same reasons why 1 think these cases

should not be identified as LI attrition. These children possibly never had a totally

native-Iike LI grammar to begin with. They are exposed to a reduced version of the

native language and thus might be experiencing 'incomplete acquisition' but we

cannot say that they are experiencing 'Ioss' of any sort from their perspective. The

term 'Ioss' itself implies the absence of something that previously existed. As

Huffines (1991) puts it: 'the immigrant language falls into disuse, and subsequent

generations attain only faulty mastery ofits mies ifthey learn it at ail' (p. 125).

Therefore, in this study, 1 would Iike to Iimit the scope of LI attrition to

adults. More specifically, 1will be interested in individual data from first-generation

immigrants, who are assumed to have had a fully developed, mature LI native

grammar, before they first came to an L2 setting.

Language attrition can manifest itself at different levels of language

competence and performance such as lack of fluency and inability or difficulty in

retrieving items from the lexicon, deviation from native pronunciation, and also

divergence from native syntax (Seliger, 1996; Sharwood-Smith, 1989; see a1so the

contributions in Seliger & Vago, 1991). It is this last point that 1 will concentrate on

in this investigation, i.e., whether or not sorne aspects of LI syntax would undergo

change (i.e., restructuring) under extensive L2 input. From this standpoint, the
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definition of LI attrition 1 adopt is as follows: LI attrition is restructuring and

incorporation of L2 elements/rules into LI grammar as reflected in a speaker's

acceptance of syntactically deviant LI sentences under the influence ofL2 rules and

constraints (Sharwood-Smith & Kellerman, 1986; Pavlenko, 2000).

2.3 Linguistic aspects of LI attrition

When we look at sorne of the previous, linguistically-oriented research, we

see that language attrition is selective, affecting only sorne aspects of grammar

(Seliger & Vago, 1991). In this section, 1 will review sorne of the earlier research

findings in order to point out the parts of LI grammar that can be vulnerable to

attrition and to determine the role of the L2 in this process. However, 1 should point

out that at the time of this investigation, to my knowledge, there was no data

available, looking at adult LI attrition in the generative framework, except for Sorace

(2000). The available data in attrition are of a rather descriptive nature and also, as

mentioned earlier, mainly focus on the LI grammar of early bilinguals (non-first

generation) who are born and/or grew up in an L2 environment and had schooling in

L2 in an L2 country. Therefore, these studies do not necessarily have direct

implications for adult LI attrition. The studies 1 summarize below do look, albeit

briefly, at LI attrition effects in first-generation immigrants.

Sorne studies focus on morphological aspects of attrition. For example, in an

earlier study, Larmouth (1974) looked at four-generations of immigrant Finnish

speakers in the USA. He reports a major change in the Finnish case system across
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generations. His findings, based on the data obtained through interviews4
, show that

in many instances, Finnish cases are omitted (or replaced by the nominativei in

structures which are syntacticaUy parallel to English. For example, in Finnish

sentences with subject-object-verb (SOV) word order (e.g., Mies osti se(n) huonen

'the man bought the house'), the accusative case gradually disappears (starting in the

third-generation-speakers). In addition to case omissions, most postpositions have

become prepositions on the model of English. First-generation informants rarely

deviate from standard forms whereas later generations with greater exposure to

English, exhibit an increasing number of shifts to prepositional order (p. 360). Two

other interesting shifts towards English in the grammars of later generations are the

use of interrogative pronouns in place of relative pronouns and the optional deletion

of relative pronouns in environments that are acceptable in English but not in Finnish

(e.g., the deletion of Sieva tyttô Oonka) mina nain oli suomalainen 'The pretty girl

(whom) 1 saw was Finnish').

Attrition problems with case marking are also documented in a study by

Polinsky (1997), where she examined the contact-induced changes in Russian spoken

by the non-first-generation Russian immigrants in the USA. Polinsky makes a

distinction between this language (what she caUs'American Russian') and the

language of the first-generation-Russians (referred to as Émigré Russiant and she

4 In this study, the data were collected through elicited production tasks such as picture descriptions,
narrative tasks, and translation tasks.
S Larmouth reports that while the partitive and accusative cases are found 10 he very vulnerable, the
ablative case is relatively more resistant to change (p. 366).
6 Émigré Russians are those whose frrst and primary language (predominantly used language
throughout life, p. 372) is Russian and who had schooling in Russian. American Russians are those
whose frrst language is Russian and primary language is English and who had no schooling in Russian.
Although both groups involve people who were bom in Russia and lived there until a certain age, and
then immigrated to the USA, Polinsky caUs the first group frrst-generation, the second group, non-first-
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c1aims that only the fonner demonstrates structural changes.7
,8 The results are based

on speech sampies collected from informants. Polinsky reports that there is a

significant reduction in the American-Russian case system. Cases are eliminated in

positions where they would be required in Standard Russian. Changes of this sort

inc1ude the appearance of predicative adjectives and nouns in the nominative, where

Standard Russian requires instrumental case,9 the complete loss of genitive case in

optional or obligatory positions. 10 Consequently, American Russian ends up with a

reduced case system that has only nominative and accusative to encode verbal

arguments. Polinsky c1aims that the reduction in the American Russian case system

could be the result of a general simplification process of language decay or equally

possible is the impact of English, with little case distinction present in the language.

She further notes that to rule out the probability ofL2 transfer effects, we have to find

a situation where immigrant Russian, being in contact with a language with a richer

case system, still undergoes case reduction. Only then one can c1aim that the changes

in the fonn of simplification has got nothing to do with the L2 impact.

generation. Probably, whether or not they had schooling in Russian played a role in this decision.
However, sorne of the participants in the second group are reported to he 16-18 years old when they
left Russia, and it is not clear how come they did not have any schooling in Russian up until that age.
7 Polinsky caUs American-Russians 'incomplete leamers' and Émigré Russians 'forgetters'. She
predicts that incomplete leamers will have problems at a deeper linguistic competence level, whereas
forgetters will rnaintain the linguistic system despite sorne difficulty in on-line language production (p.
402).
8 Her participants included Russians who left the LI Russian environment at around the age of 9 and
who had spent an average of 17 years outside the LI community. The average period of disuse of L1
was 7 years. There was only one US-bom participant in this group.
9 One such example is given helow:

i. Ona xocet byt model
she wants to he model-Nom

'She wants to he a model' (polinsky, 1997, p. 375)
10 The genitive case after verbs of request, aim, or achievement are often replaced by accusative in
Standard Russian speakers. Speakers under attrition do the same or replace it with the nominative.
However, genitive case is also found to he completely omitted in positions where it is obligatory in
Standard Russian such as after the negative existential predicate Net/ne byt.
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Among other changes, Polinsky notes the loss of subject-verb agreement, loss

ofverbal reflexives, possibly due to the influence ofEnglish, which has weak subjeet-

verb agreement and no morphological reflexives. Polinsky also reports the loss of

knowledge of reflexive binding-an observation of high relevance for my

investigation here. American Russians fail to coindex a reflexive with a possible

antecedent. For example when asked to translate the following Russian sentence:

(1) PetjRï pokazal Lene.i svojUi/*j fotografiju
Petja showed Lena-Dat selfs picture-Acc
'Petj8.j showed LenRj selfSït*j picture'

the informants simply say 'Petja showed Lena the picture'. And interestingly when

asked who was in the picture, they say they did not know (p. 385).

In the domain of the semantics-syntax interface, Polinsky observes a change

in the aspectual system in which the contrast between perfective and imperfective

forms is lost: most verbs become either lexicalized perfectives or lexicalized

imperfectives depending on telicity.

The attrition of the aspectual system in LI is also reported in Montrul (2002)

where the PreteritelImperfect contrast is examined. Although the focus of this study

is the divergent grammar of the US-bom early Spanish-English bilinguals living in

the USA, it also includes data from first-generation immigrants. Il Results suggest

that the Preterite-Imperfective Tense distinction is neutralized to a certain extent for

all groups of bilinguals. However, divergence from the native norms is more

Il The flfSt·generation·immigrant group consists of people who had their flfSt exposure to English
when they came ta the USA at the age of Il. They were at around the age of 21 at time oftesting.
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substantial for the US-born early bilinguals who demonstrate problems with

achievements in the Imperfect and stative verbs in the Preterite. Although the first-

generation bilinguals are not found to be different from native controls, attrition

effects are reported for some individuals in this group.

Now, let us look at some observations on attrition effects in the domain of

pronominals in null subject languages that appear due to non-null-subject L2.

2.4 Adult LI attrition in the pronominal domain

Sorace (2000) is the first among generative linguists that look at the

characteristics of LI attrition in mature, adult grammars. In order to account for the

selective nature of LI attrition, Sorace takes [±interpretable]12 to be the relevant

feature. Sorace's argument stems from the observed effects of extensive L2 English

exposure on null and postverbal subjects in LI Italian and LI Greek. Recasting

Rizzi's (1986) proposaI, she develops an argument that the existence ofnull subjects

is due to a [-interpretable] feature, namely the phonological rea1ization ofphi-features

(agreement) features and the strong (D)eterminer feature on the Tense head. Here,

12 According to Minimalist assumptions, lexical items are drawn from the lexicon comprising sets of
phonetic, semantic and grammatical featmes. Each word carries this set offeatmes during the 'merge'
operation. At sorne point, the derivation splits into two routes: phonetic form (PF) and logical form
(LF). The principle of full interpretation requites that PF representation contain only phonetically
interpretable featmes and LF representation contain only semantically interpretable featmes. The LF
component processes grammatical and semantic featW"eS. What are these features? The assumption is
that the grammatical featmes are the ones that play a role in morpho-syntactic processes. For example,
numher (singular, plural), gender (masculine, feminine), persan, case are considered grammatical or
formal featmes. Sorne of the grammatical features contribute to determine the meaning i.e., have
semantic content hence interpretable at LF, whereas, others are uninterpretable at LF and therefore
must he eliminated (checked oft) hefore LF. For example, phi-featmes (persan, gender, number) are
considered [+interpretable] and persist at the LF interface to assure interpretability. Categorial featmes



120

the assumption is that D-features and the phi-features are [+interpretable] in the

nominal domain, but [-interpretable] when they appear on verbs. Thus, the licensing

of null subjeets is assumed to be due to [-interpretable] feature (e.g., an agreement

suffix on verb). However, the distribution of null and overt subjects depends on a

[+interpretable] feature. What can this [+interpretable] feature be? It is known that

in null subject languages, the altemation between null and overt subjects is not

random. In null subject grammars (e.g., Italian, Turkish) overt pronouns carry the

feature [+Topic Shift] (Enç, 1986; Sorace, 2000). In English, which is a non-null

subjeet language, there are no pronouns that are obligatorily specified for [+Topic

Shift]. Sorace prediets that null subjects, being the result of the specification of non-

interpretable features, will not be affeeted by attrition. Null subjects, after attrition,

will continue to occur in contexts in which they occur in the speech of monolinguals,

i.e., in [-Topic Shift] contexts. However, the distribution of overt subjects will be

affected. That is, exposure to L2 English in Italian speakers would cause overt

pronouns to become optionally unspecified for [Topic Shift] in their LI speech and

this would lead to the occurrence of overt pronouns in [-Topic] contexts, Le., where a

null subjeet is expeeted, as in the following examples:

(2) a. Perchè Maria è uscita?
Why Maria is left?
'Why did Maria leave?'

b. Lei ha deciso di fare un passeggiata
she has decided to do a walk
'She decided to go for a walk'

which are strong are aIso [+interpretable]. Case features,'on the other hand, are considered [
interpretable] (Chomksy & Lasnik, 1995:277-278).
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c. Ha deciso di fare un passeggiata
has decided to do a walk
'She decided 10 go for a walk'

(Sorace, 2000: 719).

The observation is that under attrition Italian near-native speakers of English

optionally produce (2b) as an answer to (2a), whereas, native Italian speakers would

produce (2c).13 Sorace interprets this as 'loss of restrictions' (Le., the restriction in

the distribution of overt and null pronouns).

2.5 Connecting LI attrition to L2 acquisition

Another important point made in Sorace (2000) relates LI attrition to L2

acquisition. Sorace daims that the observations noted in (2) hold for English near-

native speakers of Italian (L2), suggesting a similarity between LI Italian attrition and

L2 Italian acquisition, both being possibly influenced by English L2 and English LI,

respectively. What emerges from this suggestion is the following: In the case of

attrition of LI Italian, Italian speakers, being near-native speakers of English under

constant L2 exposure, will begin to use overt pronouns in contexts which would be

unacceptable in native Italian grammar. Similarly, in the acquisition ofL2 Italian,

this time, near-native English speakers of Italian, carrying over LI English properties

into the L2 grammar, will have the same problem. A puzzle arises from this picture.

Essentially we compare near-native L2 speakers of English (LI-Italians) and near-

native L2 speakers of Italian (L1-English). Given that they are both near-native L2
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speakers, why do they differ in their ultimate competence in the L2? More

specifically, if the ltalians converge on the L2 English grammar in such a way that

they (even) undergo LI (Italian) attrition with respect to the distribution of overt

pronouns, why would the English not converge on the L2 Italian grammar, and

master the distributional properties of overt pronouns in ltalian? Put it another way,

why does the use of overt subject pronouns broaden in both LI attrition ofltalian and

L2 acquisition ofItalian?

Sorace accounts for this through 'markedness'. Sorace assumes, drawing on

Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici (1998), that the unmarked options for subjects is to be

overt. Accordingly, null subjects are the marked option. Prolonged exposure to

English results in the loss of obligatory mapping between the [+Topic Shift] feature

and overt pronouns. Thus, these speakers will extend (overgeneralize) the use of

overt subject pronouns to contexts where native Italian grammar requires null

subjects. Sorace interprets this as the 'destabilization' of the marked options under

the influence of an L2 with unmarked options (p. 724).

Sorace is not the first to try to connect language attrition to language

acquisition. That is, the idea that attrition and acquisition are similar is not new. It

probably first originated from Jakobson's 'regression hypothesis' proposed back in

1941 (English translation in 1968). Originally proposed for child LI acquisition and

pathological LI loss, this hypothesis c1aims that attrition is the mirror image of

acquisition. In other words, there is an inverse order or sequence in acquisition and

loss, suggesting that what is acquired last will be lost first. Research findings testing

this hypothesis have remained variant (Jordens, De Bot & Trapman, 1989; see

13 Sorace does not specify the extent (or size) of these observations.
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Weltens, 1987 and the references therein) but the general idea behind the hypothesis

has continued to be tested within a broader 'progression-regression' dimension

(Hyltenstam & Viberg, 1993) (mostly for the comparison of L2 acquisition/attrition

order) under different conjectures such as 'last leamed-first forgotten' or best

leamed-lastforgotten' (Welten, 1987, p. 31).

The study in this thesis does not test the 'regression hypothesis' but uses its

basic premise as a starting point to investigate, like Sorace, the LI attrition and L2

acquisition of the same language. The aim is not so much to uncover the

developmental stages (as this would be better done in a longitudinal study) but more

to establish whether or not there are sorne aspects of grammar (in this case, the

grammar of Turkish) that would undergo attrition and resist acquisition under the

impact of a dominant language (English). In other words, are there properties of

Turkish syntax that would be susceptible to LI attrition, while resistant to L2

acquisition and to what extent is an 'interfering' or 'influencing' L2 English (in case

of LI Turkish attrition) and 'interfering' LI English (in case of L2 Turkish

acquisition) responsible for this? Put another way, is it the case that what is lost

easily under L2 English influence is what is acquired with more difficulty due to LI

English? If so, what leaming mechanism might induce such a fixed and powerful

transfer effect? Fixed in the sense that a particular property of English 'defeats' the

corresponding Turkish property in both cases (acquisition and attrition). And given

that our target populations are L2 leamers with an L2 grammar in its ultimate state

and adults with a developed, mature LI grammar, this transfer effect must be

powerful as it renders the LI grammar alterable and the L2 grammar unattainable.
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The basic motivation behind investigating parallels between L2 acquisition

and LI attrition in such a manner is a desire to see whether L2 acquisition and LI

attrition can be united by means of effects of language transfer and furthermore, to

formulate predictions for cross-linguistic influence on unified grounds.

To this end, 1 will attempt to see whether transfer effects in both L2

acquisition and LI attrition can be accounted for in terms of subset/superset

relationships between the LI and L2. 1 assume that what determines the success of

L2 acquisition or the emergence of LI attrition is the status of the 'influencing

language'. In other words, it is important to know whether the 'influencing language'

(Le., LI in L2 acquisition; L2 in LI attrition) constitutes the subset or the superset

relative to the 'affected language' (Le., L2 in L2 acquisition~ LI in LI attrition). As

will be clear in the next chapter when 1 formulate the specifie predictions, when the

'influencing language' (English) forms the subset, we will see relatively more

successful L2 acquisition and successful LI preservation. When, however, the

'influencing language' forms a superset, then we will see less success in L2

acquisition and more signs ofLI attrition (for specifie reasons to be identified soon).

3. Summary and conclusion

In this chapter, 1 have first identified language attrition from the a broader

perspective. Then 1 have tried to define it as the way it will be investigated here,

namely LI attrition due to L2 transfer/influence. Given my focus in this

investigation, 1 have provided a considerably brief summary of the previous attrition
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research. 1 have also reviewed some of the basic ideas behind comparing language

attrition and language acquisition.

Within this background, following Sorace's approach to relate LI attrition to

L2 acquisition, my concem in this study will be to look at LI attrition of Turkish and

connect it to L2 acquisition of Turkish in the context of language transfer. The aspect

of grammar under investigation is the interpretive differences between overt and null

subjects within the framework of OPC and Binding Conditions-two grammatical

constructs that are claimed to be govemed by Universal Principles. My target

population will be adults who leamed an L2 at an adult age and moved to an L2

country at an adult age and who have been living there for an extended period under

heavy L2 exposure. 1believe that adult L2 speakers (not early bilinguals) who came

to an L2 setting with a mature LI grammar could be the only population in which we

can properly examine the signs ofLI attrition.

In case we find attrition effects in these constructs within this adult

population, we can then question the 'wlnerability' ofLI competence that is believed

to be shaped with certain language-specific parameters and universal principles and

set out to examine how extensive L2 exposure factors into the restructuring of this

complete system.
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Chapter 5: Studies: L2 acquisition and LI attrition of

Turkish

1. Introduction

In this chapter, 1 will report on two studies which were conducted to examine

the L2 acquisition and LI attrition of binding properties of Turkish overt and null

pronouns in the context of the OPe. While the acquisition study was carried out with

native English speakers living in Turkey, the attrition part was conducted with Turks

living in the USA and Canada. However, the tests and the testing procedures were

the same in both studies (except for the proficiency tests). In what follows, after a

summary of binding facts in Turkish and English, 1 will present my predictions for

the L2 acquisition and LI attrition of Turkish pronominal binding. 1 will then discuss

the methodology. Following this, results ofboth studies will be discussed together.

2. Summary of the facts

Table 1 presents a brief summary of binding facts about Turkish and English

that 1am concemed with in this investigation.
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o Kendisi pro

Referential
Antecedents

Overt Nuit
embedded embedded
sub'ects sub'ects

YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES

Quantified
antecedents

Overt
embedded
sub'ects

o Kendisi

NO

NO
YESYES

YES

YES

Bound NO YES

Bndor NO YES
Dis

Disjoint YES YES

Reading

Recall that the two overt pronominals in Turkish have different binding

properties. In the embedded subject position, the form kendisi, like the null pronoun,

can take the matrix subject or a sentence-external referent as antecedent, whereas the

overt pronoun 0 has to be disjoint from the sentential subject. Given the fact that DP·

like embedded clauses do not constitute binding domains in Turkish, the obligatory

disjoint reference requirement for the overt pronoun 0 is expected under Principle B.

The English counterpart of the Turkish 0 can be coreferential with the matrix subject

because the corresponding embedded clause in English does function as a binding

domain. As a result, the English pronoun does not need to be free in the matrix

clause, i.e., can be bound by an antecedent in the matrix clause.

With respect to the OPC effects, recall that under the OPC, overt pronouns in

null subject languages are not allowed to be bound by quantified antecedents but no

such restriction exists in referential antecedent contexts. However, as discussed in

Chapter 2 and also shown in the table above, this effect is not observed either with the

form 0 or with kendisi in Turkish. Kendisi, although not a pure pronominal, behaves

exactly like pro, so there is no contrast between this overt form and the null pronoun.
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Considering the pronoun 0, we actually see a contrast between the overt and the null

pronoun but this contrast is not restricted to quantified antecedent contexts, as the

OPC predicts, but also holds in referential antecedent contexts. In both contexts, the

disjoint requirement for the overt pronoun 0 falls out from Principle B. Thus, the

OPC effects we observe in Spanish and Japanese do not appear to be exemplified in

Turkish.

3. Predictions

3.1 L2 acquisition

ln the light of these observations, the following predictions for the L2

acquisition of binding properties of overt and null pronouns can be made: First of all,

1 assume that in the end-state L2 grammar, LI interference will not be absolute. In

other words, LI transfer is expected to persist through the end-state but only partially.

Transfer will be determined largely by the specific subset relation that holds between

the LI and the L2.

ln cases where the L2 Turkish constitutes a subset of the LI English (e.g.,

overt subject pronoun binding in complex clauses), the LI is expected to interfere

with L2 acquisition. Recall that we assume that Turkish, by not allowing DPs to be

binding domains, forms a subset of English, which allows both finite clauses and DPs

to be binding domains. Furthermore, because Turkish embedded clauses are always

in the form of DPs, they do not constitute goveming domains, hence the differences
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we see between English and Turkish in subject pronoun binding. Accordingly,

English learners of Turkish are expected to allow binding of the overt pronoun 0

within the same sentence out of the embedded clause or out of a simple possessive

DP.

Conversely, when the L2 Turkish is the superset of the LI English (e.g.,

presence of null subjects), a relatively more successful acquisition is predicted. As

discussed before, this is because with positive data available in L2, resetting of initial

Ll-based assumptions (e.g., no null subjects) is possible. Thus, null subjects and

related binding conditions are expected to be included in the L2 grammar without

much difficulty.

When, on the other hand, the LI and the L2 form distinct sets with respect to a

particular property (e.g., the presence of pronominal kendisi), LI transfer effects

cannot be relevant simply because the LI does not have the equivalent linguistic

structure.

Thus, for reasons discussed above, 1 predict that L2 learners will demonstrate

knowledge of binding properties of subject pro and kendisi.

Related, of course, with aIl these is the OPC and its reflection in L2 Turkish.

If L2 learners are found to be sensitive to the restriction on the overt pronoun binding

in quantified antecedent contexts, this cannot be transfer from LI English (as English

allows binding of the overt embedded subject pronoun by a quantified antecedent).

One possibility is that the OPC is accessible to L2 learners as a universal constraint.

Equally thinkable, however, is the possibility that L2 learners acquire the restriction

on the binding of overt pronoun o. The only way to tease these apart is to look at
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referential contexts. If L2 learners do not make a distinction between referential and

quantified antecedents (contrary to what is expected under the OPC account), then

this cannot implicate the presence ofknowledge of the OPC.

3.2 LI attrition

LI attrition due to L2 contact is defined as incorporating L2 elements and

rules into the LI grammar. From this perspective, LI attrition is another area of

cross-linguistic transfer. Therefore, the set-theoretic transfer assumption that 1 make

for L2 acquisition also holds for contact-induced language attrition. Accordingly,

transfer effects from the L2 to the LI are expected when the LI and the L2 are in

certain subset relations. In cases where the LI is the subset of the L2 with respect to

a particular grammatical property, the attriter's LI grammar will extend on the model

of the broader L2 grammar. The LI loss in these configurations will be in the form of

addition of L2 items and rules into the LI grammar. For example, in the context of

overt pronoun binding, under the influence of L2 English, the attriter's LI grammar

will be expected to allow DP constructions (either embedded clauses or simple

possessive DPs) to function as governing domains. This translates into broadening of

alternatives allowed in the LI grammar in line with the L2 grammar (Le.,

overgeneralization ofL2 rules).

However, in cases where the LI Turkish constitutes a superset of the L2

English (e.g., presence of null subjects), L2 effects are not expected to instigate LI

attrition. In these situations, the LI grammar offers broader alternatives (e.g.,
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allowing ofboth overt and null subjects). In these configurations, aIl the grammatical

options that attriters are exposed to in the L2 English are also present in the LI

Turkish. Therefore, no restructuring will emerge. Accordingly, the prediction is that

null subjects in the context of binding will not be susceptible to LI attrition effects.

Similarly, in situations where a particular LI grammar rule/item does not have

anY equivalent form in the L2, no transfer effects from the L2 is expected. Therefore,

the items like the overt pronominal kendisi and its relevant binding features will be

maintained in the grammars of Turkish attriters. Thus, similar to pro, binding

possibilities of Iœndisi are predicted to be well-preserved in the grammars of Turkish

attriters.

Above, 1 have formulated the predictions for L2 acquisition and LI attrition

within a set-theoretic frame. Let us now move on to the studies conducted in an

attempt to test these predictions.

4. Studies

In this section, 1 will discuss the L2 acquisition and the LI attrition studies.

Due to the identical methodology used in both studies, that section will be discussed

only once under the acquisition study. However, aIl other different components of

the studies will be presented separately. Nevertheless, in the result section, both

studies will be discussed together.
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4.1 Study 1: L2 acquisition

4.1.1 Participants

4.1.1.1 L2 group

28 native English speakers participated in this study. The tests were

administered in Istanbul, Turkey. Participants were aged between 30-70 (mean age:

46) and they had been living in Turkey for at least 10 years (min. lO-max. 36 years.)

at the time oftesting (mean length of stay: 18.5 years.). For the purpose of statistical

analysis, the length of stay was defined in three levels: level 1, 2 and 3 which

corresponded to 10-19; 20-29; 30 years and above. For aIl participants, the age of

first exposure to Turkish coincides with the age of first arrivai to Turkey. 1

In this group, sorne participants had received formai instruction in Turkish.

However, those who received formai instruction, did so for a very short period and at

quite an early stage of their stay in Turkey. Thus, overaIl we can consider their L2

experience relatively 'untutored' or 'naturalistic'. Even if they had formaI

instruction, the properties under investigations are rareiy (if at ail) taught in classroom

settings. Therefore, we can assume that learners had not formaIly learned about the

constructions under investigation.

With respect to L2 proficiency, aIl participants were believed to be end-state

L2 learners of Turkish. Nevertheless, using cloze test results, participants were

1 Only two of the participants had taken Turkish lessons before their arrivaI (see participants number
20 and 28 in Appendix 2).
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grouped into high and high-intermediate proficiency levels (see the cloze test

section).

The classification of proficiency levels on the basis of a cloze test may not

reveal as precise assessment as one can obtain from a standardized language test.

However, given that there was no 'standardized' test available for Turkish, it was

necessary to obtain an independent assessment of proficiency. AH individuals

participated in this study were referred to me as 'people who have good command of

Turkish'. This was a global and subjective assessment but was usefuI in the initial

participant selection phase. 1did not seek that participants be near-native L2 speakers.

Although sorne of them were, this was not the criterion that 1 looked for. What was

important for me was the fact that participants were aH end-state L2 learners in the

sense that they have been living in the L2 country and have been under constant L2

exposure for many years (cf. Long, to appear). Almost aH of them are married to

Turkish people and use the L2 at home and/or in social contexts. As will be seen

from the cloze test results, not aH the participants had native-like competence yet they

were definitely not low-Ievel proficiency leamers, either. Therefore, they were

classified as 'high' and 'high-intermediate', rather than beginner or low-intermediate

groups (see Appendix 2).

ln terms offrequency ofL2 use, they were grouped as 'frequent' (those using

the L2 daily) and 'infrequent' (those not using the L2 often) users. This classification

is based on their responses in the questionnaire given in the beginning of testing

procedure. As for the use of LI English, participants did not differ much from each

other as all of them used English daily at home and at work and in social interactions
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with other foreigners as well as Turks. The summary of participant information for

this group is given in the Appendix 2, Table 1.

4.1.1.2 Control group

ln the area of language acquisition as well as language attrition, it is important

to establish a baseline to which any language change can be compared. To establish

this baseline, 1 tested 30 native Turkish speakers. This control group included people

who have been living in Turkey since birth and who had sorne knowledge of

English.2 The participants in this group matched with the two experimental groups

with respect to age and educationallevel (see Appendix 2, Table 3 for information

about the control group).

4.1.2 Tests

Among the most common data collection techniques used in acquisition

research are spontaneous speech, elicited production through picture description,

acceptability judgments, and translation. Spontaneous speech and elicited production

techniques seemed unsuitable for the investigation of binding phenomenon. Eliciting

binding relations of overt and null pronouns in complex clauses is near to impossible

through oral production tasks. Translation tasks are also not appropriate for this

2 This was necessary as one of the tests involved simple short stories in English. Except for the two
English teachers in this group, ail of the controls had beginner-Ievel English.
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investigation because of the ambiguous interpretation that null and overt pronouns

have in terms of their reference possibilities.3

Therefore, instead of production tasks of this sort, interpretation tasks were

used to test participants' knowledge of binding. The three tests used here were aIl

administered in one session and each participant was tested individuaIly. The first

test was a written questionnaire which was designed to test interpretative properties of

subject pronouns in isolated sentences, by having participants choose possible

antecedents. Use of such tasks is common in L2 research on binding (e.g., Hirakawa,

1990; Kanno, 1997; Thomas, 1991).

4.1.2.1 Test 1: Written interpretation task

In this test, participants were presented complex sentences where they were

asked to select a possible antecedent (from among the three options given) for the

pronoun in the embedded subject position. One such example is given below:

(1) Mehmeti [o-nun*ilk sinema-ya gid-eceg-i]-ni soyle-di
Mehmet slhe-Gen cinema-Dat go-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Past
'Mehmeti said (that) [ slhe*ilk would go to the movies]'

3 For example, an English sentence such as 'John said that he would go' (itself ambiguous) can be
realized in three different ways in Turkish. The participant's choosing one way over the others does
not necessarily mean that slhe rules out the other two possibilities. Similarly, a translation task from
Turkish to English does not give us a clear idea about the participant's knowledge, either, because one
of the overt pronouns (Le., kendisi) and the null pronoun are ambiguous in terms of the antecedents
they take. For example, if participants are given a Turkish sentence with a null pronoun such as 'Ayse
pro gelecegini sôyledi' (Ayse said pro would come), this is potentially ambiguous between bound and
disjoint readings. Thus, its English translation with the overt pronoun does not tell us which
interpretation is allowed by the learner.
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Soru (question): Sizce bu cümleye gore kim sinemaya gidecek olabilir?
(According to this sentence, who could he the person that would go to the rnovies?)

(a)
(b)
(c)

Mehmet
Ba§ka bir ki~i

Hem (a) hem (b)
(Sorne other person)
(Both (a) and (b))

Each test sentence is followed by a question in Turkish asking for a possible

referent for the action in the embedded clause. In this particular example, participants

were expected to circle the option (b), as the overt pronoun 0 requires a reference

disjoint from the main clause subject. Besides these complex clauses, the test also

included simple possessive DP constructions such as (2) below:

(2) Herkes [elbise-si-nin çok pahah ol-dug-u]-nu
soyle-di
Everyone dress-3sgposs-Gen very expensive be-Nom-3sgposs-Acc
say-Past
'Everyonei said fproilk (their/his/her) dress] is expensive'

Soru (question): Sizce bu cümleye gore kimin elbisesi çok pahah olabilir?
(According to this sentence, whose dress could he expensive?)

(a)
(b)
(c)

Herkesin
Ba§ka bir ki~inin

Hem (a) hem (b)

(Everyone 's)
(Sorne other person 's)
(Both (a) and (b))

In the example above, the matrix subject is a quantified DP, the embedded

subject is a null pronoun, which can potentially take both 'everyone' (bound reading)

and 'sorne other person' (disjoint reading) as antecedents. Thus, participants were

expected to chose the option (c) here, as the antecedent ofpro is ambiguous between

bound and disjoint readings.
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Overall there was a total of 48 sentences in this test. 14 of these were

possessive constructions like (2) above. The test items included those with quantified

as weIl as referential antecedents. 24 of them had referential antecedents as in (1)

above, and 24 of them had quantified antecedents as in (2) above. The sentences with

referential antecedents and the sentences with quantified antecedents each had 12

overt embedded subjects as in (1) and 12 null embedded subjects as in (2). Overt

embedded subject pronouns consisted of the overt pronouns 0 as weIl as kendisi. The

summary ofquestion types in this test and the test items are given in Appendix 3.

Testing L2 knowledge ofbinding in ambiguous contexts such as (2) above is a

problem that L2 researchers have recently addressed (e.g., Bruhn-Garavito, 1995;

White, Bruhn-Garavito, Kawasaki, Pater, Prévost, 1997). If learners are given only

two options to choose from, they are forced to make a preference between the two

possible antecedents. However, accepting one ofthem does not necessarily mean that

leamers completely exclude the other option. Learners might simply be expressing

their preference for one over the other. Given this potential problem, 1 tried to ensure

in the beginning of the test that learners became aware of the possibility that sorne

sentences might be ambiguous (see Thomas, 1991 for a discussion). 1 also tried to

include, as much as possible, sentences which have 'neutral' readings, i.e., sentences

that do not contextually favor one particular reading. However, aIl these may not be

enough to ensure that leamers see the ambiguity and choose the option (c) in such

cases in this test. For example, the bound reading is possibly more preferred for pro

than the disjoint reading, although both are possible within an appropriate context.

Given this potential problem, 1also included another task, a truth-value judgment task
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that has been developed to deal especial1y with this particular ambiguity and

preference problem.

4.1.2.2 Test 2: Truth-value judgement task (Story task)

Unlike the first test which included isolated sentences, this test involved

judging the truth value of sentences within a particular context. In this task,

participants were asked to read a short story and indicate whether the subsequent

sentence was true or faIse for that particular context. More specifical1y; participants

were asked whether or not the subsequent sentence could 'conceivably' be true within

that context. Similar tasks have been used in earlier L2 research in various areas

including the context of binding (Bruhn-Garavito, 1995; Dekydtspotter, Sprouse,

Anderson, 1997; Thomas, 1995; White, et al., 1997) and as discussed above, this

method is preferred for overcoming problems with ambiguous sentences. In this

method, the basic idea is to manipulate the context in such a way that a particular

interpretation is forced by the context (provided through a story or a picture) so when

learners make judgments within that context, a potential preference for the other

interpretation is eliminated.

In the test, the target sentences to be judged were in Turkish but, fol1owing

Dekydtspotter et al. background stories were in English in order to ensure that
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background story is completely understood by the participants.4 AlI ofthese sentences

were grammatical; their appropriateness depended on the context provided by the

stories. The stories were used to make as salient as possible in the minds of

informants one of the interpretations (bound or disjoint). If participants judged a

target sentence in such a way that would be inconsistent with what was established in

the story, 1 took it as their not knowing or failing to regard that particular

interpretation as a possible option. The following test item illustrates this point:

(3)

Mary and Brian went to a restaurant. Mary ordered seafood and Brian ordered a
pizza. The bill came to 50 dollars. Brian complained that the bill was high but Mary
didn't agree.

Target sentence to be judged:

Mary restoran-l pahah bul-dug-u-nu soyle-di
Mary restaurant-Ace expensive find-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Past
'Maryi said (that) proilk (s/he) found the restaurant expensive'

'"DOGRU (l'RUE)
y ANLI~ (FALSE)

o
o

ln this item, the embedded subject position is occupied by pro, which allows

both internaI and external reference. Thus, the sentence is ambiguous as pro has two

4Giving the background story in English was important to ensure the comprehension of the context
against which the test sentence is judged. Recall that the L2 group was native speakers of English so 1
believe that they did not have any problem understanding short texts in their LI. The attrition group
consisted of highly proticient speakers of English so they were expected to have no problems with
these texts. The control group also had sufficient level of competence in English to do this test. Thus,
giving the stories in English would be appropriate for ail groups. By not giving the story in the target
language (i.e., Turkish), we also eliminated any possible facilitative effect of a particular grammatical
structure in the story in judging the target sentence (for a similar point, see Dekydtspotter, et al., 1997).
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potential antecedents, Mary and Brian. As mentioned earlier, the null pronoun is

more likely to have sentential rather than disjoint reference. The story above requires

antecedent be disjoint. The assumption is that forcing the disjoint reading might

override any preference for sentential antecedents (White, et. al., 1997). If learners

have knowledge that coreferentiality ofpro with disjoint reference is possible, they

should choose true in the following test item; in contrast, if they assume that this is

not possible; in other words, if they allow the matrix subject as antecedent, they

should choose fa/se.

What is of interest for us is whether learners have knowledge of both binding

possibilities ofpro. In this test, sorne stories required bound, sorne required disjoint

interpretations and the participants were expected to judge the truth value of each

target sentence accordingly. For example, in another story, the context requires the

embedded subject pro to be coreferential with the matrix subject. The following

example illustrates this:

(4)

Story:
Mehmet and his wife, Zeynep, have been living in Istanbul for 30 years. Mehmet
loves Istanbul but Zeynep thinks that Istanbul is not the same city it was 30 years ago.
She thinks that it has got very crowded, the traffic has become unbearable, and the
people are now very intolerant.

Target sentence to he ;udged:

Zeynep Istanbul'u artlk sev-me-dig-i-ni soyle-di.
Zeynep Istanbul-Ace anymore like-Neg-Nom-3poss-Acc say-Past
'Zeynepi said (that) proilk (slhe) does not like Istanbul anymore'

..
DOGRU (TRUE) 0
YANLI~ (FALSE) 0
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In contrast to the previous exampIe, the story favours the sentence-internaI

interpretation for pro. AccordingIy, if Ieamers choose true for the target sentence,

they assume coreferential interpretation, if, on the other hand, they choose false, they

assume disjoint reading.

In the analysis of the results of this test, these true/false answers and the

corresponding interpretations are counted to caiculate the acceptance rate of a

particular pronoun with a particular reading.

In this task, each story appeared three times with a target Turkish sentence

following it.5 Each time, the target sentence included a different pronoun (Le., the

overt pronouns, 0 and kendisi and the null pronoun). For exampIe, the stories in (3)

and (4) also appeared with the overt pronoun 0 as weIl as kendisi in the embedded

subject position. The item in (5) below examines participants' allowance ofbinding

of the overt subject pronoun 0 with the matrix subject:

(5)

Mary and Brian went to a restaurant. Mary ordered seafood and Brian ordered a
pizza. The bill came to 50 dollars. Brian complained that the bill was high but Mary
didn't agree.

Target sentence to he judged:

Mary o-nun
Mary slhe-Gen

restoran-l pahah
restaurant-Ace expensive

bul-dug-u-nu
find-Nom-3sgposs-Acc

s5yle-di
say-Past

'Maryj said (that) s/he*i/k found the restaurant expensive'

s The order of appearance of the stories was randomized to make sure that the same story does not
appear three times in a row.
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DOGRU (TRUE) 0
YANLI~ (FALSE) 0

The story above makes it obvious that the person who did find the restaurant

expensive is not Mary but Brian. Thus, according to the story, the overt pronoun 0

must be coreferential with Brian but not with Mary. Recall that the grammar of

Turkish also requires the overt pronoun 0 to be disjoint from the sentence-internaI

subject. That is, the overt pronoun 0 can only refer to Brian in this sentence. Thus,

the expected answer here is true. In other words, the disjoint interpretation is what

the story suggests and this is also what the grammar requires, so the target sentence is

true in this case. Ifparticipants say fa/se for this sentence, that means that they allow

the overt pronoun 0 to refer to Mary. Such a response might be suggestive of LI

English influence because in the corresponding English sentence, the overt pronoun

(given the correct gender) can refer to Mary. If learners take the overt pronoun 0 as

analogous to the English overt pronoun s/he, then they will assume that the overt

pronoun 0 can also refer to Mary and selectfa/se in this item.

In sorne other stories in the test, the context required a bound interpretation for

the overt pronoun 0, an option that is not grammatically possible. Let us illustrate

this point using the same story in (4):

(6)

Story:
Mehmet and his wife, Zeynep, have been living in Istanbul for 30 years. Mehmet
loves Istanbul but Zeynep thinks that Istanbul is not the same city it was 30 years ago.
She thinks that it has got very crowded, the traffic has become unbearable, and the
people are now very intolerant.
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Target sentence to be judged:

Zeynep o-noo Istanbul'u artlk sev-me-dig-i-ni soyle-di.
Zeynep s/he-Gen Istanbul-Ace anymore Iike-Neg-Nom-3poss-Acc say-Past
'Zeynepi said (that) s/he*i/k (s/he) does not like Istanbul anymore'

v

DOGRU (l'RUE) 0
YANLIS (FAL8E) 0

Again, due to the possibility of coindexation between the overt embedded

subject pronouns and the matrix subject in LI English, these cases might be

problematic for English leamers of Turkish. If leamers allow the matrix subject

Zeynep and the pronooo 0 to be coreferential, they are expected to say true for this

sentence (since Zeynep is the person who does not like Istanbul in this story). If,

however, they know that this is not possible in Turkish (i.e., if they know that the

pronooo 0 can only be disjoint), they should choosefalse because the other person in

the context is Mehmet and he actually 'loves Istanbul'.

In terms of the overall distribution, the test consist of 36 items, coming out of

12 different stories. Out of 36 items, 18 had referential, 18 had quantified

antecedents. In each of these groups, there were 6 items formed with the overt

pronoun 0; 6 items with the overt pronooo kendisi and 6 with the null pronoun. A

total of 7 possessive DP constructions were included in the test (See Appendix 4 for

the distribution of items and the test itself).
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4.1.2.3 Test 3: Picture identification task (listening task)

This test is also a truth value judgment task and in that sense it is similar to the

previous task described above but instead of stories, it involves listening and picture

identification. In this test, participants were asked to listen to a series of Turkish

sentences, involving pronouns and judge the corresponding colour picture in front of

them as (rue or fa/se according to the sentence they hear.6 Upon seeing the picture

and hearing the sentence simultaneously, participants decided whether or not the

picture they saw matched the sentence they heard. If they thought that the sentence

matched the picture, they would say (rue (indicating that the sentence correctly

illustrated what they saw in the picture), if not, they would say fa/se. Learners

listened to the sentences on a tape-recorder. Each sentence was played only once.

The sentences were read with a normal pace.7 There were 8 seconds between

sentences. Learners responded out loud during this period. Responses were marked

by the researcher so that participants could concentrate on listening to the sentences.

Thus, in comparison to the first two untimed tests, in this listening

comprehension task, more 'on-line' processing was involved as participants heard

target sentences in real time duration and made their judgments in a short time period.

The motivation for including such a task came from the claims that interference

between the two languages of a bilingual is more likely during on-line language

processing. However, untimed metalinguistic judgment tasks are believed to be less

6 Participants saw pictures one at a time.
7 1 tried to make sure that, at the time of recording, the person on the tape read the sentences without
any particular stress on any of the pronouns in order not to lead listeners to a particular interpretation.
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prone to show such interaction effects, as in these tasks individuals have more time to

'interrogate the output of the language check mechanism' (Altenberg, 1991, p. 190).

Thus, including a listening task might provide an opportunity to investigate these

claims in the present study.

This task consisted of 24 sentences and 24 corresponding pictures. It only

included items with referential antecedents.8 Out of 24 items, 8 items included the

overt pronoun 0, 8 items included the overt pronoun kendisi and 8 items, the nuIl

pronoun. A total of 6 simple possessive DP constructions are included in the test (see

Appendix 5 for the test pictures and test items).

One of the test pictures and the test sentences is given below (the colours are

typed in the foIlowing illustrations):

Participants hear:

(7) Ahmet San o-nun lYl §arkl soyle-dig-i-ni soyle-di
Ahmet San s/he-Gen weIl song teIl-Nom-3sgposs-Acc say-Past
'Ahmet Sanj said that s/he*ifk sings weIl' _---

1

Answer: Dogru (True):D (Bound reading) YanlI~ (False): 0 (Disjoint reading)

8 This is due to the fact that iIlustrating contexts with quantified antecedents (e.g., 'Everyone says s/he
sings weil' or 'Nobody said he painted the wall') is very difficult. Even if done, illustrations might not
be very clear for the participant who has to judge them in a restricted time period. Therefore, ail the
actions iIIustrated in the test were carried out by two characters 'Mr. Yellow' and 'Mr. Green' (adapted
from White et.aL, 1997).
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In this example, the picture depicts that Ahmet San (Mr. Yellow) himself

smgs. The Turkish sentence that the participants hear cannot be expressing this

because the overt pronoun 0 is obligatorily disjoint from the sentential subject. If

participants think that the picture and the sentence match, i.e., if they say true for this

item, then they must be assuming that the overt pronoun 0 is coreferential with the

matrix subject, which would be a wrong answer. If, on the other hand, they choose

fa/se, this suggests that they know that 0 has to have a sentence-external referent. As

in the story task, the same context (i.e., the picture) was seen three times accompanied

by a Turkish sentence that included, each time, a different pronoun (i.e., the pronouns

0, kendisi and pro) in the embedded subject position.

For ambiguous cases, participants were expected to make use of the context

that made one of the interpretations more prominent. For example, in the foIIowing

item, participants saw the picture below and heard the sentence:

(8) Mehmet Ye~il ruya-sl-nda kendi-si-nin gitar
Mehmet Ye~il dream-3sgposs-Loc self-3sg-poss-Gen guitar

çal-dlg-l-m gor-dü
play-Nom-3sgposs-Acc see-Past
'Mehmet Ye§il dreamed (that) selfi/k (s/he) played the guitar'
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The picture makes it clear that Mehmet Yesil dreams that Ahmet Sarz plays the

guitar. The ambiguity between the two possible antecedents for kendisi is thus

dissolved because the context requires a disjoint reading in this picture. If learners

assume that kendisi can have disjoint reference, they are expected to say !rue for this

sentence. If, on the other hand, they assume that kendisi can only have a bound

reading, they are expected to say fa/se for this sentence. Just to note again, the

context favors a disjoint reading for kendisi in this example but the test also included

pictures where bound reading was forced for kendisi.

4.1.2.4 Cloze test

Participants for this study were selected from among those who had been

living in Turkey for a long period of time. These were the people who were believed

to have reached the end-state in L2 acquisition. However, it was still important to

have an independent measure of proficiency for their Turkish. For that, 1 used a cloze

test. The test consisted of a passage in which every 6th or 7th word was deleted.

Participants were required to fill in one word for each blank with necessary inflection

when needed. The total number ofblanks was 30. The test was given to L2 learners

and to native controls (See Appendix 6a for the Turkish cloze test).

With respect to the order of presentation of the tests, 1 administered the Test

l,Test 2 and Test 3 in that order.9 1decided to give Test 3 (the listening task) last as 1

believed that this timed listening task might be more difficult (to process) if given as
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the first task as it involved more on-line processing. 1O The cloze test was glven

following a 5-minute break after the experimental tasks have been completed.

4.2 Study II: LI attrition

4.2.1 Participants

4.2.1.1 LI attrition group

This group consisted of 24 native Turkish speakers (mean age: 47) who had

immigrated to North America (Canada or United States) at an adult age (ages

between 16-44) (mean age of immigration: 25.5 years) and had been living in an L2

country for at least 10 years at the time of testing. The years of stay ranged from 10

to 43 (mean length of stay: 21.5 years). 1 took the lO-year-stay in a L2 country as

one of the inclusionary criteria because this seems to be a generally accepted baseline

reported in attrition studies (De Bot, Gommans & Rossing, 1991; Jordens, De Bot &

Trapman, 1989). In addition, because the effects of attrition are reported to start even

after 8 years (Olshtain & Barzilay, 1991),1 consider lO-year criterion as a reasonable

time period after which LI attrition effects can potentially emerge. As in the

9 For reasons beyond my control, a couple of participants had to take the listening task first.
10 It has been suggested that the two un-timed written tasks might have a priming effect on the listening
task. In order to check out whether there is such priming effect, the three tasks could have been
administered in different orders across participants (Eva Kehayia, p.c.). 1 would like to note this as a
factor that should be controlled for in similar future research.
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acquisition study, foUowing De Bot et. al (1991), 1 defined length of stay in three

levels: 10-19; 20-29; 30 and above.

AU participants, with the exception of two, Il are post-puberty L2 learners.

Alrnost aU of thern had their first English exposure at schools in Turkey.12 Their

contact with L2 English increased after they rnoved into the L2 country where sorne

ofthern had pursued their acadernic careers in North American universities and sorne

started to work in various English-speaking environments. Given these educational

and professional backgrounds of participants here, it can readily be assumed that they

are aU advanced speakers of English. 1 did not seek that participants be near-native

speakers of English as 1 do not assume that learners have to be near-native L2

speakers to be candidates for LI attrition (cf. Sorace, 2000). However, to ensure that

aU participants inc1uded here are at a certain English proficiency level, 1used a c10ze

test (see Appendix 6b for the English c10ze test). The c10ze test was also given to 15

native English speakers to have a baseline in cornparison.

With respect to the frequency of LI use, sorne the individuals in this group

had English-speaking and sorne, Turkish-speaking partners. This naturaUy caused

sorne variability arnong participants with respect to the amount of LI contact. 13

Nevertheless, all participants have worked in an English-speaking environment since

they rnoved into the L2 country and except for social interactions with other Turks,

they used English extensively in their daily life. The difficulty of defining and

Il These two participants had their first exposure to English at the age of 7.
12 Only three ofthern learned English formally outside Turkey but they were then at an adult age.
13 Most of the participants who were rnarried to Turks reported that their use of Turkish was even
Iirnited at home to sorne extent because their US- or Canada-born children did not feel cornfortable (if
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quantifying the amount of contact with the LI has already been addressed in other

attrition research (e.g., De Bot et al, 1991).14 Following De Bot et. al 1 defined

frequency of use in two levels: frequent and infrequent. This grouping is based on

information gathered from participants' responses in the questionnaire. It appeared

that participants with an English-speaking partner used the LI Turkish less than those

with a Turkish partner (see Appendix 2, Table 2 for other details about the attrition

group).

4.2.1.2 Control group

The control group was the same for both acquisition and the attrition studies.

4.2.2 Tests

The tests used in L2 acquisition and the LI attrition studies were the same

except for the proficiency tests used. As mentioned above, for the attrition study, an

English cloze test was used.

able at ail) speaking Turkish with their parents. Thus, participants used Turkish at home mostly with
their spouses.
14 De Bot et. al. (1991) define contact in two levels: many contact and few contact. For example, in
their study, the informants with a Dutch partner are included in the former group and the informants
with a French partner or no partner are included in the latter.
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5. Results

S.l Cloze tests

Table 2 below shows the cloze test results for each study:

Table 2. Cloze test results

LI attrition group (n=24)
Control (native English speakers) (n=lO)
Turkish cloze test: t(56)=7.24, p<O.OOO1
English cloze test: t(32)=4.03,p<O.OOI

22.88/33
29.5/33

12-29

26-33

Results of a two-tailed t-test for independent means showed that L2 learners

as weIl as the LI attrition group performed differently from the respective native

controls. However, as mentioned previously, end-state L2 speakers are not

necessarily expected to have a native-like competence in the L2. As for the attrition

group, 1 do not assume that LI attrition emerges only in near-native L2 speakers.

Therefore, none of the participants were excluded from either study due to their

performance in the cloze test. However, they were grouped into two levels: high and

intermediate levels. The effects of 'proficiency', alongside with 'length of stay' and

'language contact' were looked at separately as main factors in the analysis.
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5.2 Test 1: Written interpretation task

A one-factor (i.e., group: control, acquisition and attrition) ANOVA was

conducted. Table 3 below shows overall acceptance rate of overt and null pronouns

with a particular interpretation (i.e., bound, disjoint and ambiguous):

Table 3. Test 1: Written inter retation task
Referential antecedents

Overt embedded Null
subjects embedded

sub'ects
Groups pro

Rnull

uantified antecedents
Overt embedded Null

subjects embedded
sub'ects

pro
null

Let us now look at the results for each individual pronoun.

IS In this table and in Tables 4 and 5, the category 'kendisi' does not include the pronoun 'kendi' (own)
as its binding properties are different from the pronominal 'kendisi'.
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a. Overt pronoun 0:

Recall that in native Turkish, the overt pronoun 0 in the embedded subject

position cannot be coreferentiai with the matrix subject irrespective of whether the

antecedent is referentiai or quantified. As can be seen from the table above, native

controis as weIl as the acquisition and the attrition groups hardly allow bound

readings for this pronoun (see the 'bound' rows in column 1 and 4 in Table 3).

Furthermore, aIl groups correctly allowed the disjoint reading of the pronoun 0 to a

higher extent than other readings. However, results of the ANOVA indicated that in

the context of referentiai antecedents, the groups differed significantly in their

allowance of the bound reading to the overt pronoun 0, [F(2,79)=4.82,p<O.05]. In

planned comparisons, differences between the control and the acquisition group

[F(I,79)=8.46, p<O.OI] and between the acquisition and the attrition groups were

found to be significant, [F(I, 79)=5.60,p<O.05]. In addition, with respect to the

disjoint reading, the acquisition group allowed significantly Iess disjoint readings to

the overt pronoun 0 than the control group, [F(1,79)=13.43,p<O.OOI]. Furthermore,

as can be seen in Table 3, both the acquisition and the attrition groups allowed more

'ambiguous' interpretations for the overt pronoun 0 than the controis (compare 5%,

22% and 15% in column 1, and 9%, 18% and 12% in column 4, respectively). As

mentioned earlier, the overt pronoun cannot have any reading other than disjoint. By

allowing both bound and disjoint readings for this pronoun, these groups diverged

from the control group. The acquisition group was found to be significantly different

from the controis in this respect, [F(1,79)=7.72,p<O.OI].
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Note that differences between the control and the two other groups in the

context of referential antecedents were also observed in the quantified antecedent

contexts. Planned comparisons revealed that sorne of these differences were

marginally significant. For example, the acquisition group allowed more

'ambiguous' (bound & disjoint) interpretations for the overt pronoun 0 than the

control group [F(1,79)=3.88,p=O.05]. AIso, the attrition group allowed significantly

more bound interpretations for the overt pronoun 0 than native controls

[F(1,79)=3.98, p=O.05]. Nevertheless, the differences among groups were more

noticeable with referential antecedents. However, results of a one-factor ANOVA

with items as a random variable did not revealany significant differences between

referential and quantified contexts for any interpretation of the overt pronoun 0 in any

group. Thus, no difference was found between the referential and quantified contexts

in overt pronoun binding, contra what the ope predicts.

Overall results for the overt pronoun 0 can be seen in Figure 1 below:
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Figure 1. Interpretation of the overt pronoun 0 (Test 1)
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*The abbreviations used in the figures stand for the following variables:
Rovto: Referential antecedent, overt pronoun 0

Qovoto; Quantified antecedent, overt pronoun 0

Bnd, Dis, Bnd& Dis: refer to Bound, Disjoint, Bound& Disjoint (ambiguous) interpretations,
respectively.

b. Overt pronoun kendÎsÎ:

RecaU that the pronominal kendisi is potentiaUy ambiguous between bound

and disjoint readings. Therefore, the groups were expected to assign 'ambiguous'

(Bound & Disjoint) interpretations more often than the other interpretations.

However, as can be seen in Table 3, only the control group performed as expected.

Although aU groups allowed for this pronoun being potentiaUy ambiguous (i.e., none

of the groups disregarded this option completely), only in the control group was the

rate for the ambiguous reading higher than the two other readings. In the acquisition
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and the attrition groups, the pronoun kendisi received more 'bound-only'

interpretations. Results of an ANOVA showed a significant difference among groups

with respect to the ambiguous reading of kendisi, in referential, [F(2,79)=18.37,

p<O.OOOI] as well as in quantified contexts, [F(2,79)=13.83, p<0.001]. Planned

comparisons revealed that in referential contexts, differences between the control and

the acquisition [F(l,79)=22.66,p<0.0001] and between the control and the attrition

groups were significant [F(I,79)=30.58,p<0.0001]. Similarly, in quantified contexts,

the acquisition [F(I,79)=21.30, p<0.0001] and the attrition groups [F(l,79)=19.l1,

p<O.OOOI] were significantly different from the controls.

Furthermore, kendisi was interpreted as a bound pronoun at a significantly

higher rate by the acquisition and the attrition groups than the control group in

referential [F(2,79)=13.48, p<O.OOI] as well as quantified contexts, [F(2,79)=7.l6,

p<O.OI]. In planned comparisons, differences between the control and the acquisition

[F(l,79)=14.11, p<O.OOOI] and between the control and the attrition groups

[F(I,79)=24.17,p<0.0001] were found significant in referential contexts. Similar

differences were also found in quantified contexts. In this category, the control group

allowed the bound reading for kendisi more often than the acquisition [F(l,79)= 8.18,

p<O.OI] and the attrition groups [F(l,79)=12.39,p<0.0001].

In addition, the control group did not allow the 'disjoint-only' reading for

kendisi at all. The rate of the 'disjoint-only' option was higher in the acquisition and

the attrition groups. In this respect, the difference among groups was significant in

referential [F(2,79)=4.92, p<O.O 1] and quantified contexts [F(2,79)=5.20, p<O.O1).

Planned comparison results revealed that differences between the control and the
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acquisition group were significant in both referential [F(l,79)=9.80, p<O.Ol] and

quantified contexts [F(l,79)=1O.17,p<O.Ol]. Differences between the control and the

attrition groups did not come out significant in either context.16 Interestingly, the

acquisition and the attrition groups performed similarly in all tokens of the form

lœndisi.

Overall, all groups appeared to know that the form lœndisi could take both a

bound or disjoint reference. The bound interpretation was more salient for the

acquisition and the attrition groups. The difference we observe betWeen controls and

the two experimental groups might suggest that native speakers were more aware of

the ambiguity that is associated with the form lœndisi.

The crucial point for us also is to see whether L2 learners and LI attriters

were sensitive to the distinction between the two overt pronouns. As can be seen

from Table 3 above, all groups appeared to get the distinction between the overt

pronouns 0 and kendisi. While the overt pronoun 0 received more disjoint

interpretations, the overt pronoun lœndisi received more bound interpretations.

The overall picture for the form kendisi can also be seen in the following

figure:

16 The difference between the contro\'s 0% versus the attrition groups' 7% acceptance rates in
quantified context revea\ed p=0.06.
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Figure 2. Interpretation of the overt pronoun kendisi (Test 1)

100

90

80
CIl
C)

70c..-Q.
60CIl

C)
C)..

50CIlen..- 40c
CIl
C)
l.. 30CIln..

20

10

0

.CONIR:JLa ACQ.
aAlT.

Rovtk Rovtk(dis) Rovtk Qovtk Qovtk (dis) Qovtk
(bnd) (bnd& dis) (bnd) (bnd&dis)

Categories

Rovtk; Referential antecedent, the overt pronoun kendisi
Qovtk: Quantified antecedent, the overt pronoun kendisi

c. Null pronoun (Pro):

Recall that null pronouns in Turkish, like the overt pronoun kendisi take

sentence-internaI or sentence-external antecedents. The null pronoun in embedded

subject position is ambiguous between bound and disjoint readings irrespective of

whether the antecedent is referential or quantified. As Table 3 above shows, the

possibility that pro can take both readings, is evident1y known by all groups. It

seems, however, that this possibility was recognized by native controls more often

than the other two groups. The control group's acceptance rate of this ambiguity was

above 80% in both referential and quantified contexts. The acquisition group also
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accepted the ambiguous reading more often than the other readings. Nevertheless,

overall, the acquisition group was still significantly different from the control group

in their allowance of the ambiguous interpretation for the nuIl pronoun in both

referential [F(1,79)=14.74, p<O.OOI] and quantified contexts [F(I,79)=33.07,

p<O.OOOI]. The attrition group differed from the other two groups, as they assigned

pro a higher rate of 'bound-only' interpretations in referential contexts, and allowed

both 'bound-only' and 'ambiguous' interpretations equaIly often in quantified

contexts. Thus, with respect to the recognition of ambiguity, the attrition group was

different from the native controls in referential [F(l,79)=42.63,p<O.OOOI] as weIl as

quantified contexts [F(I,79)=39.09,p<O.OOOI]. They were also different from the

acquisition group in referential contexts [F(I,79)=7.85,p<O.OI]. It also seemed that

the attrition group preferred the bound interpretation for pro in the referential context

more than the quantified context (64% vs. 43%). Recall from the previous section

that this tendency was also found with the form kendisi for both the acquisition and

attrition groups. This suggests that the bound reading of kendisi and pro is more

preferable when the antecedent is a referential NP or put another way, when the

antecedent is a quantified NP, the disjoint interpretation becomes more noticeable.

Despite these differences, it is still evident in these results that, similar to

native controls, the acquisition and the attrition groups have knowledge of binding

options for pro. That is, the acquisition group have acquired and the attrition group

has maintained that pro is potentially ambiguous between the two readings.

Recall that the proposaI 1 put forward in Chapter 2 was that if there is an overt

counterpart of the null pronoun, it must be the overt pronominal kendisi but not the
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pronoun o. As can be seen from Table 3, for aIl groups, there are clear

interpretational differences between 0 and pro on the one hand, and between 0 and

kendisi, on the other hand. While the overt pronoun 0 was most often assigned the

disjoint reading, pro and kendisi received mostly bound or ambiguous readings.

Furthermore, we saw that pro and kendisi were treated similarly for the most part as

they were both assigned either ambiguous or bound interpretations. For example, the

'disjoint-oruy' interpretation was never a preferred option for either of the groups.

Overall results for the interpretation of the null pronoun are also illustrated in Figure

3 below:

Figure 3. Interpretation of the null pronoun (Test 1)
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Let us now look at the results from the second test.

5.3 Test 2: Truth-value judgment task (Story task)

Recall that in this task, participants made a decision between bound and

disjoint interpretations of a particular pronoun. The overall results for this test are

given in Table 4 below:

Table 4. Test 2: Truth-value "ud ement task Sto
Referential antecedents

task
uantified antecedents

Overt embedded Null
subjects embedded

sub"ects

a. Overt pronoun 0:

Overt embedded Null
subjects embedded

sub'ects
pro
null

Table 4 shows that, as is the case in Test 1, for aIl groups, the allowance of

the bound reading of the overt pronoun 0 is lower than the disjoint reading, This is

observed in both referential and quantified contexts. However, ANOVA results
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revealed sorne differences among groups in the allowance of the bound interpretation

with referential antecedents [F(2, 79)=24.97, p<O.OOO 1] and with quantified

antecedents [F(2,79)=22.85, p<O.OOOI]. Planned comparisons revealed that, in the

context of referential antecedents, the difference between the control and the

acquisition group was significant in bound reading of 0 [F(l, 79)=45.93, p<O.OOOI].

In the same context, the attrition group was also found to allow significantly more

bound interpretations with the overt pronoun 0 than the control group [F(l,

79)=24.13, p<O.OOOI]. This was also the case in the context of quantified

antecedents; the controls allowed less bound reading than the acquisition [F(l,

79)=41.87,p<O.OOOI] and the attrition groups, F(l, 79)=22.39,p<O.OOOI].

These differences can also be clearly seen in the following figure:

Figure 4. Interpretation of the overt pronoun 0 (Test 2)
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As in Test 1, the one-factor ANOVA results did not reveal any difference

between referential and quantified contexts in the interpretation of the overt pronoun

o for any group. That is, both experimental groups allowed bound readings for the

overt pronoun at a significantly higher percentage than the controls irrespective of the

type of antecedent.

Thus, we found that in the interpretation of the overt pronoun 0, both the

acquisition and the attrition groups diverged from native controls. These results

strongly suggest that both L2 learners and LI attriters treat the overt pronoun 0 like

its English counterpart.

b. Overt pronoun kendisi:

With respect to the overt pronominal kendisi, ANOVA results revealed no

significant difference among the three groups in any of the readings neither in

referential [F(2,79)=0.93, p<0.39] nor in quantified contexts [F(2,79)=0.92, p=0.40].

For aIl groups, kendisi clearly received more bound interpretations than disjoint ones.

An analysis using items as a random variable revealed no differences between the

referential and quantified antecedents in the binding ofkendisi for any groups.

Given that the pronoun 0 was for the most part assigned the disjoint reading,

this finding indicates that both the acquisition and attrition groups treat the overt

pronoun 0 and kendisi differently.

Notice also that we obtained clearer results in this test than in the first test.

That is, once the option for an 'ambiguous interpretation' is removed, the groups'
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preference for the hound interpretation of kendisi as opposed to the disjoint one can

he ohserved more clearly. These results can also he seen in the figure helow:

Figure 5. Interpretation of the overt pronoun kendisi (Test 2)
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c. Null pronoun (pro):

Tahle 4 ahove shows that for aIl groups, the preferred reading for pro is the

bound reading. The acquisition and attrition groups performed similarly in this test.

ANOVA results revealed no significant difference among the three groups in any of

the readings of pro neither in referential [F(2,79)=0.87 p=0.42] nor in quantified

antecedent contexts [F(2,79)=0.52, p=0.6]. AIso, the type of antecedent did not
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make any difference in this preference. Thus, we obtained a c1ear illustration of the

fact that the null pronoun, like the pronominal kendisi, was interpreted mostly as a

bound pronoun. The results for pro can be seen in the figure below:

Figure 6. Interpretation orthe null pronoun (Test 2)
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5.4 Test 3. Picture identification task (listening task)

Recall that in this test, pronouns were tested only in referential antecedent

contexts. Table 5 below shows the overall acceptance rates of bound and disjoint

interpretations. Let us now look at each individual pronoun.
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Table 5. Test 3: Truth-value judgement task (picture identification
& listenin tasks

Referential antecedents
Overt embedded subjects Null embedded

sub'ects

a. Overt pronoun 0:

As in the previous two tests, for the overt pronoun 0, the disjoint interpretation

was preferred more than the bound interpretation. However, as before, L2 learners

and LI attriters allowed bound readings at a significantly higher percentage than

native controls [F(2,79)=11.68,p<O.OOOI]. Results ofplanned comparisons showed

that the difference between the control and acquisition groups was significant,

[F(l,79)=19.96, p<O.OOOI]. Likewise, the LI attrition group was significantly

different from the control group, [F(I,79)=13.72,p<O.OOI].

Once again, we see that the 'disjointness' requirement of the overt pronoun 0

is not strictly obeyed by L2 learners and LI attriters. This divergence from the

native grammar is also represented in Figure 7).
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b. Overt pronoun kendisi:

Similar to Test 2, in this test, the form kendisi received more bound readings

by aIl groups. As can be seen from the table above, the percentage of disjoint

readings was considerably lower than that of the bound readings in aIl groups.

However, this difference was larger for the attrition group (97% vs. 3 %). Planned

comparisons revealed that the attrition group assigned a significantly higher

percentage of bound readings to kendisi than the control [F(l, 79)=5.68, p<0.05] and

the acquisition groups [F(l, 79)=7.22, p<0.01]. It is not quite clear why LI attriters

preferred the bound reading for kendisi more than the other two groups in this test

because no such tendency was seen in the previous story task. In any event, the

results we obtained here suggest once again that both L2 learners and LI attriters, like

native controls, interpret kendisi as a bound pronoun (see Figure 7.

c. Null pronoun (Pro):

As can be seen from Table 5 above, in this test, as in Test 2, the bound reading

for pro exceeded the disjoint readings and this finding was the case for aIl groups.

This suggests that pro is mostly interpreted as a bound pronoun. This is similar to

what we observed for kendisi.

In this test, we also found that the attrition group's preference for bound

readings for pro was higher than the other two groups (compare 92% to 78% and

70%). That is, the difference between the bound and the disjoint interpretation ofpro
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was considerably larger in the attrition group. With this respect to this finding, LI

attriters were significantly different from the control [F(l,79)=7.24,p<O.OI] and from

the acquisition group [F(l, 79)=16.28,p<O.OOl). RecaH that in this test, the attrition

group made the same clear differentiation between bound and disjoint readings for the

overt pronoun kendisi.

The results for aH pronouns in this test can also be seen in the figure below:

Figure 7. Interpretation of the ail pronominals (Test 3)
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OveraH, in Test 3, we found that aH groups, including native speakers showed

a clear preference for the bound reading for pro and kendisi. In that sense, kendisi
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and pro are treated similarly. With respect to the overt pronoun 0, although the

disjoint interpretation was more prominent for all groups, the acquisition and the

attrition groups incorrectly allowed bound readings at a higher rate than native

controls.

As mentioned earlier, this listening comprehension task was intended to assess

more 'on-line' language processing in comparison to the other untimed tasks. The

aim was to see whether acquisition and attrition traits were different in automated and

controlled tasks. Consistent results we obtained across the tasks suggest that binding

judgments of L2 learners and LI attriters are not the artifacts of the testing method

but reliable manifestations of their language competence.

5.5 The 'Iength of stay' main etTect

Recall that participants in the acquisition and attrition groups were grouped

according to the number of years they spent in the L2 country. In order to see

whether the length of stay factors into the degree of success in L2 acquisition or

degree of loss in LI attrition, a separate ANOVA including this factor was

conducted. 17

17 In their LI attrition study, De Bot et al , (1991) found that the amount of time passed since
immigration (i.e., time spent in an L2 setting) becomes relevant only when there is not much contact
with the LI. Following this, we wanted to analyze the 'language contact' (LI contact in the case of LI
attrition; L2 contact in the case of L2 acquisition) as one of the main effects. However, the 'length of
stay-language contact' interaction couId not be analyzed as in sorne cases there were not enough
participants on which the analysis could be perforrned (e.g., there was no one who fell into the 'Ievel 3'
in terrns of length of stay and the 'infrequent' level in terrns of LI use). Therefore, an analysis of the
'frequency of language use-Iength of stay' interaction effect in conjunction with 'frequency of
language use' main effect could not be done in this study. An analysis of effects of 'proficiency
levels' was also not possible for the same reasons. This was ail due to the fact that the main selection
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The results of a one-factor (here 'length of stay') ANOVA (conducted on the

acquisition and attrition groups separately) revealed no length of stay main effect in

any of the tests for the L2 group. This means that 'time spent in an L2 country' was

not relevant for the level of performance in pronoun binding. The same finding was

also observed for the attrition group. That is, those who stayed in an L2 country

longer do not necessarily show more LI attrition than those who stayed less. This

suggests that the length of stay is not an important factor in the LI attrition process.

Probably, as De Bot et al. suggest, time only becomes relevant when there is very

little LI contact. 18

5.6 Embedded clauses versus possessive DPs.

Another note 1 would like to make is related to the structure of Turkish

embedded clauses. Recall that in Chapter 2, it was suggested that embedded clauses

in Turkish can actually be analyzed as possessive DPs as they display similar

morpho-syntactic properties. In order to see if this proposaI receives any empirical

support from this study, simple possessive DP items in each test were compared to

embedded clause items. A one-factor ANOVA was conducted and the resu1ts

revealed no significant difference between simple possessive DPs and DP-like

criterion in both studies was based on 'Iength of stay'. Therefore, language use and proficiency could
not be controlled for in initial selection procedure. 1 would Iike to note this as one of the factors that
future researchers should consider. Yet, given the practical difficulties related to the participant
selection/availability, this factor cannot always be controlled for by the researcher.
18 It is also possible that since the analysis here was based on a few participants in each 'length of stay'
level and since the analysis was performed on the acquisition and attrition groups separately. not much
power was there to find significance (i.e., few degrees of freedom in each analysis).
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embedded clauses for any group in any of the three tests. What this means is that

binding possibilities that were attributed to overt and null pronouns were similar

when the pronouns appeared as subjects in embedded clauses or when they appeared

in possessive DPs. Thus, this finding then provides independent support for the

proposaI that embedded clauses are perceived as possessive DPs in Turkish. Given

that this finding was observed across aIl three participant groups, we may assume that

native speakers, LI attriters as weIl as L2 learners perceive Turkish embedded clauses

as possessive DP constructions. 19

5.7 Individual results

As we have seen above, the group results on the overt pronoun 0 strongly

suggest the English transfer effects in both L2 acquisition or LI attrition of Turkish. It

has been suggested group results may not always reflect the properties of individual

grammars and therefore, it is important to look at individual results in L2 acquisition

(Eckman, 1994; White, et al. 1997). 1 assume that it is also important in LI attrition

as, like L2 acquisition, it is subject to considerable individual variations. Considering

these suggestions, individual results were also analyzed. In this analysis, individual

19 Note, however, that the L2 group's (as weil as attrition group's) similar treatment ofembedded
clauses and simple possessive OPs with respect to pronoun binding does not necessarily suggest that
they know that embedded clauses are OPs in Turkish, as this might be due to English influence. That
is, if, for example, the overt pronoun 0 is incorrectly bound by the local subject in an embedded clause
or in a OP, this might be because each ofthese phrases are goveming domains in English. Participants
might simply treating Turkish embedded clauses like finite English embedded clauses and Turkish
simple possessive OPs like English possessive OPs. Nevertheless, native speakers' judgments are still
important support for the proposaI.
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judgments for the overt pronoun 0 were examined in order to see the extent and

systematicity ofL1 transfer in individual grammars.

ln this analysis, results of the three tests were examined separately. The basic

idea here is to see whether or not the performance of each individual is systematic.

More specifically, we want to see the consistency of 'disjoint' responses for the overt

pronoun o. In Test 1 and 2, the total number of items involving the overt pronoun 0

was 12 and in the last test, it was 8. Following Eckman (1994) and White et al.

(1997), 1 took the consistency threshold to be 75%. This corresponds to 9 or more

correct responses out of 12 (Test 1 & 2) and 6 or more correct responses out of 8

(Test 3). This means, for example, if a participant responded correctly (i.e. gave

'disjoint-only' responses) 9 times out of 12,20 then s/he was included in the

'consistent' category. If, however, the correct number of responses is below 9, s/he

was considered in the 'inconsistent' category. Then, the percentage of participants

that had consistent and inconsistent behavior with respect to the judgement of the

overt pronoun 0 was calculated. The overall results are given in following table.

20 In this analysis. responses for the overt pronoun in referential and quantified contexts are counted
together. hence the number of items is 12 in Test 1 and 2.
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Table 6. Individual results for the oven ronoun 0 Test 1 2,3
Test 1 Test 2 Test 3

Inconsist. Consist. Inconsist. Consist. Inconsist.

Yrs.ofstay 1 (10-19 yrs) 11 6 9 8 10 7
2 (20-29 yrs) 6 1 3 4 5 2
3 (30 yrs.-) 3 1 3 1 3 1
Total 20 8 15 13 18 10

UseofL2

L2 Proficency

1 (10-19 yrs)

2 (20-29 yrs)

3 (30 yrs.-)

Total

Use of LI
Freq.

Infrq.

Total

12
6

18

5

6

Il

5

16

6

2

8

11

6

17

6

7

L2 Proficiency
High

Hi-Inter.

Total

17

18

5

6

14

2

16

8

o
8

15
2

17

7

o
7

Let us first look at the acquisition group. As we can see from the table, in

Test 1,20 out of28 (71%) participants, in Test 2, 15 out of28 (54%) participants, and
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in Test 3, 18 out of 28 (64%) participants consistently assigned the disjoint

interpretation to the overt pronoun o. In aIl tests, the number of L2 learners who

correctly interpreted the overt pronoun 0 is higher than those who did not. In aIl tests,

the percentage is above the chance level. It seems that Test 1 triggered more

'consistent' responses than Test 2 and 3. This requires an explanation and 1 will

propose one after we see the attrition results.

When compared to the native controls, the consistency rate of the L2 learners

is still found to be low (see the last row for the consistency rate for the native

controls). In Test 1, while 90% of the native speaker controls demonstrated

consistent behavior, this rate faIls down to 71 % in L2 leamers. In Test 2, the

difference is even larger; 100% versus 54% and, in Test 3, we find again 100% for

the controls and 64% for the L2 learners. These results suggest that differences we

found in group results are also reflected at individual levels. That is, LI transfer

effects are also evident in individual grammars.

Table 6 above also gives the distribution of the 'consistent' and 'inconsistent'

groups according to the categories 'length of stay', 'use of L2', and 'proficiency'.

This classification was made for us to see whether the majority of 'consistent' or

'inconsistent' behavior is associated with a particular level in those categories. With

respect to the length of stay, we see a slightly larger difference between the rates of

consistent and inconsistent behaviors as the time spent in the L2 country increases.

Although this is not clearly seen in Test 1 and 2, it is more obvious in Test 3.21 With

21 Since the number of participants in each level of 'length of stay' is not the equal, these differences
are not easy to interpret.
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respect to the use of L2, we see that number of consistent behaviors is larger than that

ofinconsistent behaviors in frequent L2learners. For example, compare 14 and 4 in

Test 1. What this suggests is that out of 18 frequent L2 users, while only 4 are found

to be inconsistent, 14 are found to be consistent. However, infrequent L2 users, may

equally be consistent and inconsistent (see Test 2 and compare 5 consistent and 5

inconsistent participants). FinaIly, with respect to the level ofproficiency, we see that

high proficiency L2 learners are found to be 'consistent' informants. That is, in that

group, as expected more learners fall into the 'consistent' category. Among the L2

learners with lower proficiency, this distribution is somewhat equal. Although, as

discussed earlier, we are not able to see statistical correlates of the effects of time,

language use and proficiency, the distribution discussed above might inform us, to

sorne extent, their effects in L2 learners' performance.

Let us now look at the individual results of the attrition group. We see that

the percentage of consistency in the attrition group is slightly higher than the

acquisition group. In other words, the number of consistent behavior in Test 1, Test 2

and 3 are higher in this group. In Test 1, 75% of the participants allowed correct

interpretation to the overt pronoun o. In Test 2, this percentage is somewhat lower

(67%) and in Test 3, 71 % of the attriters responded correctly. If we compare these

individual results to those of the controls, we still see a difference (compare 90% for

the controls to 75% in Test 1, 100% to 67% in Test 2, and again 100% to 71%).

These individual results are in line with the group results we obtained earlier. Thus,

LI attriters seem to be different from the native controls at group as weIl as individual

level.
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With respect to the differences among three tests, among the L2 learners and

LI attriters, Test 2 triggered less consistency. In other words, consistent behavior is

the lowest in this test in both groups. Recall that Test 1 involved isolated binding

sentences, Test 2 involved stories and Test 3 was a listening task that involved

picture identification. The reason for participants' worse performance in this task

might be due to the presence of 'English' stories as background context. In other

words, the English texts given in the task might have some 'priming effect' in

participants' judgment of overt pronouns. As you can see in Appendix 4, the overt

pronouns in the texts might work against the L2 learners and the LI attriters as they

might indirectly increase the possibility of interference effects.22 This, however, had

no such effect on native controls.

With respect to the effects of the length of stay, LI use and L2 proficiency, we

do not see any clear role of the length of stay in the distribution of consistent and

inconsistent behaviors. That is, it is not the case that the rate of inconsistent

behaviors to consistent behaviors gets smaller as the time spent in an L2 country

increases. The use of the LI seems to have a role here. For example, in Test l, out a

total of 17 frequent LI users, 12 are found to be consistent, whereas only 5 are

22 It has heen suggested that the 'false' responses in Test 2 could he due to reasons which have nothing
to do with participants' interpretation of the pronouns. For example, in example 6 in Section 4.1.2.2,
the target story does not reveal whether Mehmet and Zeynep talked about, or were even aware of, each
other's differences of opinions. So ' the target sentence 'Zeynep onun Istanbul'u artlk sevmedigini
soyledi' (Zeynep said that s1he does not like Istanbul anymore) could he responded to as 'false' as
nobody actually said such thing in the story (Margaret Thomas, p.c.). Although in the instructions 1
tried to make it clear that participants have to decide whether the target sentence could 'conceivably'
he true or could it he said within that context, it might still he possible that participants reject the item
regardless of their construal of the pronoun in question. It has been suggested that a finalline to the
story such as 'When Zeynep's mother came for a visit' Zeynep confided to her that she and Mehmet
felt differentiy about city life' could make the target sentence easier to judge (Margaret Thomas, p.c.).
1 acknowledge that this would strengthen the methodology.
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inconsistent. This might suggest that the frequent use of the LI has a 'blocking

effect' in attrition. However, as can be seen from the Table above, the amount of

inconsistent behaviors is also less than the amount of inconsistent behaviors in the

case of infrequent LI users. Again, the proficiency level in L2 does not seem to have

'facilitative effect' in attrition. For example, out of 22 high proficient English

speakers, 17 made consistent judgments, only 5 was found to be inconsistent. That

suggests that the use of L2 English does not necessarily lead to inconsistency in LI

grammar.

In sum, as discussed previously in group results and as we also see here, 1 was

not able to determine the source of LI attrition. A more controlled participant

selection and more clear quantification of factors such as the frequency of LI use (or

L1 contact) are necessary.

Although the source is not clear, there are clear effects of LI /L2 transfer that

impedes L2 acquisition and leads to LI attrition. As we discussed above, both the

group results and individual results suggest that neither L2 learners nor LI attriters

were able to reach native norms in overt pronoun binding.

6. Summary of results

Below is the summary of the overall group results we obtained from the three tests:
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L Given two options (Le., bound/coreferentiai and disjoint interpretation),

there was a tendency among aIl groups to have bound/coreferentiai interpretation with

kendisi and pro and disjoint interpretation with o.

iL However, given the third (Le., ambiguous) interpretation, the acquisition

and the attrition groups, unlike controIs, still tended to have bound interpretation for

kendisi and pro. In other words, they did not always recognize the ambiguity

invoived in the readings of these pronominais.

iii. Aithough there was a tendency to have disjoint reading for the overt

pronoun 0, the acquisition and the attrition groups allowed bound (and ambiguous

interpretations) for 0 at a significantly higher percentage than native controIs,

suggesting English interference.

iv. None of the groups treated 0 as the overt counterpart ofpro. Thus, the

acquisition and the attrition groups had knowiedge that 0 is not the overt counterpart

ofpro.

v. None of the groups treated kendisi Iike o. Thus, the L2 and the attrition

groups demonstrated knowiedge that the two overt pronominais are different with

respect to binding options they allow.

vi. The proposaI that kendisi is the overt counterpart of pro is largely

confirmed as these two pronominals were interpreted the same way to a large extent.

vii. With respect to any 'possible' application of the ope, no tendency was

observed to treat overt pronouns differently in referential or quantified contexts. As

far as 0 is concemed, this is due to an independent property, the goveming category

in Turkish.
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As for individual results, L2 learners and LI attriters seem to diverge form the

native controls in assigning the correct 'disjoint' reading for the overt pronoun o.

These findings appear to be in line with the group results conceming the overt

pronoun binding summarized above.

7. Conclusion

Both group and individual results suggest that binding properties of Turkish

overt pronouns seem to be replaced by those of English. That is, LI transfer effects

persist through the end-state L2, making a complete attainment of the L2 binding

domains impossible. L2 transfer effects lead to restructuring of the LI binding

domains on the model of the L2. This is a manifestation of transfer effects from

English as an 'influencing' language in both L2 acquisition and LI attrition of

Turkish.
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Chapter 6: Discussions and Conclusion

1. Introduction

In this last chapter of the thesis, 1 would like to discuss the main findings

obtained from acquisition and attrition studies in light of the initial predictions 1

made. 1 will first summarize the results reported in Chapter 5, interpreting them

within the context of set-theoretic transfer model 1am adopting. 1 will then discuss

the implications of the findings within the perspective of the end-state L2 acquisition

and L2-induced LI attrition, considering the transfer effects and UG involvement.

2. Discussion of results

The two main findings of the studies discussed in the previous chapter are that

while L2learners and LI attriters have difficulty with the acquisition and preservation

of binding properties of the overt pronoun 0, they acquire and preserve referential

properties of the Turkish overt pronominal kendisi and the null pronoun reasonably

weIl.

These results are expected given the set-theoretic relationship between

English, the 'influencing language' and Turkish the 'affected language' with respect

to binding domains.
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With respect to the overt pronoun 0, it appears that L2 learners and LI

attriters, both under the influence of English, treat 0 as identical to the English overt

pronoun. This finding is not inconsistent with Sorace's (2000) prediction that LI

Italian attriters under constant L2 English exposure will begin to use overt pronouns

in contexts which would be unacceptable in native ltalian grammar.

From an L2 acquisition perspective, what we see is that binding properties of

the overt pronoun in the LI are attributed to the corresponding overt pronoun in the

L2, due to transfer of LI syntactic options as regards the definition of binding

domains. Recall that no difference was found between simple possessive DPs and

embedded clause DPs in the context of pronoun binding. For example, when it

occurred, erroneous binding of overt pronouns occurred both within the matrix clause

and simple possessive DPs. This is consistent with the assumption that in the

interlanguage grammar both DPs and embedded clauses in Turkish function as

goveming domains--an assumption implicating transfer of binding options available

in the LI English. It appears that even if L2 leamers actually perceive Turkish

embedded clauses as DPs, this would not alter potential transfer effects because DPs

do count as governing domains in their LI. Thus, what these findings suggest is that

LI transfer may persist in situations where the LI is the superset of the L2, as the

acquisition ofa more restricted grammar would require negative evidence.

From the LI attrition perspective, we see a restructuring or reanalysis of LI

Turkish binding options on the model of L2 English. Results suggest LI attriters

added a binding domain by allowing L2 options into the grammar of Turkish. More

specifically, in the attriter's LI grammar, DPs did count as governing domains,
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suggesting this time a reverse transfer, Le., transfer from L2 to LI. What this

implicates is that in cases where the L2 has broader options (the superset) of the LI,

the options of the LI are broadened as restrictions are neutralized on the model ofL2.

Hence, this leads to a grammar that is divergent from native norms.

In contrast, binding conditions of the null pronoun and the overt pronominal

kendisi were acquiredlmaintained at native competence level. Both acquisition and

attrition groups appeared to know that these forms are similar to each other but

different from the overt pronoun 0 in respect to binding options. Relatively more

native-like treatment of pro and kendisi can be explained again under the 'set

theoretic transfer model that 1am adopting.

First ofall, in the context ofL2 acquisition, with respect to the absence ofnull

subjects, the LI English constitutes a subset of the L2 Turkish. In these situations,

learners face with an L2 with broader options. Thus, null subjects and their binding

properties in the L2 can be acquired through positive evidence only.

In the case of LI attrition, the influencing language (i.e., L2 English), being

the subset of the LI does not interfere with or lead to restructuring of the LI

grammar. This is because in these situations, the L2 English does not provide any

data that is inconsistent with the LI. Everything included in the L2 already exists in

the LI. Thus, binding properties ofnull subjects are relatively well-preserved.

When it cornes to the acquisition/attrition of the form kendisi, native-like

judgments for binding of kendisi suggest that transfer effects are not relevant this

time. The LI and L2 are distinct from each other with respect to the presence of an

anaphoric pronominal. It seems that L2learners can open up a space for (or analyze)
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an L2 item/property that has no analogous form in their LIon the basis of L2 input.

Thus, in this particular context, transfer effects cannot be implicated in the process of

acquisition.

Similarly, in LI attrition, the L2 English does not have any pronoun

analogous to the form kendisi, that, in one way or another, may lead to restructuring

in the LI grammar. Thus, as long as the LI and the L2 form distinct sets, transfer

effects are not relevant.

As for the L2 acquisition and LI attrition of the opc, it tums out that Turkish

cannot be a testing ground as it does not have a constraint on overt pronoun binding

that exclusively derives from the opc. In other words, as we have observed before,

the overt pronoun 0 in embedded subject position, in clear contrast with the null

pronoun, cannot be bound or coreferential with a sentential subject. However, this

constraint on overt pronoun binding (or the contrast between the overt and the nuII

pronoun) does not stem from the opc. Rather, this is due to a Principle B

requirement that disallows pronouns to be bound in their goveming domain. The

possibility of binding of the null pronoun in contexts in which the overt pronoun is

disallowed is, as 1 proposed earlier in the thesis, due to the fact that overt pronoun is

not the corresponding pronoun for pro. These observations have led me to suggest

that the OPC may not be a property ofail pro-drop languages (cf. Sheen, 2000).
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2.1 The end-state L2

Recall that in Chapter 3, it was mentioned that the Full Transfer model does

not necessarily predict full convergence on the L2 (Schwartz & Sprouse ,1996). Due

to persistent LI transfer, restructuring or resetting L2 values may not be possible for

certain aspects of L2 grammar. This implies partial presence of LI transfer in the

end-state L2 grammar. The nature of this 'partiality' can be predicted. As White

(2000:149) notes, 'in sorne cases the current grammar [that L2learners entertain] may

in fact appear to accommodate the L2 input adequately and thus change will not be

motivated, not because of lack of availability of UG but rather because of the current

grammar effectively acts as a filter. Divergent outcomes, then, would not be

surprising' [addition is mine]. What this means is that in cases where the LI

grammar forms the superset of structures allowed in the L2, there will be no positive

evidence that could lead to the rejection of the initial (broader) LI analysis. This is

exactly the situation that we see in the acquisition of Turkish binding domains.

English leamers of Turkish fail to reset the L2 option as their LI offers broader

options by allowing both DPs and finite IPs as binding domains. The restriction that

Turkish puts by only allowing finite IPs as governing domains (or disallowing DPs as

goveming domains) is not noticed (at sorne unconscious level)- a faiture that

persists in the end-state L2 grammar. What does this divergence imply with respect

to UG access in L2 acquisition? It definitely cannot be an argument for 'no UG' as

what we see here is simply a 'persistent' incorporation of the LI grammar option (i.e.,

DP as a binding domain), which is itself a legitimate possibility available in UG. The



185

point ofmy argument in this thesis is that persistent transfer ofLI parametric options

(or failure to restructure to L2 parametric options) is predictable within a sub-

theoretic transfer model. In this particular case, restructuring to a more restricted L2

option would require negative evidence for L2 leamers starting out with a broader LI

option. Failure to reset binding domains in this case also argues against 'No

transferlFull Access' accounts.

Analogously, the findings suggest that L2 parametric options are reset

successfully when it cornes to the acquisition of binding properties of null subject

pronouns. It seems that having only overt pronouns in the LI does not have a

hindering effect on English leamers in the acquisition of pro-drop properties of L2

Turkish. Again we see a result that can be predicted from the subset relation that the

LI English and L2 Turkish hold with respect to null subject parameter. The L2

Turkish, allowing both overt and null subjects, is the superset of the LI English which

allows only overt subjects. This is a situation where restructuring L2 options can

proceed with positive evidence.

Similarly, successful acquisition of the pronominal anaphor Iœndisi can also

be explained through set relations between the LI and L2. Once the LI and L2

constitute distinct sets with respect to a particular property, they do not include

analogous properties/items that can induce cross-linguistic transfer.1 In principle, the

acquisition of an L2 property that has no corresponding form in the LI can proceed

only through positive evidence. At this point, one might then speculate as to the

1 Transfer is, in principle, possible wOOn the LI and L2 fonn distinct sets. However, what 1assume
here is along the Hnes of Kellerman's (1983) notion of 'psycho-typology' which refers to
learnerslattriters' perception of what is transferable between two languages. Accordingly, a
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difference between distinct sets and the superset L2-subset LI configurations as in

both cases L2 acquisition proceeds on positive evidence. This is the point where LI

attrition data is relevant in demonstrating in what way these two configurations differ.

Distinct set configurations do not, as in L2 acquisition, induce transfer effects in LI

attrition (recall the results from kendisi in the attrition study). This suggests that these

configurations do not results in transfer effects in either direction. However, the

superset L2-subset LI is conducive to transfer effects from the L2, leading to LI

attrition.

Another related issue that arises at this point is the question of why situations

that require negative evidence are problematic for L2 learners. However obvious, it

is important ta note again that my assumption here is that whatever subset relation the

LI and L2 hold with respect to a particular property, L2learners will always start out

with the LI option. This sometimes results in the need for negative evidence for

restructuring the grammar (as L2 learners make overgeneralizations on the basis of

the LI) and sometimes it does not. One might assume that the L2 speakers that took

part in the present study are all naturalistic L2 learners and did not receive any

negative evidence (Le., explicit instructions/corrections on the L2 restriction on

binding domains) and hence cannot reset L2 options. Such a view basically assumes

that negative evidence is necessary and, if available in sufficient amount, it could lead

to resetting or restructuring in L2 grammars. However, 1 will assume, following

Schwartz & Gubala-Ryzak (1992) that negative evidence in the form of explicit

instruction or correction may never engage DG and hence lead to permanent (or

eompletely language-specifie propertylitem (that bas no eorresponding fonn in the other language) will
he noticed (implieitly or explieitly) more readily and its transfer will he avoided.
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stable) parameter setting. Thus, it is the very same fact that L2 learners 'need'

negative evidence that leads to failure in grammar restructuring. Inevitably, then, the

subset L2-superset LI configuration will be the area where L2learners never achieve

L2 norms (cf. White, 1992). In other words, these will be the cases where LI transfer

will persist through the end-state, constituting the contents of what is sometimes

called 'partial' transfer in the ultimate L2 grammar.

2.2L2-induced LI attrition

The findings from the LI attrition study suggest that native-speakers of

Turkish, after living in an L2 country for a prolonged period of time under extensive

L2 input, tend to lose sorne aspects of the native grammar. This loss actually

involves reanalysis or restructuring of LI options according to grammatical options

found in the L2. However, as the results suggest, restructuring is not an across-the

board kind of a phenomenon. It is selective (cf. Seliger, 1989, 1996). 1 argue that it

is also predictable to sorne extent. In other words, 1 argue that the set-theoretic

transfer model that 1 adopt for L2 acquisition, can also predict the occurrence of LI

attrition. Accordingly, when the L2 forms the superset of the LI with respect to a

particular property, we see L2-induced LI attrition. In these cases, LI speakers

expand (or overgeneralize) LI options on the model ofL2. This, in tum, leads to loss

of restrictions in the LI (cf. Sorace, 2000). An example of this was seen in Turkish

speakers' allowance of DPs to function as a goveming domain in Turkish due to

transfer from the L2 English. Recall that in the L2 acquisition of Turkish binding
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domains, transfer effects from English (an LI in that case) were aIso evident. This

suggests that transfer from a superset language with more inclusive grammar options

blocks the acquisition of the less inclusive L2 (the subset) and leads to the attrition of

the subset LI. Note that in both cases the more inclusive grammar is the influencing

language (Le., source oftransfer).

In contrast, L2-induced LI attrition is not observed in cases where the LI

forms the superset of the L2 (influencing language). This is the configuration where

the less inclusive L2 does not does not have any impact on the more inclusive LI

grammar. We sawan example ofthis in binding ofnull subject pronouns, where LI

Turkish has the more inclusive grammar compared to L2 English. Recall again that

L2 acquisition of binding properties of null pronouns in Turkish (a more inclusive

grammar) was relatively more successful as there positive evidence led to

restructuring in the L2.

Also, as in the case of L2 acquisition of Turkish, no transfer effects were

found with respect to the binding properties of anaphoric pronominal kendisi, again

suggesting the role ofdistinct set configurations.

One might argue that the successful acquisition and preservation of null

subjects and kendisi in the context ofbinding is not related to the subset condition but

is a direct consequence of their independent binding properties. Recall that the

problem we observe in both L2 acquisition and LI attrition is related to the restriction

in the Turkish binding domain. Furthermore, pro and kendisi are not constrained by

Binding Principles in the same way as other pronouns, as we have seen. Thus, one

might argue that the acquisition/attrition ofpro and kendisi is free from any binding
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domain-related problems. In other words, pro and kendisi escape from binding

domain restrictions, hence no problem arises either in their acquisition or

preservation.

However plausible this account might seem, it does not explain the native-like

judgements we obtained from acquisition and attrition groups regarding the

interpretation of pro and kendisi as bound pronouns. Recall that these speakers

adoptlincorporate the English binding domain in the Turkish grammar and hence

allow the overt pronoun 0 to be bound/coreferential by/with the matrix subject, in line

with the option available in English. Why then did they not do the same thing for pro

and kendisi? How did they distinguish these two forms from the overt pronoun o?

Recall again that L2 and LI speakers interpret pro and kendisi mostly as a bound

pronominal (in line with native speakers). How come did they know that these forms,

although potentially ambiguous, are interpreted mostly as a bound pronoun in native

grammar? Put another way, why did these speakers not randomly assign bound and

disjoint readings to pro and kendisi? Although these forms appear not to be

constrained by the Binding Principles, they still have a particular reading. And L2

leamers and LI attriters seem to acquire/preserve this knowledge-a result that can

be derived from the subset relations.

A final note on LI attrition is related to the implication of LI attrition in the

issue of permeability of native competence. What is documented in this thesis is

alteration of the LI grammar at sorne deeper syntactic competence level. In that

sense, this suggests that native competence is alterable. Yet, it seems counter

intuitive to see native speakers lose sorne aspects of their LI as, by hypothesis, the
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native speaker is the person whose LI grammar is stable, mature and developed. As

we all know, native speakers are often used as the baseline to measure any divergence

in a non-native grammar. So, what does it mean to see a native-speaker not

penorming according to native norms, patteming instead with L2 acquirers of that

language, as is the case here? In fact, permanent or temporary change in LI is not

unheard of, as we have substantial evidence from aphasia (both bilingual or

monolingual). However, what makes our case interesting is that the alteration

happens in healthy brains, due to extensive L2 exposure, together with less accessible

LI input. The crucial point is that it is not only the abundant L2 input but also the

lack of continuous LI input, or the combination of both that leads to an alteration in

LI competence. As Sharwood-Smith and Van Buren, (1991:23) put it 'the native

speaker not only needs evidence for developing an LI system but also needs evidence

to maintain his/her LI'. Given the lack of it, it is not inconceivable that what is

available as language input (mostly L2) will feed into the LI system (Sharwood

Smith and Van Buren, 1991).

3. Conclusion

In this thesis, 1 have investigated overt and null subject pronoun binding in

Turkish within the context of end-state L2 acquisition and LI attrition, from the

perspective of language transfer. Two studies were conducted in the search of sorne

commonalities in the transfer phenomenon found in these two language-contact

situations.
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Findings of both studies reveal sorne selective transfer effects in the ultimate

L2 and LI grammars. 1 have tried to identify parallels in the transfer mechanisms that

lead to divergence in L2 and LI grammars in an attempt to incorporate transfer into a

model of (de)learning. 1 have suggested that the subset relation between the LI and

the L2 plays a determining role in the extent and persistence of cross-linguistic

transfer. Specifically, 1 have proposed that in situations where an influencing or

source language generates the superset of an affected or target language with respect

to a particular aspect of grammar, L2 acquisition of the target language is difficult

and LI attrition of the target language is more likely.

Results obtained in these studies are suggestive of the plausibility of the set

theoretic model of cross-linguistic transfer that can predict transfer effects not only in

L2 acquisition but also in LI attrition. Such a model provides a principled account of

language transfer phenomenon across languages and across language-contact

situations, while stillleaving room for cross-linguistic differences (as it assumes that

the subset relationship between the LI and L2 is relative to languages and relative to

particular properties involved).

Despite these promising results that support the set-theoretic model of

transfer, there is unquestionably need for more research in LI attrition-a relatively

less explored area of linguistics and need for broader perspectives that would connect

L2 acquisition and LI attrition under the theme of cross-linguistic transfer and

competence change.

As a final note, with this thesis, besides providing a comparative examination

of L2 acquisition and LI attrition in the domain of syntax with a belief that this may
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in tum bring in a new empirical perspective in the respective fields, 1 also hope to be

able to contribute to the study of Turkish language as an LI and an L2 in two rarely

connected fields.
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APPENDIX 1: AGREEMENT PARADIGMS IN TURKISH

a. Verbal Agreement

TypeI Type II Type III Type IV
Singular
1 -lm -m -(y)Aylm 0
2 -sIn -n -(y)Asln 0
3 0 0 (y)A(sln) -sIn
Plural
1 -Iz -k -(y)Allm 0
2 -sInIz -nIz -(y) AslnIz -(y)ln(lz)
3 -(JAr) -(lAr) -(y)Alar (-slnIAr) -slnlAr

Type 1 is found with the aorist, the future, the present progressive, and the -mIs Pasto

It is further found in copular constructions irrespective of whether the copular

predicate is a nominal or an adjective. Type II suffixes are limited to the definite past

and to the conditional mood. The third and fourth paradigms are restricted to the

optative (finite subjunctive) and the imperative, respectively (Lewis, 1967; Komfilt,

1997). The sign "0" above shows a null affix (or a nonexistent category for a

particular paradigm). The suffixes in parentheses are optional. 1 use capitalletters to

represent vowels which altemate regularly under vowel harmony. I stands for a

[+high] and A for a [-high] vowel before application ofvowel harmony.

b. Nominal agreement

The possessive suffixes in Turkish:
Singular Plural

1 -(I)m -(I)mIz
2 -(I)n -(I)nIz
3 -(s)1 -(IAr)I
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c. Reflexive kendi-

As shown below, the possessive suffix attached to the reflexive pronoun stem kendi- :

Reflexives:

kendi-m
kendi-n
kendi-si

'myself
'yourself
,himself/herself/itself

kendi-miz
kendi-niz
kendi-Ieri

'ourselves'
'yourself, yourselves'
'themselves'

d. Agreement paradigm for lexical NPs and nominalized constructions

The agreement paradigm for both lexical NPs and nominalized constructions are the
same. Compare the possessive forms below (genitive forms are given only one once
the left):

Isg
2sg
3sg
Ipl
2pl
3pl

NP-Gen
Ben-im
Sen-in
O-nun
Biz-im
Siz-in
On/ar-m

Lexical NP Nominalized Fonns
--mA -dlg

NP-Poss NP-Poss NP-Poss
araba-m 'my car' gel-me-m 'my coming' gel-dig-im 'my (having) come
araba-n 'your car' gel-me-n 'your coming' gel-dig-in 'your (having) come
araba-sl 'hislher car' gel-me-si 'hislher coming' gel-dig-i 'hislher (having) come
araba-mlz 'our car' gel-me-miz 'our coming' gel-dig-imiz 'our (having) come'
araba-mz 'your (pl) car' gel-me-niz 'your (pl) coming' gel-dig-imiz'your (having) come'
araba-Iarl 'their car' gel-me-Ieri 'their coming' gel-dik-Ieri 'their (having) come'



APPENDIX 2: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION

- ----- -- --- ~ ----_. -- -
Particlpan Group Age Gender Years of Age offirst Formai L2 Use of Spousel

tnumber stay exposure to Instruction proficlency L2 partner
in Turkey Turkish (Turkis

h)
1 2 58 F 29 24 No H-I IFQ T
2 2 55 F 26 27 6 mths in 1974-75 H IFQ T
3 2 59 F 28 22 No H FRQ T
4 2 70 F 36 34 6 mths in 1965-66 H FRQ T
5 2 44 M Il 31 32 weeks in 1994-95 H-I FRQ T
6 2 37 M JO 23 No H-I FRQ T
7 2 48 M 13 22 3 mths in 1990 H-I FRQ 0
8 2 36 M Il 26 No H-I FRQ 0
9 2 30 F JO 20 No H-I FRQ T
JO 2 51 F 30 21 3 weeks in 1973 H FRQ T
Il 2 36 F 14 22 No H FRQ T
12 2 50 M 25 25 No H IFQ 0
13 2 33 F JO 23 3 weeks in 1991 H-I FRQ T
14 2 54 F 30 23 1 mth in 1971 H IFQ T
15 2 35 F 12 23 No H FRQ T
16 2 39 F 15 24 No H-I FRQ T
17 2 41 F Il 29 No H-I FRQ T
18 2 46 F 13 33 No H-I IFQ T
19 2 42 M 14 27 6 mths in 1987 H FRQ T
20 2 37 M JO 27 1 yrin 1990 H-I FRQ T

inUK
21 2 57 F 29 28 6 mths in 1980 H IFQ T

22 2 38 M 13 25 No H FRQ T
23 2 46 F 21 25 No H FRQ T
24 2 53 F 18 26 No H-I IFQ T

25 2 54 F 22 25 No H IFQ T

26 2 32 F JO 22 1 yrinl995 H-I IFQ 0
27 2 38 F Il 27 1 yr in 1990 H-I IFQ T
28 2 58 M 36 22 1 mth in 1965 in USA H FRQ T

N-~
Notes for Table 1 & 2 Proficiency: H-I=High-Intennediate; H=high FRQ=:frequent use; IFQ=infrequent use T=Turkish; E=English; O=other;



Table 2. ATTRITION GROUP
Participant Group Age Gender Age of arrivai Years of stay Age ofOrst Place of fint exposure L2 (English) Use ofU Spousel

number to in exposure To L2 (English) proficlency (Turkish) partner
N.America N. America to L2 (En2Iish)

62 3 37 F 27 JO 13 Secondary school!furkey H FRQ T
63 3 38 M 28 JO 20 Universityffurkey H FRQ T
64 3 42 F 24 17 13 Secondary school!furkey H FRQ T
65 3 45 M 28 17 Il Secondary school!furkey H IFQ E
66 3 45 F 26 19 26 Secondary school!furkey H FRQ E
67 3 51 F 35 16 12 Secondary school!furkey H-I IFQ E
68 3 65 F 29 36 Il Secondary school!furkey H FRQ T
69 3 65 M 29 36 Il Secondary school!furkey H FRQ T
70 3 43 F 19 22 JO Secondary school!furkey H IFQ E
71 3 45 M 29 16 7 Elementary school H FRQ T
72 3 67 F 21 43 Il Secondary school!furkey H-I FRQ T
73 3 72 M 29 43 Il Secondary school!furkey H FRQ T
74 3 55 M 26 29 14 Secondary school!furkey H IFQ E
75 3 56 M 26 26 12 Secondary school!furkey H FRQ T

76 3 45 F 19 26 7 Elementary school H FRQ T
77 3 46 F 23 23 Il Secondary school!furkey H FRQ T
78 3 30 F 17 13 17 Language schoollCanada H FRQ T
79 3 29 F 16 13 16 High School/Canada H FRQ NIA
80 3 43 F 22 21 22 Language schoollCanada H FRQ NIA
81 3 57 F 44 13 12 Secondary school!furkey H IFQ NIA
82 3 30 M 20 JO 14 High School ffurkey H FRQ E
83 3 44 M 29 15 12 Secondaryschool!furkey H FRQ T
84 3 48 F 20 28 12 Secondary school!furkey H IFQ E
85 3 40 F 25 15 Il Secondary school!furkey H IFQ E

NVI



Table J. CONTROL GROUP
Participant Group Age Gender Education

number
29 1 27 F Univ.
30 1 44 M Univ.
31 1 70 M Univ.
32 1 30 F Univ.
33 1 22 M Univ.
34 1 67 F Univ.
35 1 45 F Univ.
36 1 33 M Univ.
37 1 44 F Univ.
38 1 20 M High School
39 1 36 F Hi~h School
40 1 40 F Univ.
41 1 33 F Univ.
42 1 20 F Univ.
43 1 34 F Secondary school
44 1 44 M Univ.
45 1 54 M Univ.
46 1 39 M Univ.
47 1 41 F Univ.
48 1 22 M Secondary school
49 1 58 M Univ.
50 1 25 F Univ.
51 1 45 F Univ.
52 1 50 M Univ.
53 1 52 F High School
54 1 21 M Univ.
55 1 56 F Univ.
56 1 61 F Univ.
57 1 29 F Univ.

N-0\
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APPENDIX 3: Test 1: Written interpretation task

Table 1 Distribution of test items.
, ,>,

Referential antecedent . Quantified antecedent .' " ' :...'. . "':.. .' . ....t' .... '!'.

24 24

NumberoC, Overt embedded,. Nullembedded ,Overt embedded Null embedded
items ,';suhiect ... ..'~~. subieci· subieci'" .'~ .... subjeèt .-

'0' 'Kendisi' '0' 'Kendisi'

6 6 12 6 6 12

Total number of items=48

Table 2. Identification of test items
Referential antecedent Quantified antecedent ... ',.

:;ji":

1,3,5,7,9,10,12,15,17,19,20,22, 2,4,6,8, Il, 13, 14, 16, 18,21,23,
24,26,27,29,31,33,36,40,44,46, 25,28,30,32,34,35,37,38,39,41,

47,48 42,43,45
Item Overt embedded Null Overt embedded N~r. !jf:'»~:

Dumber
....... !' "

subject embedded subject .. .embeddCd:-'
subiect

" subiecf..·: '. ,
'0' 'Kendisi' '0' 'Kendisi'

l, 7, 3,10,17, 5,9*,12,19*, 2, 13, 4, Il, 6,8, 14,21,
15,22*, 24,31, 20,26,27,33, 23,30*, 16*, 18, 28*, 32, 34*,
29,40* 36*, 44*,46,47, 35*,37 25,42 38,39·,41,

48* 43·.45
Total number ofitems=48
* indicates simple possessive DP constructions



Test 1

Ïsim:

Tarih: _...;.... _

218
Group: _

Lütfen a~gt.daki cürnleleri okuyunuz ve sorulan yamtlayuuz. Sorulan yamtlarken (a) veya

(b) ~lkIanndanbirini seçebilirsiniz. Eger yamtm hem (a) hem de (b) oldugunu

d~ünyorsamz. (c) ~lkk1D1 i~aretleyiniz.

Please read thefollowing sentences andan~werIhe questions by circ/ing (a) or (b). Ifyou

believe Ihal both (a) and (b) are correct, then circle (c).

Ornek:

2. Hasan okula gitti.

Soru: Bu cÜInleye gare sizce kim okula gitmi~ olabilir?

(a) Hasan

(b) B~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

Il. Ze"'nep onu çok sevi,,·or.

Soru: Bu cümleye gare Zeynep kimi çok seviyor olabilir?

(a) Zeynep'i

(b) Ba~ka biT ki~iyi

(c) Hem (a) hem (h)



1. Adam ODUD istaDbul'da oturduguDu sbyledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gôre kim istanbul'da oturuyor olabilir?

(a)Adam .
. (b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

2. Birçok futoolcu oulanu îyi oyuad,klarHll dÜ~uüYGr.

Som: Sizce bu cmnle)'e gôte kim i)'i o)'nalm~ olabjljr?

(a) Birçok futbolcu
(b) Ba~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem Cb)

3. Ali kendisinin Almanc.a bildigini soyledi.

Som: Sizce bu cümleye gôre Almanc.a bilen kim olabilir?

(a) Ali
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i .
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

4. Birçok sekreter kendilerinin çok çal~t.glDlsoylüyor.

Soru: Sizce bu cfunleye gare kim çok çah~lyorolabilir?

(a) Birçok sekreter
(b) Ba~ka birileri
(c) Hern (a) hem (h)

5. Mahmut izmir'e ta$lDdlglDl soyledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cÜInleye gare kim izmir'e ~mm~olabilir'?

(a) Mahmut
(b B~ka bir ki$i
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

6. Birçok doktor saghkh oldukianDi dü~üDüyor.

Soru: Bu cümleve e:ëre sizce kim saQhkh olabilir?
~ ..., -

(a) Birçok doktor
(b) B~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

219



7. Mehmet onnn sinemaya gideceginÎ soyJedi.

Soru: Sizce bu cütnleye gare kim sinemaya gideœk olabilir?

(a) Mehmet
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem(b)

8.-Herkes alulb olduguDa iDaBlyor.

Soru: Sizee bu ciimleye gôre akllh olan ki~i kim olabilir?

(a) Herkes
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

9. Adam oflSini temizledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cümlede sozü edilen ofiskimin olabilir?

(a) Adamm
(b) Ba:?ka bir ki:?itiin
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

1. O. Ogrenciler kendilerinin bankaya gittiklerini soylediler

Soru: Sizce bu cütnleye gôre kim bankaya gitmi~olabihr?

(a) Ogrenciler
(b) Ba$ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

11. Kim kendisinin Rusça bildigini soyledi?

Soru: Sizce bu cü.mleye gôre Rusça bilen~i Kim olabilir'?

(a) Kim 'e kar~}hk gelen ki~i

(b) B~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

12. Emel okula gidecegini soyledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cü.mleye gare kim okula gidecek olabilir?

(a) Emel
(b) B~ka bir ki~i .
(c) Hem (8) hem (h)
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13. Herkes onun aluUI olduguna in8nlyor.

Saru: Sizce bu cütnJeye gôre akdh oJan ki~i kim oJabiJir?

(a) Herkes .
.(b) B~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

14. Ber ogretmen yetenekli oldugunu dü~ünüyor.

Soru: Sizce bu cütnleye gore yetenekli olan ki~i kim olabilir?

(a) Her ôgretrnen
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

15. Çocuklar oolann paraYl çaldlldarml soylediler.

Soru: Sizce bu cütnleye gôre paraYl kim calml~ olabilir?

(a) ÇocukJar
(b) Ba~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

16. Birçok doktor kendi arabalarmm yeni oldugunu soyledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gôre kimin arabasi yeni olabilir?

(a) Birçok dok1orun
(b) Ba~ka birilerinin
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

17. Mehmet kendisinin hastanede oldugunu soyledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cÜffileye gare kim hastanede olabilir?

(a) Mehmet
(b) B~ka bir kj~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

18. Herkes kendisinin güvenilir oldugunu soylüyor.

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gare güvenilir olan ki~i kim olabilir?

(a) Herkes
(b) B~ka biT ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)
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19. Anu arkada~uDlgordü.

Soru: Sizce bu cürnlede som edilen arkad~ l..imin olabilir?

(a) Arzu'nun
(b) B~ka bir ki~inin
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

20. Selma Almanca bildigînî sOyledî

Soru: Sizce bu cürnleye gare Almanca bilen ki$i kim olabilir?

(a) Selma
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

21. Kim Ankara'dan geldigini soyledi?

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gôre Ankara'dan gelen ki~i kim olabilir?

(a) Kim'e ka~IJ(kge)en ki~i

(b) Ba~ka biT ki~i .
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

22. Murat onun yemegini yedi.

Soru: Sizce bu cürnlede sôzü edilen yemek kimin olabilir?

(a) Murafm
(b) Ba~ka bir l..;~inin

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

23. Kim onun doktor oldugunu soyledi?

Soru: Sizce bu cürnleye gôre doktor olan~i kim olabilir?

(a) Kim'e kar~}hk gelen ki~i

(b) B~ka bir ki$i
{c) Hem (a) hem (b)

U. .Mabkumlar kendilerinin arabayla gelecekJerini soylediler

"'Suru: Sïzce bu cüm.leve l!ore kim arabavla l!elecek olabilir?
~ .... - -

(a) Mahkumlar
(b) B~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)
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25. Ber ogrenci kendisinin anahtarl bulacaglD3 inaDlyor.

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gore anahtan kim bulacak olabilir?

(a) Her ôgrenci
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

26. Ogretmenler geç kaldlklarml sOyledüer.

Soru: Sizce bu cilinleye gôre kirn geç kalrnl~ olabilir?

(a) Ogretmenler
(b) Ba~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

27. Hem~ireler uçalda geldiklerini soylediler

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gôre kim uçakla gelmi~ olabilir?

(a) Hemsireler
(b) B~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

28. Birçok turist evlerinin eski oldugunu soyledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cürnleye gôre kimin evi eski olabilir?

(a) Bircok turistin
(b) B~ka birilerinin
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

29. Doktorlar onlarm geç kalacaklarml dÜ$ünüyorlar.

Soru: Sizce bu cürnleye gôre kim geç kalacak olabilir?

{.a) DOh.10rlar
(b) 13~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

~,..,,* çocuk onlarra bisikletlerinin mavi oldugunu soyledi.

Som· ~e bu cünlleye gôre kimin bisikleti mavi olabilir?

(a) Birçok çocugun
(b) Ba~ka birilerinin
(c) Hem (a) hem (h)
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31. Futbolcular kendilerinin mail) bilmedikleriDi sOylediler

Som: Sizce bu cürnleye gare kim mar~t bilmiyor olabilir'?

(a) Futbolcular
.(b) B~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem(b)

32. Kim Fransa'ya gittigini sôyledi?

Soru: Sizce bu cÜlnleye gôre Fransa'ya giden ki~ kirn olabilir?

(a) Kim 'e kar~lhk gelen ki~i

(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hern (a) hem (b)

33. Çocuklar otobüse binecelderini soylediler.

Soru: Bu cümleye gôre sizce kim otobüse binecek olabilir?

(a) Çocuklar
(b) B~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

34. Birisi ~apkasmmeski oldugunu soyledi.

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gôre kimin ~apkasl eski olabilir?

(a) Birisi'ne kar~lhk gelen ki~inin

(b) Ba~ka bir ki~inin

(c) Hern (a) hem (b)

35. Herkes onun annesini optü.

SGru: Sizce bu cümlede sozü edilen anne kimin annesi olabilir?

(a) Herkesin kendi annesi
(b) B~ka birisinin annesi
(c) Hem (a) hem (h)

36. Meltem kendisinin anabtariDi bulmu~.

Saru: Sizce bu cümlede soZü editen anahtar kimin.olabilir?

(a) Meltem'in
(l»~ bir ki~inin
(c)1lem (a)ttern (h}
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37. Ber ogrenci onun yeteneldï oldugunu d~iiniiyor.

Som: Sizce bu cütnleye gare yetenekli olan kÎ$i kim olabilir?

(a) Her agrenei
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

38. Birçok sp6rcu giizel OldUgUBU d.Biiyor.

Soru: Sizee bu cfunlcye gare kim güzel olabiHr?

(a) Birçok sporeu
(b) B~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b) .

39. Herkes elbisesinin çok pahalli oldugunu soyledi.

Soru: Bu eümleye gore kimin elbisesi çok pahalh olahilir?

(a) Herkesin
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~inin

(e) Hem (a) hem (b)

40. Yolcular onlarm biletlerine baktllar.

Soru: Sizce bu cÜInlede sôzü edi\en biletler kimin olabilir?.
(a) Yolculann
(b) B~ka birilerinin
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

41. Ber ogrenci i)dülü kazanacaglDl dÜ$ünüyor.

Soru: Sizce bu cÜffileye gare adülü kirn kazanacak. olabilir?

(a) Her ôgrenci
(h) B~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

42. Herkes kendisinin çok seyabat ettigini sOyledi.

Soru: Bu cÜffileye gare çok seyahat eden ki~i kim olabilir?

(a) Herkes
(b) Ba~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)
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43. Birisi arkada~IDIi)ldürm~

Soru: Sizce bu cürnlede sazü edilen arkad8$ kimin arkad8$1 olabilir?

(a) Birisi'ne'ka~lhkgelen ki~inin

(b) Ba~ka bir ki~inin
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

44. Sporcular kalemlerini buldular.

Soru: Sïzce bu ciirnlede sôz edilen kalemler kimin olabi}jr?

(a) Sporculann
(b) Ba~ka birilerinin
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

45. Her kadm kibar oldugunu sOylü.yor.

Soru: Sizce bu cümleye gôre kibar olan ki~i kim olahilir?

(a) Herkadm
(b) B~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

46. Elif Îtalya'ya gidecegini soyledi.

Soru: Sîzce bu cÜJnleye gôre kim ita.l)la'ya gidecek olabilir?

(a) Elif
(b) B~ka bir ki~i

(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

47. Ogrenciler restoranda yediklerini soylediler.

Soru: Sizce bu cÜInleye gare kim restoranda yemi~ olabilir?

(a) Ogrenciler
(b) B~ka birileri
(c) Hem (a) hem (b)

48. Doktorlar resimlerine baktdar.

Soru: Sizce bu cüm.ledeki resimler kimin resimleri olabilir?

(a) Doktorlann
(h) Ba~ka hirilerinin
(c) Hem (a) hèm (b)
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APPENDIX 4: Test 2. Truth value judgment task (story task)

Table 1. Distribution of test items
'\?<"i\"f~~--:; Refenmtial antecedent~'ê"

...... "'.,,"j.,.. 18
,c"'V ...,.,:',~

.. '" I--------.,.--~--::--~~-~-___::__::__:__:~r_:_:~-_:__:_:__:_i

Number of Overt embedded Null embedded Overt embedded Null embedded
items:,' '\"subiect subiect,subiect: -l:SUbiect '

'0' 'Kendisi' '0' 'Kendisi'

6 6 6 6 6 6

Table 2. Identification of test items

Total number ofitems=36

Referential antecedent Quantified antec~,:;'"
"

5,7,9,10,11,12,13,15,19,22,23, 1, 2, 3,4, 6, 8, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 24,
25,27,28,30,31,34,36 26,29,32,33,35

Item Overt embedded Null embedded Overt embedded ,Null embedded
Dumber sub'ect subject subiect .. ' subiect

'0' 'Kendisi '0' 'Kendisi',

10, 12, 5, 11, 7,9*, 13,23, 2,3,6, 1*, 14, 4, 17, 18·,20,
15*,19, 22,25, 34,36 8*,24, 16,21, 26,33
30,31 27,28* 29 32*,35

Total number ofitems=36
* indicates simple possessive DP constructions



Table 3. Interpretations required in the stories

Item # Pronoun Type Code Story requires Grammar requires
1 kendi Qovtkposs Bound Bound

28 kendi Rovtkposs Bound Bound
32 kendi Qovtkposs Disjoint Bound
14 kendisi Qovtk Bound Bound/Disjoint
21 kendisi Qovtk Bound Bound/Disjoint
11 kendisi Rovtk Bound Bound/Disjoint
22 kendisi Rovtk Bound Bound/Disjoint
16 kendisi Qovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
35 kendisi Qovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
5 kendisi Rovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint

25 kendisi Rovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
27 kendisi Rovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
6 0 Qovto Bound Disjoint
8 0 Qovto Bound Disjoint

24 0 Qovto Bound Disjoint
19 0 Rovto Bound Disjoint
31 0 Rovto Bound Disjoint
15 0 Rovtoposs Bound Disjoint
2 0 Qovto Disjoint Disjoint
3 0 Qovto Disjoint Disjoint

29 0 Qovto Disjoint Disjoint
10 0 Rovto Disjoint Disjoint
12 0 Rovto Disjoint Disjoint
30 0 Rovto Disjoint Disjoint
4 pro Qnull Bound Bound/Disjoint
26 pro Qnull Bound Bound/Disjoint
18 pro Qnullposs Bound Bound/Disjoint
13 pro Rnull Bound Bound/Disjoint
23 pro Rnull Bound Bound/Disjoint
9 pro Rnullposs Bound Bound/Disjoint
17 pro Qnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
20 pro Qnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
33 pro Qnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
7 pro Rnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint

34 pro Rnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
36 pro Rnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
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Test II

,
Isim: _

Tarih: _

Group:
229

A~aglda bir dizi kIsa ingilizce hikaye bulacaksInlZ. Rer hikayenin sonunda Türkçe bir
cümle verilmi~tir. Lütfen hikayeleri okuyup, verilen cüm1enin hikayede an1atllanlar~gore

'dogru' olup olamayaca~m belirtiniz. Eger dogru olabilecegini dü~ünuyorsanizDOGRU,
dogru olamayaca~m düsünüyorsaniz, y ANLI~ kutusunu i~aret1eyiniz.

Below you will find a series ofshort English staries. Each story is followed by a sentence
given in Turkish. Please read the story and the sentence whichfollows il and decide
whether the given sentence could be 'true 'for the context ofthat particular story. Ifyou
believe il could, please check TRUE, ifyou believe il could not, please check FALSE.

Ornek:

I. Murat was a child prodigy. He started to play the vioIin at the age of 3. Since then, he has
given numerous concerts. His fami1y and his teachers have a1ways supported him and have
helped him progress in his career.

Murat müzige çok genç ya~ta ba~ladl.

DOGRU

YANLIS

D
D

Il. Mehmet Ataç is a businessman. Last year he fired many employees but was still unable
to avoid bankruptcy.

Herkes Mehmet Ataç'in çok para kazandlglnl soylüyor.

DOGRU

YANLIS

D
D
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1. Today is Mother's Day. Janet and her fricnds, AshJey and Mary, went to a bookstore to
pick up a gift. They ran into their teacher, Mr. Simpson, in the bookstore. He was also
looking for a gift. They alllooked for hours aold in the end the girls found something
suitable. Janet put her gift in a bag, Ashley pllt hers in a box, and Mary put hers in an
envelope. Mr. Simpson, after hours ofsearching, got so frustrated that he decided to leave.

Her ogrenci kendi annesille hediye aldl.

DOGRU

YANLI$

o
o

2. Susan bought a very expensive dress and went to her friend's wedding party. She looked
horrible in the dress as it \Vas too tight for her. 'The other guests at the party ail agreed that
they were much better dressed than Susan.

Kimse onun elbisesinin gü;:.el oldugunu dü,ünmedi.

DOGRU

YANLI$

o
o

3. Ernel went to the hairdresser. She sawa very famous beautiful actress waiting inside.
Like the other women there, she couJd not take her eyes off the actress. She thought that it
is impossible for one to feel beautiful in the presence ofsuch beauty.

Birçok kadm onun güzel oldugunu dü~ünüyor.

DOGRU

YANLI$

[J

[j

4. Students always spend hours talking about their swnrner plans before school holidays..
yesterday, Jane alld her classmates sat down and made plans about their swnmer. They
decided where to go and what to do. Later on the same day, their teacher, Mr. Brown, joined
them. They asked Mr. Brown about his summer plans but he didn't say anything.

Her ogrenci tatilde nereye gidecegini biliyor.

DOGRU

YANLI$

o
o
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5. After their shift in the emergency room, Ali and Elif, sat down on a bench in front of the
hospital and talked about their problems. Ali said that he regrettedbecoming a doctor
whereas Elif said that she loved her job.

Ali kendisinin doktorlugu sevdigini soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

6. When Ali went tohis office a couple ofdays ago, he saw that only 2 people had come to
work. He was quite surprised at this. The following day, he asked his missing colleagues
where they had been.

Herkes onun hasta oldugunu soyledi .

OOGRU

YANLI~

o
o

7. Mary and Brian went to a restaurant. Mary ordered seafood and Brian ordered a pizza.
rhe bill came to 50 dollars. Brian complained that the bill was high but Mary didn't agree.

Mary restoram pahalh buldugunu soyledi.

OOGRU

YANLI~

o
o

8. Today is Mother's Day. Janet and her friends, Ashley and Mary, went to a bookstore to
pick up a gift. They ran into their teacher, Mr. Simpson, in the bookstore. He was also
looking for a gift. They aH looked for hours and in the end the girls found something
suitable. Janet put her gift in a bag, Ashley put hers in a box, and Mary put hers in an
envelope. Mr. Simpson, after hours of searching, got 50 frustrated that he decided to leave.

Her ogrenci onun annesine hediye aldl.

OOGRU

YANLI~

o
n
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9. Mehmet and his friend, Burak were going on a business trip on the same day_ Mehmet
was going to Germany, while Burak was going to England. When they arrived at the
airport, they were told that flights to England had been delayed.

Burak uçagmm gecikecegini ëgrendi.

DOGRU

YANLI~

o
o

10. The journalists stopped the car and looked back towards the town. Military vehicles
seemed to be pouring into the downtown and numerous soldiers were conducting a house
to-house search.

Gazeteciler onlarm arama yaptlklarml soylediler.

DOGRU

YANLl~

o
o

Il. Marilyn had never flown before. One day, her friend George, aged 67, invited her up for
a ride in his small plane, in spite ofworries about his health. Marilyn was looking forward
to an exciting flight. What-she had not expected was that George would have a heart attack
while they were in the air.

George kendisinin kalp krizi geçirebilecegini dü,ündü.

DOGRU

YANLI~

o
o

12. After their shift in the emergency room, Ali and Elif, sat down on a bench in front of
the hospital and talked about their problems. Ali said that he regrettedbecoming a doctor
whereas Elif said that she loved her job.

Ali onun doktorlugu sevdigini soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLl~

o
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13. Mehmet and his \\Iife, Zeynep, have been living in Istanbul for 30 years. Mehmet loves
Istanbul but Zeynep thinks that Istanbul is not the sarne city it was 30 years ago. She thinks
that it has got very crowded, the traffic has becorne unbearable, and the people are now very
intolerant. .

Zeynep Îstanbul'u art.k sevmedigini soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

14. Students always spend hours talking about their summer plans before school holidays.
Yesterday, Jane and her classmates sat down and made plans about their summer. They
decided where to go and what to do. Later on the same day, their teacher, ML Brown, joined
them. They asked Mr. Brown about his summer plans but he didn't say anything.

Her ogrenci kendisinin tatilde nereye gidecegini biliyor.

DOGRU

YANlJS

o
o

15. Mehmet and his friend, Burak, were going on a business trip on the same day. Mehmet
was going to Germany, while Burak was going to England. When they arrived at the
airport, they were told that flights to England had been delayed.

Burak onun uçagmm gecikecegini ëgrendi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

16. Tom had a math test today. Although he studied hard for the test, he couldn't do many
of the questions. \\'ben he told his friends that he might fail the test, they were very surprised
as they had found the test easy. .

Herkes kendisinin smavdan këtü not alacagm. dü,ündü.

DOGRU

YANLIS

[J

o
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17. Susan boughta very expensive dress and went to her friend's wedding party. She
looked horrible in the dress as it was too tight for her. The other guests at the party aIl
agreed that they were much better dressed than Susan.

Kimse elbisesinin güzel oldugunu dü,ünmedi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

18. Today is Mother's Day. Janet and her friends, Ashley and Mary, went to a bookstore to
pick up a gift. They ran into their teacher, Mr. Simpson, in the bookstore. He was also
looking for a gift. They aU looked for hours and in the end the girls round something
suitable. Janet put her gift in a bag, Ashley put hers in a box, and Mary put hers in an
envelope. Ml'. Simpson, after hours of searching, got so frustrated that he decided to leave.

Her ogrenci annesine hediye aldl .

DOGRU

YANUS

o
o

19. Marilyn had never flown before. One day, her friend George, aged 67, invited her up
for a ride in his small plane, in spite of worries about his health. Marilyn was looking
forward to an exciting flight. What she had not expected \vas that George \vould have a
heart attack while they were in the air.

George onun kalp krizi geçirebilecegini dÜ!1ündü.

DOGRU

l'ANUS

o
o

20. Emel went to the hairdresser. She saw a very famous beautiful actress waiting inside.
Like the other women there, she could not take her eves off the actress. She thoul!ht that it
is impossible for one to feel beautiful in the presenc~ of such beauty. -

Birçok kadm güzel oldugunu dü~ünüyor.

DOGRU

l'ANUS

o
c
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21. When Ali went to his office a couple of days ago, he saw that only 2 people had come to
work. He was quite surprised at this. The following clay, he asked bis missing colleagues
where they had been.

Herkes kendisinin hasta oldugunu soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLI$

D
o

22. Mehmet and his wife, Zeynep, have been living in Istanbul for 30 years. Mehmet loves
Istanbul but Zeynep thinks that Istanbul is not the same city it was 30 years ago. She thinks
that it has got very crowded, the traffic has become unbearable, and the people are now very
intolerant.

Zeynep kendisinin ·Istanbul'u artlk sevmedigini soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLI$

D
D

23. Marilyn had never tlown before. One day, her friend George, aged 67, invited her up for
a ride in his small plane, in spite ofworries about his health. Marilyn was looking fOlward
to an exciting tlight. What she had not expected was that Georgewould have a heart attack
while they were in the air.

George kalp krizi geçirebilecegini dü!?ündü.

DOGRU

YANLI$

D
o

24. Students always spend hours talking about their summer plans before school holidays.
Yesterday, Jane and her classmates sat down and made plans about their summer. They
decided where to go and what to do. Later on the same day, thei~ teacher, Mr. Brown,joined
them. They asked Mr. Brown about his summer plans but he didn't say anything.

Her ogrenci onun tatilde nereye gidecegini biliyor.

DOGRU

YANLI$ D
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25. The journalists stopped the car and looked back towards the tovm. MiiitaIY vehicles
seemed to be pouring into the downtown and numerous soldiers were conducting a house
to-house search.

Gazeteciler kendilerinin arama yaptlklarml soylediler.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

26. When Ali went to· his office a couple of days ago, he saw that only 2 people had come to
work. He was quite surprised at this. The following day, he asked his missing colleagues
where they had been.

Herkes hasta oldugunu soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

27. Mary and Brian went to a restaurant. Mary ordered seafood and Brian ordered a pizza.
The bill came to 50 dollars. Brian complained that the bill was high but Mary didn't agree.

Mary kendisinin restoram pahalh buldugunu soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

28. Mehmet and his friend, Burak were going on a business trip on the sameday. Mehmet
was going to Gennany, while Burak was going to England. When they arrived at the
airport, they were told that flights to England had been delayed.

Burak, kendi uçagmm geçikecegini ogrendi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o
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29. Tom had a math test today. Although he studied hard for the test, he couldn't do many
of the questions. When he told his friends that he might fail the test, they were very surprised
as they had found the test easy.

Herkes onun smavdan kôtü not alacagml dü,ündü.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
D

30. Mary and Brian \Vent to a restaurant. Mary ordered seafood and Brian ordered a pizza.
The bill came to 50 dollars. Brian complained that the bill was high but Mary didn't agree.

Mary onun restoram pahalh buldugunu soyledi .

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
D

31. Mehmet and his wife, Zeynep, have been living in Istanbul for 30 years. Mehmet lov.es
Istanbul but Zeynep thinks that Istanbul is not the same city it was 30 years ago. She thinks
that it has got very crowded, the traffic has become unbearable, and the people are now very
iIito1erant.

Zeynep onun istanbul'u artlk sevmedigini sôyledi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
D

32. Susan bought a very expensive dress and went to her friend's wedding party. She
looked horrible in the dress as it wastoo tight for her. The other guests at the party al!
agreed that they were much better dressed than Susan.

Kimse kendi elbisesinin güzel oldugunu dü~ünmedi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

D
o
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33. Tom had a math test today. Although he studied hard for the test, he couIdn't do many
of the questions. When he toid bis friends that he might fail the test, they were very surprised
as they had ~ound the test easy.

Herkes smavdan kotü not alacaglm dü~ündü.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

34. The journalists stopped the car and looked back towards the town. Military vehicles
seemed to be pouring into the dovmtown and numerous soldiers were conducting a house
to-house search.

Gazeteciler arama yaptlklarml soylediler.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o

35. Emet went to the hairdresser. She saw a very famous beautiful actress waiting inside.
Like the other women there, she could not take her eyes off the actress. She thought that 1t
is impossible for one to feel beautiful in the presence of such beauty.

Birçok kadm kendisinin güzel oldugunu dü,ünüyor

DOGRU

YANLlS

o
o

36. After their shift in the emergency room, Ali and Elit: sat down on a bench in front of the
hospital and talked about their problems. Ali said that he regrettedbecoming a doctor
whereas Elif said that 'She loved her job.

Ali doktorlugu sevdigini soyledi.

DOGRU

YANLIS

o
o
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APPENDIX 5: Test 3: Picture identification task (listening task)

8

Null embedded
sub·ect

24

8

.. Referential anteÇ.edent

8

'0' 'Kendisi'

.,. Oyert embedded subject

Table 1. Distribution of test items

Table 2. Identification of test items
Referential antecedent

Item Overt embedded subject Null embedded
aumber ,. subiect .~'; .'0

'0' 'Kendisi'

1,4*,8, 12, 2,3, 10, 11, 5,6, 7, 9*,15,
14,20*,23, 13, 18*, 19, 16*,17,21

24 22*

Total number of items=24
* indicates simple possessive DP constructions



Table 3. Interpretations required by the pictures
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Item # Pronoun Type Code Picture requires Grammar requires
18 kendi Rovtkposs Disjoint Bound
22 kendi Rovtkposs Bound Bound
2 kendisi Rovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
3 kendisi Rovtk Bound Bound/Disjoint
10 kendisi Rovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
11 kendisi Rovtk Bound Bound/Disjoint
13 kendisi Rovtk Bound Bound/Disjoint
19 kendisi Rovtk Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
1 0 Rovto Bound Disjoint
8 0 Rovto Disjoint Disjoint
12 0 Rovto Bound Disjoint
14 0 Rovto Disjoint Disjoint
23 0 Rovto Disjoint Disjoint
24 0 Rovto Bound Disjoint
4 0 Rovtoposs Disjoint Disjoint

20 0 Rovtoposs Bound Disjoint
5 pro Rnull Bound Bound/Disjoint
6 pro Rnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
7 pro Rnull Bound Bound/Disjoint

15 pro Rnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
17 pro Rnull Bound Bound/Disjoint
21 pro Rnull Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
9 pro Rnullposs Disjoint Bound/Disjoint
16 pro Rnullposs Bound Bound/Disjoint



Test 3: Picture task 1 (Listening)

Isim: _

Tarih: _

Group:
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Bu testte bir dizi resim bulacaksiniz. Ayni anda her resime karsilik gelen bir cumle
duyacaksiniz. Lutfen duydugunuz cumlenin baktiginiz resime gore dogru olup
olmadigini soyleyiniz. Yanitlariniz DOGRU veya YANLIS seklinde veriniz. Her
cumleyi sadece bir kez duyacaksiniz. Lutfen dikkatle dinleyiniz.

In this test you will see a series ofpictures. You will also hear a series ofsentences
that corespond to the pictures you see. Please decide whether or no! the sentence you
hear is TRUE or FALSEfor each picture you see. You will hear each sentence only
ONCE. Please /isten carefu//y.

Asagidaki ornek resme bakiniz ve duyacaginiz ilk cumlenin (Mehmet Yesil Ahmet
Sari'ya para veriyor) asagidaki resmi yansitip yansitmadigini soyleyiniz. Yanitlariniz
testi veren kisi tarafindan not edilecektir.

For instance, look at the picture below. You must decide whether the sentence you
hear (Mehmet Yesi/ Ahmet Sariya para veriyor) matches the picture. Ifyou be/ieve
the answer is YES, please say 'YES'. Your answers will be noted by the researcher.



Test items

Ôrnek: (Examp/e)

1. Mehmet Ye~il Ahmet Sari'ya para veriyor.
Mehmet Ye~il is giving money to Ahmet Sari

Answer: Yes

2. Ahmet Sari Mehmet Ye~il'e para veriyor.
Ahmet Sari is giving money to Mehmet Ye~il

Answer: No

1. Ahmet Sari onun resim çektigini soyledi.
Ahmet Sarij said (that) he*ilj took a picture.

Answer: No (grammar=disjoint; picture=bound)

2. Mehmet Ye~il rüyasinda kendisinin gitar çaldigini gordü.
Mehmet Ye~ilj dreamed (that) himselfilj (he) played the guitar

Answer: No (under bound); Yes (under disjoint)

3. Ahmet Sari kendisinin iyi ~arki soyledigini soyledi.
Ahmet Sarij said (that) himselfilj sings weB

Answer: Yes (bound); No (disjoint)

4. Mehmet Ye~il onun resmini gosterdi.
Mehmet Ye~ili showed his*i/j picture

Answer: Yes (Grammar=disjoint; picture=disjoint)

5. Ahmet Sari Ay~e'yle konu$tugunu soyledi.
Ahmet Sarij said (that) proilj (he) talked to Ayse

Answer: Yes (Bound); No (Disjoint)

6. Mehmet Yesil ruyasinda ate$ ettigini gordü
Mehmet Yesili dreamed (that) proilj (he) shot

Answer: No (under bound); Yes (disjoint)
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7. Ahmet Sari resim çektigini soyledi.
Ahmet Sarii said (that) proi/j (he) took a picture

Answer: Yes (Bound); No (Disjoint)

8. Mehmet Ye~il ruyasinda onun gitar çaldigini gôrdü.
Mehmet Ye~ili dreamed (that) he*i/j plays the guitar

Answer: Yes (Grammar= disjoint; picture= disjoint)

9. Mehmet Yesil resmini gosterdi.
Mehmet Yesili showed proi/j picture

Answer: No (bound); Yes (disjoint)

10. Mehmet Yesil ruyasinda kendisinin ate~ ettigini gordü
Mehmet Yesili dreamed (that) himselfi/j (he) shot

Answer: No (bound); Yes (disjoint)

Il. Ahmet Sari kendisinin Ay§e'yle konu§tugunu soyledi
Ahmet Sarii said (that) himselfi/j (he) talked to Ayse

Answer: Yes (bound); No (disjoint)

12. Ahmet Sari onun iyi sarki §oyledigini soyledi.
Ahmet Sarii said (that) he*i/j sings weIl

Answer: No (Grammar=disjoint; picture=bound)

13. Ahmet Sari kendisinin resim çektigini soyledi.
Ahmet Sarii said (that) himselfi/j took a picture.

Answer: Yes (bound); No (disjoint)

14. Ahmet Sari onun iyi boya yaptigini soyledi.
Ahmet Sarii said (that) he*i/j paints weIl

Answer: Yes (Grammar=disjoint; picture=disjoint)

15. Mehmet Yesil ruyasinda gitar çaldigini gordü.
Mehmet Yesili dreamed (that) proi/j played the guitar

Answer: No (bound); yes (disjoint)

243



16. Alunet Sari resmini satti
Alunet Sarii sold proilj picture

Answer: Yes (bound); No (disjoint)

17. Alunet Sari iyi ~arki soyledigini soyledi.
Alunet Sarii said (that) proilj sings weIl

Answer: Yes (bound); No (disjoint)

18. Mehmet Ye~il kendi resmini gosterdi.
Mehmet Ye~ili showed (his) Owni/*j picture

Answer: No (grammar=bound only; picture=disjoint)

19. Alunet Sari kendisinin iyi boya yaptigini soyledi
Alunet Sarii said (that) himselfilj (he) paints weIl

Answer: No (bound); Yes (disjoint)

20. Alunet Sari onun resmini satti
Alunet Sarii sold his*ilj picture

Answer: No (Grammar=disjoint only; picture=bound)

21. Alunet Sari iyi boya yaptigini s'ôyledi
Alunet Sarii said (that) proilj (he) paints weIl

Answer: No (bound); Yes (disjoint)

22. Alunet Sari kendi resmini satti
Alunet Sarii sold (his) Owni/*j picture

Answer: Yes (Grammar=bound only; picture=bound)

23. Mehmet Yesil rüyasinda onun ate~ ettigini gôrdü
Mehmet Yesili dreamed (that) he*i/j shot

Answer: Yes (Grammar=disjoint only; picture=disjoint)

24. Ahmet Sari onun Ay~e'yle kon~tugunu soyledi.
Alunet Sarij said (that) he*ilj talked to Ayse

Answer: No (Grammar=disjoint only; picture; bound)
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APPENDIX 6a. TURKlSH CLOZE TEST

A~agldak.ibo~luklanuygun sozcü1Jerle doldurunuz. Her bu;luga sadece bir sozcük
yazl1acaktlr ancak bu sôzcük çe~itli ekler alabilir.
Pleasefil! in the blt:mks wi:h an apprùprit..:/e wùrd Pli! on!;' on;! won! in each blank.
Howevér. /lzis word miglzt he in/lected

ister denizden gidin, ister karadan, Beykoz'a bir ba~ka. atmosfcn.:
. .

t,rirdiginizi hissedcrsiniz. H~vaSI, derler ya....Kcntin ka!aba!tk beton

:"'lgmlanndan da har;ku1adc bir ye~ilin içinde buldugunuzda _

"i~te", diyorsunuz, "Beykoz'a geldim".

Bcykoz'un tarihini 2700 ônceyc gotürcnkr var. ilk kimlcrin

yerle~tigi olarak bUinmiyor. Ancak Roma Dünemi'ndc Anadolu Kavagl'nda

_____ adak yerinin bulundugü biliniyor. 0 Karadeniz'e çlkmak

isteyenlerin elveri~li bir rüzgarla edebilm~:k i';in Zeus vc Poscidon adlna

________kestikIcri d~ biliniyor. Bundan yakla~d~ 2000 _

once Karadeniz'den.o kadélf korkulurml!~ ki ... cya ibhc1ere bir adak adanmadan

bu ., " sularda yokuluga çlkllmazml~. Adanan kurban kar~lhgtnda

_________ salim geriyc dôniilecegine inamlirml.;.

Beykoz'u Türklerin de ______ sevdigin': ku~ku yok. Yakl~lk 700 )'11

________ bu yorenin Tirklerin eline g'.:çmesindrn soura onlar

için de ihti~armyla ;jOZ kam~tlran mekan (;, up çlktl. Osmanh padi~3h ve

vczirleri yaptmlan àv kô~klerinin çokluguna baklldlgmda., buranm tarih

________ bir av ve eglence mcrkezi olàugu _

Bir agaç deni àdir. Beykoz. Aslmda , on binlerce agact banndtran d~v

bir . 1994 Ylhnda. Beykuz'da tarihi deger ~lyan _

saf-tamak için yapllm, bir a~tmnada bazl . agaçlar bdirlendi. Çe\rTesi 6.30

metTe 197 santirnetre çap \~ 19.5 metre bir kestanc

aQ:lCI, Kaymakàonduran piknik yerind~ ve 200 ya~mda. Anadolu

Ka,;a~'ndakiDogt.l çman isc 6.80 metrelik çe\oTesi ve 34 metrelik _

ya:~ayan bir dey. Bu agaçlann içinde bululldugu korular, zor güzeUikkr sunuyor

izleyenlere.

T:ikcn from Gülbay, Melin <:;:)01). B..:koz: OrmaiUn için ,,: bic s~mL Skylifl!.



APPENDIX 6b. ENGLISH CLOZE TEST

Song of the Uolf

P1cture yourself, sitting by a campfire. The moon 1s Just rising

over the trees. Suddenly the silence is broken by the 10Dg howl of a

wolf. An electrifying tingle runs up your spine. He howls again.

Another answers from farther away. You are listening ta the song of

the wolf.
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We have had many such experiences. _______ early morning

we were camped on _ rock.' point in Algonquin Park. The fog

was _ rising from the Wél::er. Out of mist

came the howls of three _ Ue quickly climbed into our

canoe paddled in the, .rection of the _

Near shor·c. in the sHence, we , ieitating the welves, and

remained ~lotionless he.:: a reply. Suddenl}' the three

_______ appeared on a rocky cl. ff above _ They

watched l" for a moment _ then bounded back a~d disappeared

in _____ mist. They had cam ta our ~ ' probably

think1ng '.ole were other welves.

lt is exciting ta ------
a surprise!

lolves, but if you "re reaUy

you !ind yourselves as~ing mélny questions.

are they saying? Can they recognize Why do they howl?

Many conditions w· if howling. Time of Y~.1r -- wolves

_______ more in the late summe. and _

her howl,

welves rarely howl when it raining. The tim~ between

howls -- after wolf ha howled, il few minutes _

pilSS bef,re he w111 answer again.

______ get better 1nfor~ation on wolf howling -------
studied '.. captive wolf in an area of Algonquin Park. Ue ran

cany eX? ,rtzents . noted his behaviour. Bii Crey did

respond to anything except Mary's howl.

could ev('n sepatate her howl from ________ good tape recording of

- was be:ter al this than John.

Adopted from Mary and Thebcrge. "Song of the Wolf'. The Young Naturalist, 157 (Septembcr 1973),6-7.
(Bilingual Education Projeet. O.l.S.E. 1977)


