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ACQUISITION OF FUNCTIONAL MORPHOLOGY IN L2 RUSSIAN BY
ADULT L1 TURKISH LEARNERS: EVIDENCE FROM SPLIT D-LINKED
WH-QUESTIONS

ABSTRACT

This study explores the acquisition of functional morphology and adjective
agreement in L2 Russian by adult L1 Turkish learners in the generative perspective.
Our research focuses on the acquisition of adjective agreement in split discourse-
linked wh-questions. The question posed is to what extent L2 Russian learners make
correct decisions in connecting the wh-word, specified for phi-features, with its
headword through employing implicit knowledge of the uninterpretable features
realized as an inflection. The above domains, along with NP splitting, are absent from
the participants’ L1. The enquiry specifically examines L2 acquisition of short- and
long-distance NP splits. This domain of L2 Russian is predicted to be unacquirable by
the Interpretability Hypothesis (IH, Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007) and the Shallow
Structure Hypothesis (SSH, Clahsen & Felser, 2006), whereas the Bottleneck
Hypothesis (BH, Slabakova, 2008) and the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis
(FTFAH, Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996) regard it to be acquirable.

The data come from the results of a Semantic Entailments task administered
via Google Forms, where 64 adult L1 Turkish/L2 Russian learners of A2 through C2
proficiency levels selected a response to split discourse-linked wh-questions supplied
with a preceding context. 56 L1 Russian speakers constitute the control group. Six
conditions are utilized through manipulating noun genders and the inflection on the

wh-word.

Our findings demonstrate a decreased accuracy in the L2 Russian group: 84%
for short-distance splits and 62% for long-distance splits; the L1 group performs over
the top and displays no variability regarding split types. Throughout proficiency levels,
we observe a stark difference in L2 Russian learners’ treatment of short-distance and

long-distance conditions: accuracy is relatively high for short-distance splits (72% in
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A2 and 94% - in B2/C2). Conversely, accuracy for long-distance splits is 38% in A2
learners but gradually rises to about 84% in B2/C2 levels. This outcome raises issues
as to why L2 learners’ accuracy is decreased with accusative case morphology, which
is acquired prior to dative case morphology. We suspect the reason to be thr additional
processing load associated with long-distance splits. Hence, this domain of L2
Russian, though challenging at lower levels of proficiency, may be successfully
acquired at higher levels, which overall supports the FTFAH and the BH, and casts
doubt on the IH and the SSH.

The results of the study can be applied in L2 syllabus preparation: special
attention should be paid to designing activities aimed at developing processability
skills in L2.

Keywords: Holism, Holistic Approach, Leadership, Higher Education,
Transdisciplinary Approach



D1 TURKCE / D2 RUSCA OLAN YETiSKINLERIN RUSCADA SIFATLARA
EKLENEN VE BOLUNMUS AD OBEKLERINDE SIFAT UYUSMASINI
SAGLAYAN BiCiMBILGISEL EKLERIN EDINiMi

OZET

Bu calisma, yetiskin D1 Tiirkge 6grenenlerin D2 Rusgada islevsel bi¢cimbilim
ve sifat uyumu edinimlerini liretimsel perspektifte incelemektedir. Arastirmamiz,
boliinmiis soylem baglantili ne-sorularindaki sifat uyumu edinimine odaklanmaktadir.
Sorulan soru, D2 Rus¢a 6grenenlerin bir ¢ekim olarak gerceklesen yorumlanamaz
ozelliklerin Ortiik bilgisini kullanarak, phi-6zellikleri i¢in belirtilen ne-sdzciiglinii ana
sOzciik ile baglarken ne Olclide dogru kararlar verdigidir. Yukaridaki alanlar, NP
bolme ile birlikte, katilimcilarin D1'inde bulunmamaktadir. Bu arastirma 6zellikle kisa
ve uzun mesafeli NP boliinmelerinin D2 edinimini incelemektedir. D2 Ruscanin bu
alaniin Interpretability Hipotezi (IH, Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007) ve Yiizey Yap1
Hipotezi (YYH, Clahsen & Felser, 2006) tarafindan edinilemez oldugu 6ngoriiliirken,
Bottleneck Hipotezi (BH, Slabakova, 2008) ve Tam Transfer/Tam Erisim Hipotezi
(TTTEH, Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996) edinilebilir oldugunu diistiinmektedir.

Veriler, A2 ile C2 yeterlik seviyeleri arasinda 64 yetiskin D1 Tiirk¢e/D2 Rusca
Ogrenicisinin, bir 6nceki baglamla birlikte verilen sdylem baglantili ne-sorularina bir
yanit sectigi, Google Forms araciligiyla uygulanan bir Anlamsal Yiiklemler gérevinin
sonuglarindan elde edilmistir. Kontrol grubu, D1 Rusca konusan kisiden olusmaktadir.
Isim cinsiyetleri ve ne-kelimesi iizerindeki c¢ekim manipiile edilerek alt1 kosul

kullanilmastir.

Bulgularimiz, D2 Rusca grubunda dogrulugun azaldigini géstermektedir: Kisa
mesafeli bolmeler i¢in %84 ve uzun mesafeli bolmeler i¢in %62; D1 grubu en {ist
diizeyde performans gostermekte ve bolme tiirleri agisindan herhangi bir degiskenlik
gostermemektedir. Yeterlilik seviyeleri boyunca, D2 Rusca dgrenenlerin kisa mesafe
ve uzun mesafe kosullarini ele aliglarinda belirgin bir fark gézlemliyoruz: dogruluk

kisa mesafe bolmeler icin nispeten yiiksektir (A2'de %72 ve B2/C2'de %94). Tersine,
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uzun mesafeli bolmeler icin dogruluk A2 Ogrencilerinde %38 iken B2/C2
seviyelerinde kademeli olarak yaklasik %84'e yiikselmektedir. Bu sonug, D2
Ogrenicilerinin dogrulugunun, datif durum morfolojisinden 6nce edinilen akuzatif
durum morfolojisi ile neden azaldigi sorusunu giindeme getirmektedir. Bunun
nedeninin uzun mesafeli bolinmelerle iliskili ek islem yiikii oldugundan
siipheleniyoruz. Dolayisiyla, D2 Ruscanin bu alani, diisiik yeterlilik seviyelerinde
zorlayici olsa da, daha yiiksek seviyelerde basarili bir sekilde edinilebilir, bu da genel
olarak TTTEH ve BH'yi destekler ve IH ve YYH'ye siiphe diistirtir.

Calismanin sonuglart D2 miifredatinin hazirlanmasinda uygulanabilir: D2'de
islenebilirlik becerilerini gelistirmeyi amaglayan etkinliklerin tasarlanmasia ozel

dikkat gosterilmelidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: D2 Rusga, D1 Tiirkge, boliinmiis sdylem-baglantili ne-sorulart,

bi¢imbilgisel ekler, sifat ekleri
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TRANSLITERATION AND GLOSSING

The transliterated Russian words, phrases, and sentences in the text of the
current thesis follow the Scientific Transliteration system for Cyrillic, which is widely
accepted and used in texts on Slavic linguistics. Each letter of the Russian alphabet is
manifested by an original letter (some of them with diacritics) or a combination of
letters. An entire description of the Scientific Transliteration system for Cyrillic is

available at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific transliteration of Cyrillic.

Glossing abbreviations follow the conventions of the Leipzig Glossing Rules:

http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php. It should be noted that

the glosses in the current study focus on the analyses rather than the data. Due to this
some grammatical information or categories may be omitted from the glosses in the

text below.
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. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

Acquisition of functional morphology is regarded by many as one of the most
challenging domains in second language acquisition. Specifically, adult L2 learners
tend to experience issues in attaining native-like accuracy and acquiring phenomena
absent from their L1 grammars. This widely reported observation (Bailey et al, 1974;
Lardiere, 1998; Prévost & White, 2000; White, 2003) led to emergence of different
schools interpreting reasons for variability in L2 grammars, which is understood as
omitting or/and substituting functional morphology in obligatory contexts (Haznedar
& Schwartz, 1997; White, 2003). Since the variability problem may not disappear even
as L2 learners approximate end-state L2 grammars, there have been attempts to
interpret the reasons behind such an inconsistancy. Whereas some investigators assert
that the problem lies in the corrupt or deficient representation of a L2 grammar (Jiang,
2004; Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Hawkins & Hattori, 2006; Hawkins & Liszka, 2003;
Hawkins, 2003; Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007; Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007,
among others), others argue that it does not pertain to a representational deficit and
may account for other factors, both language-internal or language-external (Haznedar
& Schwartz, 1997; Lardiere; 1998, 2008, 2009; Prévost & White, 2000; Slabakova,
2008, 2016, 2019; Sorace & Filiaci, 2006; White, 2003, among others).

Hypotheses based on a representational deficit as the reason for L2 grammar
variability link it to age-related constraints disallowing full access to the language
acquisition device (LAD), which is allegedly responsible for language acquisition and
is fully accessible only during the Critical age for L1 acquisition. Hence, following the
Critical age, some features are deemed unavailable, which results in a deficient L2
representation (Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Hawkins & Hattori, 2006; Hawkins, 2003;
Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007; Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007). Specifically, the
Interpretability Hypothesis (Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007; Tsimpli &
Mastropavlou, 2007) argues that uninterpretable features are Critical-age constrained

and should they not be contained in the L1 grammar are inevitably underrepresented



in a L2 grammar whereas the L2 learner resorts to the aiding effect of interpretable
features. Similarly, the Shallow Structure Hypothesis (Clahsen & Felser, 2006) delves
into the difference between the L2 and the L1 processing patterns, and argues that L2
processing is guided by semantic and pragmatic cues rather than by syntactic
information, which is why L2 processing is always “shallower” compared to L1
processing. On the contrary, the Full Access / Full Transfer Hypothesis (Schwartz &
Sprouse, 1996) regards the LAD as a constantly available system: L2 learners utilize
L1 patterns during initial L2 exposure, and when facing issues parsing the input, the
interlanguage system is restructured through full access to Universal Grammar (UG).
The Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2008, 2016, 2019) explains L2 grammar
variability as the need to lexically learn the externalized functional morphology (the
“bottleneck™), whereas the semantic and the syntactic properties of grammar

phenomena are argued to come for free through direct access to the LAD.

B. The Current Study

Against this background, our study aims to contribute to the current discussion
by providing data from adult L1 Turkish / L2 Russian speakers compared to L1
Russian controls based on an interpretation task. The domain under investigation is
functional adjective morphology in split nominal constructions, which adult L1
Turkish do not possess in their mother tongue; hence, it has no possibility to be
transferred during second language acquisition. Both functional adjective morphology
and the operation of splitting constitute the externalization of uninterpretable features
resulting in an adjectival infection, and copying and distributed deletion of copies,
respectively. The splitting of nominal phrases is regarded as the syntactic reflex
whereas the adjectival inflection is the morphological reflex (Slabakova, 2008, 2016).
The BH argues that acquiring the syntactic operation of such a subtle notion as splitting
in colloquial L2 Russian is expected to cause considerably less variation and difficulty
compared to acquiring the rich functional/inflectional morphology on both elements
of the phrase, which is likely to pose an issue for L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian.
Meanwhile, the Interpretability Hypothesis predicts that acquiring the uninterpretable
phi-features absent from the learners’ L1 grammar inventory, namely, the case,

number and gender bundle, is impossible due to Critical-age constraints. However,



acquiring interpretable features (grammatical categories of the noun, manifested as
gender assignment in our study) is predicted as possible by the IH.

Of the three reflexes related to the phenomenon of NP-splitting only two
reflexes are at issue and will undergo testing: the acquisition of copy movement and
partial interpretation of copies at Phonetic Form (PF) (Fanselow & Cavar, 2002;
Nunes, 1999; Pereltsvaig, 2008b) as the syntactic reflex, and the acquisition of
adjectival morphology (an uninterpretable morphophonological feature) as the
morphological reflex. The semantic reflex in split d-linked wh-questions is opaque and
transparent (compared to other types of splitting (Pereltsvaig, 2008b)), and will not be
tested as the splitting of d-linked wh-questions comes as a syntactic option

(Pereltsvaig, p.c.; Sekerina, p.c.; Vysotskaya, p.c.).

C. Overview of the Dissertation

The remainder of this dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 will
introduce the linguistic background required to grasp the Generative perspective of the
linguistic phenomena in Russian and Turkish pertaining to the current research.
Chapter 3 will discuss the theoretical background of second language acquisition with
the focus on the adult acquisition of functional morphology, and outline our working
hypotheses with their principal claims. It will also provide a review of recent literature
on the acquisition of functional morphology. Following this, Chapter 4 will present
the methodology used in the study along with the discussion of research questions,
predictions, and the description of the tasks and items employed. Chapter 5 will
elucidate the obtained results and discuss the outcomes. The interpretation of the
results in reference to the previous research will be discussed in Chapter 6. The
implications of the findings and suggestions for further research, as well as the

limitations of the current study will be included in Chapter 7.

The tasks and the raw data regarding the conducted statistical analyses will be
included in the Appendix.



D. Definition of Key Terms

Second Language Acquisition: the theory of acquiring a language when a first

language grammar has already been established.

Semantic Entailments Task: a research tool where participants are expected to

produce a felicitous continuation for a stimulus (sentence, discourse situation).

Split Nominal Phrase: a nominal phrase, whose heads appear in different positions of

a clause but not side by side. E.g. Who would you like to take a picture of?

D-linked Wh-question: a constituent question (wh-question), usually introduced by
the wh-word “Which”, where the set of possible discourse referents is restricted by
the noun. E.g. Which boy speaks English here? (Tom, John, Andrey, or Miron).

Wh-word: any of a class of words that introduces a constituent question. E.g. what,

how, which, when, etc.

Generative linguistics: a linguistic theory that views linguistics as the study of a

hypothesized innate grammatical structure.

Functional (or Inflectional) Morphology: inflections (e.g. prefixes, suffixes, endings,
etc.) to indicate grammatical aspects of a word (e.g. plurality, tense, person, noun
case, etc.), as opposed to Derivational Morphology, which is utilized to produce new

words, or lexical items.



Il.  LINGUISTIC BACKGROUND

A. Language Pair Chosen for the Current Thesis: Russian and Turkish

The enquiry of the current thesis pertains to the acquisition of the functional
morphology on the adjective and the adjective-noun agreement in the Minimalist
Programme perspective (Chomsky, 1995). In line with the Minimalist assumptions any
grammatical category is regarded as comprising a bunch of morphosyntactic features!
(or just features, for short). These features comprise the following types: semantic
features (involving lexical meaning computation), syntactic features (responsible for
sentence derivation), and the morphophonological features (the externalized form of
the inflection). However, the number and type of features involved and, eventually,

the externalization as a morphological marker, may vary depending on the language.

A language pair, which displays sharp differences with respect to which
features are involved and how they are bundled and ultimately externalized in
adjectival agreement, is duly exemplified by Russian and Turkish. The examples
below demonstrate the externalization of different features in Russian and Turkish

adjective-noun strings, respectively:

Table 1 Feature externalization in Russian and Turkish adjective-noun strings

Adjective Noun

Russian dorog-aja knig-a
expensive-F.NOM.SG book-F.NOM.SG
‘expensive’ ‘book’
dorog-uju knig-u
expensive-F.ACC.SG book-F.ACC.SG
‘expensive’ ‘book’ (object)
dorog-ie knig-i
expensive-NOM.PL book-NOM.PL
‘expensive’ ‘books’

1 We will use the term “morphosyntactic feature” as “a property of words that the syntax is sensitive
to and which may determine the particular shape that a word has” (Adger, 2003: 19).



Table 2 Feature externalization in Russian and Turkish adjective-noun strings.
Continue

dorog-ix knig-0
expensive-GEN.PL book-GEN.PL
‘expensive’ ‘of books’
Turkish pahal: kitap-0-0
‘expensive’ book-SG-NOM
‘book’
pahal: kitab-0-1
‘expensive’ book-SG-ACC
‘book’ (object)
pahal: kitap-lar-9
‘expensive’ book-PL-NOM
‘books’
pahal: kitap-lar-in
‘expensive’ book-PL-GEN
‘of books’

Note. The externalized features are marked in bold.

As can be seen above, Russian and Turkish differ from each other with respect
to which features are relevant for syntactic derivation (Antonova-Unlii & Wei, 2016:
4; Pelekani, 2014: 292-293), which features are superficially marked, and whether
each bound morpheme stands for a single feature or a bunch of features. In Russian,
which is a highly inflecting language (Bailyn, 2012: ix), an array of features is
embedded into a single bound morpheme, whereas in Turkish, which is an
agglutinating language (Goksel & Kerslake, 2004: xiv), bound morphemes are
generally prescribed a specific grammatical meaning each. Turkish does not operate
such a feature as grammatical gender, which, in contrast, is well developed in Russian,
whose nominals are specified for masculine, feminine, and neutral grammatical
genders juxtaposed on the basis of functional morphology, namely, differentiated
inflections (referred to as endings in Slavic tradition).

Turkish derives an adjective-noun string without explicitly employing the
corresponding features (gender, number, case): the adjective is not specified for the
respective uninterpretable phi-features that must be checked by the noun and expressed
overtly. In contrast, Russian demands agreement between the adjective and the
corresponding noun: the adjective is specified for the uninterpretable phi-features
(namely, gender, number, and case), which must be checked and deleted in the process
of derivation at Logical Form to satisfy the grammaticality condition (Adger, 2003:

66). We assume Logical Form (LF) to constitute a language-internal system, “a



syntactic structure that is interpreted by the semantic component” (Fox, 2003: 83).The
consequence of the syntactic derivation is surfaced at Phonetic Form (PH), which is a
language-external representation, which is uttered, heard, or written down as

functional morphology.

The rest of the chapter will provide the necessary information on the linguistic
phenomena in Russian and Turkish related to our study. First, the typology of the
language will be briefly discussed, followed by general linguistic data regarding the
derivation of wh-questions, discourse-linked (d-linked) wh-questions, scrambling
operations, and prerequisites of (non)existence of split constructions and their
derivation. A comprehensive account of the nominal paradigm will be discussed,
including gender and case features, and adjective-noun agreement (attributive use)?.
Finally, we will tackle the syntax and morphology of the items to be used as the

instrument in our research.

1. Turkish Versus Russian: Preliminary Note

The facts with respect to elucidating the domains of both languages relevant
for our study will be first discussed regarding Russian, and later Turkish.
Subsequently, we will compare the presented data and designate the similarities and
differences between Russian and Turkish, which are important in the process of L1
Turkish / L2 Russian acquisition of adjective agreement in split d-linked wh-questions

externalized as functional morphology on the wh-word.

B. Syntactic Assumptions: Russian

The Russian language is an East Slavic language spoken in the Russian
Federation, in the post-Soviet countries, and many other countries, which house large
Russian-speaking communities, like Israel, the USA, France, Germany, Turkey, etc.
Russian is the most widely spoken Slavic language, and one of the most widely spoken
languages in the world (after Chinese Mandarin, Spanish, English, and Hindi/Urdu).
It is spoken by approximately 258 million people around the world, including non-

native speakers. The number is attested by Arefyev (2012), and the information is

2 1t must be noted that only Russian has PF-marked adjective-noun agreement (but not Turkish),
which is morphologically shared with determiners, including the wh-word in d-linked questions.



provided by the Ethnologue online source (https://www.ethnologue.com/language/rus
Retrieved on 09.02.2020).

Russian is a configurational Subject-Verb-Object (SVO) language.
Nevertheless, it boasts a fascinating freedom of word order with regard to constituents,
both within and among them (Zemskaya, 1987). A wide range of meanings is encoded
into a comparatively limited number of case categories, which morphologically affects
nouns, adjectives, some types of numerals and pronouns, to name a few. Noun-related
categories, such as grammatical/lexical gender and number (along with case), are
encoded into adjectival morphology, bringing about a nominal paradigm of highly
inflected forms. Information structure, namely, the opposition of old versus new
information, considerably influences the [freedom of] word order, which finds its

consequences in the linear order of the sentence.

Regarding the variation of Russian among its speakers, it is a comparatively
homogenous language, which is strictly standardized in education, and spoken in
nearly the same form throughout its wide geography (excluding Heritage Russian
variants). As far as the register is concerned, two distinct varieties are distinguished:
standard literary Russian (also referred to as Contemporary Standard Russian [CSR]),
and Colloquial Russian (Bailyn, 2012: x; Pereltsvaig, 2008b). The major difference in
Colloquial Russian compared to its standard literary norm is manifested in various

syntactic properties, primarily in the looser word order (Bailyn, 2012: xi).

In Russian two types of gender feature are recognized: a syntactic
(grammatical) feature and a semantic (lexical) feature. All nouns are specified for the
grammatical feature [gender], and can be masculine, feminine, or neutral, which finds
consequence in the noun morphology, namely, the suffix (traditionally often referred
to as the ending, when the nominal domain is involved). Nouns denoting people, their
relations, occupations, etc. and some higher animals possess the semantic feature
[gender], which is based on the biological gender. To recap, all nouns (including the
ones specified for semantic gender) are specified for grammatical, or syntactic, gender.
The syntactic feature [gender] is crucial for adjective agreement, as well as for subject-
verb agreement (both in matrix and embedded clauses) when the predicate is expressed

by past verbal forms, participles, among others.


https://www.ethnologue.com/language/rus

1. Core Syntax in Russian

In line with traditional approaches regarding where the structural centre of the
sentence is contained we assume that the empowering force of the sentence is the verb,
and that the distribution of nominal arguments is determined by the verbal predicate.
Russian verbs have a range of zero-place to four-place predicates, which entails the
number of arguments in the sentence depending on the semantic meaning of the verbal
predicate (Bailyn, 2012: 3). Conforming to the generative assumptions, we assume
that lexical items consist of bundles of features, which are grouped into the following
types: morphophonological (the acoustic or written realization), semantic (the
meaning of the lexical item), and syntactic features (whose consequences bring about
certain derivational patterns). The main focus in the following subsections will be on
the syntactic features of the verb. Occupying the major role in a sentence, verbs
comprise the feature that designates their categorial status, the interpretable feature
[V]; and uninterpretable feature(s) [uN].

a. Interpretable and uninterpretable features

Interpretable features constitute elements of lexical items in terms of semantic
content. Interpretable features possess a lexical meaning and participate in meaning
calculation, whereas the function of uninterpretable features is limited to driving the
process of derivation (Chomsky, 1995). Interpretable features survive derivation, and

uninterpretable features are checked and deleted when derivation is realized.

Based on the above, it is uninterpretable features, which are directly involved
in derivation. In the course of derivation uninterpretable features must be checked
within the syntactic tree and either eliminated (as in VP or DP derivation, discussed
below) or valued (for example, in case assignment) while being combined with certain
elements to create a phrase. Should all the uninterpretable features of the lexical item
in a sentence fail to be checked, or any of them remains unvalued, the derivation of
the sentence crashes and results in an ungrammatical sentence (Adger, 2003: 73). This
basic operation of combining two elements through checking and eliminating an
uninterpretable feature is referred to in the Minimalist Program as Merge, whereas

valuing a feature yields the basic operation Agree (Adger, 2003: 71, 172).



b. Verb phrases (VPs/vPs) in Russian

The uninterpretable feature(s) [uN] on the verb are eliminated as the verb is
merged with noun phrases (NPs), giving rise to the verb phrase (VP). In our approach
we assume the v-shell structure (vP) incorporating VP (for details regarding this
approach see Adger (2003: 104). It is the higher projection vP, where the structural
subject is placed in the sentence, whereas structural objects occupy positions below

VP. The VP, being composed of the verb and its dependencies, is a constituent.

Hence, based on the above, Russian, being a head-initial language, has the

following vP/VP structure:

Figure 1 VP structure of a Russian three-place predicate

VP [uN]1

/N

A

v+V VP [uN]2, [uN]s

/N
" [6N]s, [uN]2, [uN]s
kv/\

c. Noun/Determiner Phrases (NP/DPs)

In this subsection, we will briefly discuss the basic structure of the Russian
noun/determiner phrase (NP/DP), and review case assignment in structures with three-

place predicates.

Some researchers contend that due to the absence of an explicitly realized
article (like in Bulgarian) Russian has no DPs, but only NPs (Boskovi¢, 2004, 2005).
However, in line with the reasoning by Longobardi (1994) in that the NP is responsible
for the predicativity whereas the DP maintains the referentiality, since the NP is placed
in the argument position, we regard the NP, which has obtained the status of the
argument, as the DP. Besides, due to a strong argumentation against the NP view in

Rappaport (2001, 2002, 2004, the “result nominal” claim), we assume the universal

10



character of the determiner phrase according to the DP Hypothesis (Abney, 1987),
which has also been suggested in recent works on the syntax and semantics of the
Slavic nominal (Bailyn, 2012: 44; Linde-Usiekniewicz & Rutkowski; 2006;
Pereltsvaig, 2007, among others). Demonstrative and possessive pronouns,
quantifiers, and numerals are claimed to occupy the NP-external projection (Bailyn,
2012: 44), hence DP.2

We assume the DP shell to be present around all Russian argument* NPs
(Bailyn, 2012: 49). Due to a long-lasting tradition in Slavic linguistics, we will only
refer to Russian DPs as NP/DPs .

Below is the structure of nominals as assumed in our study:

Figure 2 Structure of a nominal phrase in Russian®

DP

Spec D’

/\

DO NP
AN

d. Case assignment in Russian

Case is a syntactic feature pertaining to arguments, which are constituted by
NP/DPs and possess certain thematic roles. As we have mentioned above, every
feature in the process of derivation must be checked. When case assignment is
involved, the checked NP/DPs receive value. The syntactic operation of combining
two elements, where the uninterpretable feature on one element is checked and valued,

constitutes the basic operation Agree (Adger, 2003: 172). Because value is assigned

3 However, Pereltsvaig (2018) proposes an argument against both NP and DP views based on
the behavior of Eventive Nominalizations in Russian. At the moment new evidence from empirical
domains is required.

4 The argument is understood as a constituent in a sentence assigned a theta role by a
predicate (Adger, 2003: 64).

5 The reader is required to note that the presented syntactic trees do not reflect the fine-
grained structure containing all the functional projections. Instead, we have tried to minimize the
structure to retain only the projections necessary to the scope of phenomena relevant for the present
study. A detailed theoretical account can be found in Adger (2003), Cinque (2005), to mention a few;
and Rizzi & Cinque (2016) for the latest state of the cartographic research; an extended theoretical
account related to Russian syntax is exquisitely presented in Bailyn (2012).

11



locally, NP/DPs may be required to move up the tree, which finds its consequence in
the word order. Structural case is assumed to be an uninterpretable feature, which takes
no part in meaning calculation (Adger, 2003: 36). The uninterpretable character of the
feature [case] in the Russian language can be vividly demonstrated by the examples

below.

Affirmative nominal constructions have a structural subject manifested as a
noun in the nominative case, whereas the subject in negative nominal constructions is
specified for the genitive case:

(1) U menjaest”  knig-a
by me  there’s book-NOM.
‘I have a book [on me].” (nominative subject, affirmative

construction)
Versus

(2) U menja net knig-i
by me there’s no book-GEN
‘I don’t have a book [on me].” (genitive subject, negative
construction)

The function of the structural case is crucial for syntactic derivation, and the
respective feature is checked by the interpretable feature [case] on the predicate. When
the case features have been checked and valued on all the NP/DPs, the required case-
marking morphology is supplied in the phonological form (PF) of the sentence after
the point of Spellout, which is the threshold between the Logical form and the
Phonological form, after which articulation takes place (Adger, 2003: 116).

The subject of the sentence is assumed to be generated as the specifier of vP,
where it receives an agent theta role. Structural nominal case assignment takes place
upon the movement of this NP/DP higher up the tree to the Spec-TP (the functional

Tense projection).

In line with Montrul (2004), we assume the view of the syntactic theory
incorporating the functional categories AgrOP (object agreement phrase) and AgrlOP
(indirect object agreement phrase). As Bailyn (2012: 9) claims, the NP/DP with the
meaning of Theme is generated as the specifier of a VP, where it receives the
corresponding theta role, and moves up to occupy the specifier position to AgrOP,
therein receiving accusative case. The indirect object NP/DP is generated as the
complement to a transitive verb as a goal/beneficiary, and is later moved up to the

specifier position of the AgrlOP, where it is assigned dative case. With the aim to

12



maximally simplify the composition of the syntactic tree while preserving clarity and
consistency, the direct and the indirect objects will be retained where they are
generated (the AgrOP and AgrlOP projections are omitted).

The structure of a sentence with a three-place predicate supplied with the
derivation relevant for our study is exemplified below:
Figure 3 Derivation tree of a Russian three-place predicate construction

CP

/N

CI

/N

C TP

/N

NP/DP(Nom.) T’

/N

T VP [V, uN, uN, uN]

NP/DP V'

A

V+v VP [V, uN, &N, uN]

/\

NP/DP(Acc.)  V'[V, uN, uN, uN]
[N]

\ NP/DP(Dat.)
[V, uN, uN,uN] [N]

(the functional heads that are not fundamental for our study are omitted)

2. Wh-questions in Russian: Derivation

The current subsection is devoted to elucidating the derivation of wh-questions
in Russian. The derivation of discourse-linked wh-questions, which are the actual

focus in the present study, is given special attention.

The research instrument in our study is represented by different variations of
the wh-question, and in this respect, the theoretical account on wh-structures in

Russian and their derivation will be discussed below.

13



The two major wh-structures in the Russian language are wh-questions and wh-
relatives. Wh-relatives constitute structurally and semantically dependent
constructions whereas wh-questions form syntactically and semantically independent
units:

(3) a. Po¢emu ty vcera ne  priexal?
why  you yesterday NEG came
‘Why didn’t you come yesterday?’ (a wh-question)
b. Rasskazi mne, poéemu ty vcera ne  priexal.
tell me why  you yesterday NEG came

“Tell me why you didn’t come yesterday.” (an embedded wh-
guestion with a wh-relative)

The wh-element, which serves as an integral part of wh-questions, is assumed
to carry an interpretable [+WH] feature. A system of wh-elements used in the

formation of Russian wh-questions is exemplified below.

Table 3 Wh-elements introducing wh-questions

Default Meaning Category Basic information
form
kto ‘who’ NP/DP Argument wh-phrase. Used for

animate objects including animals.
The default form is specified for
case [nominative], number
[singular], and gender [masculine].
The wh-element agrees with the
predicate on the basis of case,
number, and also gender (in
sentences with predicates denoting
past actions).

cto ‘what’ NP/DP Argument wh-phrase. Used for
inanimate objects. The default form
is specified for case [nominative],
number [singular], and gender
[masculine] (in sentences with
predicates denoting past actions).
The wh-element agrees with the
predicate on the basis of case,
number, and also gender (in
sentences with predicates denoting
past actions).
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Table 4 Wh-elements introducing wh-questions. Continue

kakoj

gde
kogda

pocemu

kak

skol’ko

‘what’,
‘which’

‘where’
‘when’
‘Why’

‘how’

I. APor D-linked wh-phrase. Used for
Il. NP/DP animate and inanimate objects. The
default form is nominative singular
masculine; hence, it is specified for
case, gender, and number. The wh-
element agrees with the head noun
represented by an argument, or
within a PP. Regarding form, it is an
AP, however, the wh-phrase can
replace and refer to:
I. APs
I1. NP/DPs (d-linked contexts)
PP, AdvP, CP  Adjunct wh-phrase. Locative.
PP, AdvP, CP  Adjunct wh-phrase. Temporal.
PP, AdvP, CP  Adjunct wh-phrase. Adverbial of
reason.
PP, AdvP, CP  Adjunct wh-phrase. Adverbial of
manner.

‘how much’, PP, NP/DP Adjunct wh-phrase. Quantity.
‘how many’

Note. The table does not demonstrate all the wh-elements operable in the Russian

language. There exists a considerable number of grammatical forms brought about

through inflecting.

Normally, the wh-element occupies the left-peripheral position in a sentence

or in an embedded clause. The examples below are: (a-c) wh-questions with wh-words,

and (d-f) embedded wh-questions with wh-relatives:

4) a.

Kto k

nam zavtra  priedet?

who to us tomorrow will.come

‘Who
. Kakoj
which
‘What

will come to [visit] us tomorrow?’
podarokty xoces na Novyj god?
gift you want on New Year
kind of New Year gift do you want?’

.Skol’ko  celovek vysli na demonstraciju?

how many people came.out on demonstration

‘How
. Skaji,
Tell

many people have joined the demonstration?’
kto k namzavtra  priedet.
who to us tomorrow will.come

‘Tell me who will come to us/visit us tomorrow’

. Daj mne ideju, kakoj podarokty xoces na Novyj god.

give me idea which gift you want on New Year

‘Give

Iy ne

me an idea of what kind of New Year gift you want’
znaes, skol’ko  celovek vysli na demonstraciju?

you NEG know how many people came.out on demonstration
‘Do you know how many people have joined the demonstration?’
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a. Russian wh-movement: overt English type or in-situ?

Some scholars claim that Russian has no overt English-type wh-movement per
se, instead asserting it is Focus movement (Boskovi¢, 1988; Stepanov, 1998). Hence,
via implementing the Wh-in-situ Hypothesis they consider Russian on par with
languages such as Chinese and Turkish. However, there is ample evidence that the
above claim cannot be true. First, the wh-element invariably moves up in subordinated

constructions, and no other option is attested to be grammatical:

(5) a. *Nikto ne znaet, ty rabotaes gde.
nobody NEG knows you work  where
‘Nobody knows where you work.” (the wh-element in-situ)
b’Nikto ne  znaet, ty gde rabotaes.
nobody NEG knows you where work
‘Nobody knows where you work.’ (the wh-element follows the
subject)
c. Nikto ne znaet, gde ty rabotaes.
nobody NEG knows where you work
‘Nobody knows where you work.’ (the wh-element is fronted in the
embedded clause)
[Bailyn, 2012: 94]

Second, even though it is claimed that the wh-element can follow the subject
pronoun (hence, allegedly, no obligatory wh-movement exists in Russian), which is
indeed grammatical, the subject in such constructions raises due to Topicalization
(Bailyn, 2012: 94), and being a proclitic does not carry any stress whatsoever:

(6) a. Ty gde rabotaes?
you where work
‘Where do you work?’ (a wh-question with a topicalized subject)
b. Ty pocéemu véera ne priexal?
youwhy  yesterday NEG came

‘Why didn’t you come yesterday?’ (a wh-question with a topicalized
subject)

On the contrary, when a pronoun in the left-peripheral position is stressed, it
receives a Focal interpretation, which is marked:
(7) TY gde rabotaes? (ty is stressed)
you where work

‘And what about you: where do you work?’ (a wh-question with a
focalized subject)

Consequently, the above claim does not hold, and we assume the presence of
overt English-type wh-movement required for the formation of wh-questions and wh-

relative constructions. A detailed account of the arguments against the Wh-in-situ view
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in relation to Russian and the argumentation in favour of the English-type wh-
movement are presented in Bailyn (2012).

In line with Adger (2003: 294), we regard the uninterpretable [WH] feature on
Complementizer (C) as strong. Thus, the syntactic movement is induced to move the
wh-element up the tree from its derived position. A syntactic tree illustrating the final

stage of the derivation of a wh-question is given below:

Figure 4 Structure of a wh-question

CP

/N

Spec C’
[+WH]

c® TP
[+WH] /\

The next subsection will discuss discourse-linked wh-questions and the latest

views on how they are derived in Russian.
b. Derivation of discourse-linked (d-linked) wh-questions in Russian

Discourse-linked (d-linked) wh-questions, according to Pesetsky (1987), are
related to limiting the number of possible referents to the noun, which refers to the
response to a question, illustrated in 8 below:

(8) D-linked question and possible responses:
- Which boy did you buy the toy for?
- For Misha/Andrey/Vladimir/Sergey, etc.

In semantic terms the d-linked question above can be paraphrased as such: “For
which x is it the case, x is a boy, that you bought a specific toy for?”. Hence, x is

expressed by a limited number of referents (boys) stipulated by a situation.

Russian d-linked wh-questions are formed through utilizing the necessary form
of the wh-word Kakoj® “which”, which is specified for adjectival morphology (see
Table 2) and is co-referenced with the head noun (or restrictor), hence agrees with it

in case, (grammatical or lexical) gender, and number. Besides, in some contexts

® The default form Kakoj “which” (masculine singular nominative) changes in accordance with its
headword: it agrees with its case, gender, and number features. The changes are manifested on the
suffix of the wh-word.
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(specifically, in the masculine accusative singular form) it may be specified for
animacy/inanimacy. The above-mentioned features are externalized through a single
inflection, namely, the suffix that incorporates a bundle of features (the inflection in

the examples below is marked in bold):

9) a. Kak-oj malcik podaril tebe  knigu? — Andrej.
which-M.NOM.SG; boy; gave to.you book — Andrey.
‘Which boy gave you a/the book as a present?” — ‘Andrey.’
b. Kak-omu malciku ty podaril knigu? — Andreju.
which-M.DAT.SGi boyi  you gave book - to.Andrey
‘Which boy did you give a/the book as a present?” — ‘“To Andrey.’
c. Kak-0j podarok ty podaril malciku? — Knigu o

which-M.ACC.SGi gifti ~ you gave to.boy — book about
prikljucenijax.
adventures
‘Which gift did you give to the boy?” — ‘An adventure book.’
d. Kak-aja devocka podarila tebe  knigu? — Ol’ga.
Which-F.NOM.SG; girl; gave to.you book - Olga
‘Which girl gave you a/the book as a present?” — ‘Olga.’
e. Kak-oj devocke ty  podaril knigu? — Olge.
Which-F.DAT.SG; girl; you gave book —t0.0lga
‘Which girl did you give a/the book as a present?” — ‘To Olga.’
f. Kak-uju knigu ty podaril devocke? — Ucebnik
which-F.ACC.SG;j book; you gave to.girl — textbook
anglijskogo jazyka.
English language
‘Which book did you give to the girl as a present?’ — ‘An English

textbook.’

Because the wh-word Kakoj “which” is in complementary relations with other
determiners (demonstratives etot ‘this’, tot ‘that’, quantifiers kazdyj ‘every’, ves’ ‘the
whole’, etc.), we regard it as a determiner with adjectival characteristics, thus, an AP
in form. However, the wh-phrase refers to and replaces an NP/DP (see the examples
above). As with all wh-constructions, d-linked wh-questions are also derived via overt

English-type wh-movement (Bailyn, 2012).

3. Scrambling’ Operations in Russian

Generally regarded as an SVO language, Russian is famous for its relatively
free word order (Bailyn, 2003; Dyakonova, 2009; Kallestinova, 2007), which is licit

" Herein we assume scrambling not to constitute a stylistically driven operation, which derives
alternative word orders (Saito, 1992) but a process closely related to the distribution of Theme and
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due to a rich functional morphology both in the verbal and in the nominal domains.
The conjugation of Russian finite verbs includes the categories of tense, aspect, person,
number, and gender, whereas the declension of nominal parts of speech involves the
categories of case, gender (grammatical and lexical), number, and, in some cases,
animacy. Since Russian is a highly fusional language, oftentimes the bundles of
categorial features are externalized via a single inflection, particularly on nominals:
(10) a. Vid-is’ Cern-0go konj-a?

see-PRS.2SG black-M.ACC.SG.ANIM horse-M.ACC.SG.ANIM

‘Can you see the black horse?’

— Teper’ uvidel-a.

now saw-PST-F.SG
‘I saw it just now.’

b. Nas-a kompanij-a vydel-il-a lusé-emu
our-F.NOM.SG firm-F.NOM.SG granted-PST-F.SG best. M.DAT.SG
rabotnik-u turisticesk-uju putevk-u.

worker.M.DAT.SG touristic.F.ACC.SG tour.F.ACC.SG
‘Our company granted its best worker a package tour.’

As Bailyn claims (2012: 295), scrambling always constitutes an optional
syntactic operation. Yet, with a typical two-argument transitive verb in a sentence all
the six possible word orders are grammatical (the examples are adopted from Bailyn
(2012: 237)):

(11) a. Mal ¢ik-i ~ Citajut knig-i. SVO (Canonical word
order)
boys-NOM read books-ACC
b. Mal¢ik-i  knig-i Citajut. SOV
boys-NOM books-ACC read
c. Knig-i mal ¢ik-i  Citajut. oSV
books-ACC boys-NOM read
d. Knig-1 Citajut mal Cik-i. OVS
books-ACC read boys-NOM
e. Citajut mal ¢ik-i  Knig-i. VSO
read boys-NOM books-ACC
f. Citajut knig-i mal Cik-i. VOS

read books-ACC boys-NOM
‘Boys read books.’
[Bailyn (2012, p. 237)]

Rheme (The Prague School of Linguistics), and the discourse requirements. For the detailed
information on scrambling in Russian the reader is referred to Bailyn (2003).
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The distinctive feature that differs and distinguishes each of the linearizations
above is the discourse effect, or the Topic/Focus designation (Bailyn, 2003: 1; Bailyn,
2012: 238).

Herein we have resorted to demonstrating the freedom of word order in Russian
and will not delve into the theoretical issues regarding syntactic motivation of
scrambling. For a detailed discussion regarding Russian scrambled constructions the
interested reader is referred to theoretical accounts in Bailyn (2003), Dyakonova
(2009), Kallestinova (2007), to mention a few. The next subsection deals with 3-
argument constructions employed for our instrument. The focus is on a specific
linearization, which is widely observed in both standard Russian and in its colloquial

register.
a. A’ movement/ object shift in 3-argument constructions: goal over theme

The experimental items utilized as the instrument for the current study are
formed on the basis of three-argument constructions, which consist of an Agent
expressed by a pronominal subject, a Theme and a Goal realized as an inanimate and
an animate noun, respectively. We have employed a slightly “marked” linearization

with the following structure: Agentrron Goaln V Themen.

The original derivation path is as follows: the Goal is derived via Merge as the
complement to the V head and is assigned structural Dative case, whereas the Theme
is derived as the Spec to VP (to change for V') higher in the tree and is assigned
structural Accusative case. The linearization of the construction to be employed in our
test is formed via local A-movement, or Object Shift: the Goal NP/DP moves over the
Theme to form the Spec projection of the aspectual phrase (AspP) (Bailyn, 1995;
Bailyn, p.c.; Harizanov & Gribanova, 2017). Detailed information regarding A-
movement and Object Shift in Russian is elucidated in Bailyn (1995), Harizanov &
Gribanova (2017).

Below is a syntactic tree with the mechanism of derivation, whose result is the
linearization we will be employing for our study. The syntactic tree is exemplified with

an affirmative sentence.
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(12) Derivation of the construction ‘Ty devocke procital
rasskaz.”(Agentrron Goaln V Themen linearization) via local A-movement/Object
Shift8:

Ty devocke procita-l rasskaz.

you to.girl  read-PST story

“You read a story to the girl.’

Figure 5 Derivation of the linearization Agentrron Goaln V Themey via local A-
movement/Object Shift

CP

NP/DP Asp’
devocke

NP/DP(Acc.) V'

rasskaz /\

\Y NP/DP(Dat.)
(cita-) (devocke)

8 The notation ( ) stands for the moved element. The continuous lines show stages of derivation prior
to local A-movement/Object Shift. The intermittent line indicates the local A-movement /Object Shift
of the Goal over the Theme.
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The next subsection presents information regarding the operation of splitting.
Specific conditions will be discussed that serve as prerequisites for allowing splits.
These conditions are discussed in relation to the Russian language, due to which splits

are a common phenomenon to encounter.

4. Split Constructions in Russian

For a language to allow splitting the following three distinct conditions must
be operative: scrambling, noun-ellipsis (N-ellipsis), and overt morphology on both
elements of the noun phrase — these comprise the adjective or the determiner (wh-
word) and the noun (Pereltsvaig, 2008b)°. All these conditions are evident in several
Slavic languages, including Russian (Bailyn, 2012). The examples below demonstrate
the above-mentioned constructions with the respective phenomena underlined; the

unmarked word order is exemplified in (13a):

(13) a. Unmarked (canonical) word order:
— Budes pit’ gorjacij caj? — Seycas ne xocu gorjacego caja.
you.will drink hot tea now NEG l.want hot tea
‘— Will you drink hot tea? — Now I don’t want to have hot tea.’
b. Scrambling:
— Gorjacij ¢aj pit’ budes? — Gorjacego caja ne  xocu seycas.
hot tea drink  you.will  hot tea NEG l.want now

‘— Will you drink hot tea? — Hot tea, I don’t want to have it now.” (the
Theme is fronted)

c. N-ellipsis:
— Gorjacij ¢aj pit’ budes? — Gorjacego [éaja] ne xocu
seycas.
hot tea drink  you.will  hot [tea] NEG l.want now

‘— Will you drink hot tea? — *Now I don’t want to have hot [tea].” (the
previously mentioned noun is elided)
d. Overt morphology on both elements of the noun phrase:
— Gorjac-ij caj-@ pit’  budes?
hot-M.ACC.SG tea-M.ACC.SG drink you.will?
‘~ Will you drink hot tea?’
— Gorjac-eqo caj-a ne xocu seycas.
hot-M.GEN.SG tea-M.GEN.SG NEG l.want now
‘—~ Now I don’t want to have hot tea.” (both parts of the noun phrase
are specified for gender, case, and number, which is manifested in respective
suffixes)

% As we indicated above, in Russian the adjective (or the determiner — wh-word) is specified
for number, (grammatical or semantic) gender, and case features checked by the noun (Bailyn, 2012).
To reiterate, the gender of the noun is a lexical characteristic and is assumed to pose no grammatical
difficulty in second language acquisition.
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According to Pereltsvaig (2008b), the existence of this bundle of features
serves as a prerequisite for constructions with split nominal phrases, which is

exemplified below:

(14) a. Split nominal phrases:
— Gorjacij budes  caj? — Gorjacego seycas ne  xocu caja.
hot you.will tea hot now NEG l.want tea

‘~ Will you drink hot tea? — As for hot tea, I don’t want to have it
now.’ (the underlined nominal phrase is split)

It must be noted that splitting is generally avoided in textbook Russian as it is
considered to be against the prescriptive rule (Sekerina, 1997), hence almost non-
existent in explicit and instructed L2 teaching and learning environments .
Notwithstanding, split contructions are an integral part of colloquial register and
fiction abundant in characters’ verbal interaction, amounting for up to 10% of live
colloquial speech when contrasted with the number of adjacent constructions
(Pereltsvaig, 2007, 2008b). Besides, the split pattern is ubiquitous and abundant in
poetry, which is beyond the scope of our research.

Generally, sentences with split nominal phrases incorporate a subject pronoun,
where it is the object NP/DP that is split due to syntactic reasons: it would be odd to
split a nominal phrase, which is already in the left periphery. On the contrary, when

an object is split, the first part is likely (though does not have) to occupy the left

10 However, on a closer look into L2 Russian textbooks, split phrases are widely represented in
nominal constructions without a lexical verb from early on, namely, when adjectives and determiners
are introduced at level Al; e.g. in a popular L2 Russian course ‘Doroga v Rossiju 1’ (Antonova et al,
2003. Doroga v Rossiyu, Part 1. The Way to Russia. Elementary Level):
Examples: Kakoj eto prospekt? (p. 99)

which; it avenue;

‘Which avenue is it?’

Kakoj eto fil'm? (p. 118)

which; it film;

‘Which film is it?’
Other conversational formulas that contain splits in conversational phrases are as follows:

Kakoj segodnja den’?

which; today  day;

‘What day is it today?’

Kakaja segodnja pogoda?

which; today  weather;

‘What is the weather like today?’
The use of the above split constructions is the grammatical norm for standard Russian. Hence, L2
Russian learners are exposed to nominal splits from initial stages of acquisition, albeit without direct
instruction or awareness of this phenomenon.
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periphery, and the second part may occupy the place where it was derived, or

elsewhere in the sentence.

Below we review current approaches to the mechanism of splitting regarding

Russian.
a. Derivation of split constructions in Russian

There are several views on the character of splitting in Russian: Left-Branch
Extraction (LBE) worked out by Boskovi¢ (2005), Remnant Movement Analysis
(RM) argued by Basi¢ (2004, 2008), and splitting through movement and partial
interpretation of the copies (the copy-theory of movement + Distributed Deletion)
contended by Pereltsvaig (2008b). The theoretical grounds are extensively discussed
in Franks (2007) and in Pereltsvaig (2008b). We will assume the approach to splitting

argued by Pereltsvaig (2008b) and briefly expand on her line of reasoning below.

Pereltsvaig argues against LBE (the view argued for by Boskovi¢) based on the
fact that the operation of splitting “can be applied to non-constituents and can cross
islands which typically prevent (non-argument) extraction out of them (2008b: 11).
The RM analysis (Basi¢, 2004, 2008) is rejected on the grounds that the second split
element may be expressed by a non-constituent, and that the unmarked pattern of
placement of the elements is not corroborated by the RM claim (Pereltsvaig, 2008b:
15).

Pereltsvaig (2008b, p. 17) proposes an analysis, where the whole phrase to be
split moves (the Copy theory of movement by Corver & Nunes (2007) with several
stipulations), and the moved copies undergo distributed deletion of the copies at PF
(Fanselow & Cavar, 2002; Nunes, 1999: 226-232). Additional evidence comes from a
recent study by Bondarenko & Davis (2018) in that Russian parasitic gaps in fact block
Left Branch Condition (LBC), which serves as a telling counterargument against LBE,

and in favour of concealed NP pied-piping, hence distributed deletion of copies.

Based on the above, the process of derivation of splits can be illustrated in two
steps (the phrase to be split is marked in bold):
(15) a. Merger positions:

mozno kupit’ kKlubni¢nogo varen’ja
possible to.buy strawberry(ADJ) jam
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b. Step one (feature-driven movement, scrambling in this case):
Klubni¢nogo  varen’ja mozno kupit’ klubniénogo varen’ja
strawberry(ADJ) jam possible to.buy strawberry(ADJ) jam

c. Step two (distributed deletion of the copies at PF):

Klubni¢nogo  varen’ja mozno kupit’ klubriénoge varen’ja
strawberry(ADJ) jam possible to.buy strawberry(ADJ) jam

‘It is possible to buy strawberry jam.’
[the examples are from Pereltsvaig (2008b: 18)]

The above assertion in favour of the movement and partial interpretation of the
copies is corroborated by the fact that Russian splits can appear both as simple splits,
where the relative word order is preserved, and inverted splits, where the order of the
parts of the split phrase is inverted relative to the default word order (Pereltsvaig,
2008b: 7). The types of splits are exemplified in 16a — a simple split, and 16b — an
inverted split; the parts of the split phrase are boldfaced:

(16) a. Simple split:
— Vologodskogo net masla, devuska?
Vologda(ADJ) not.there.is butter girl
‘Do you have Vologda[place name] butter, Miss?’
b. Inverted split:
— Brillianty u tebja xoroSie, neskol ko karat.
diamonds toyou good several carats

“You have good diamonds, several carats’
[the examples are from Pereltsvaig (2008b: 7)]

The movement of the derived copy is driven by a certain syntactic feature.
According to Pereltsvaig (2008b: 18), three types of feature-driven movement are
observed in Russian: wh-movement, li-questions (a kind of yes-no questions), and
scrambling. As our study tackles split d-linked wh-questions, which are formed via
wh-movement, the remainder of this paper will focus on constructions derived in this
way. Below are split constructions, where the movement is driven by the wh-feature;
the parts of the split phrase are boldfaced:

17) a. Kakoe tebe do nego delo?
which to.you to him business
‘What do you care about him?’ (parts of the split phrase occupy the
periphery positions)
b. Kakujuty emu knigu podaris?
which you to.him book will.give

“Which book will you give him as a gift?” (one part of the split phrase
IS not at the periphery).
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We have briefly reviewed the theory of splits in the Russian language. By far,
this discussion has not been comprehensive and encompassing, and the interested
reader is referred to sources focusing on this issue, like Bondarenko & Davis (2018),
Boskovi¢ (2005), Franks (2007), Pereltsvaig (2008b), Sekerina (1997), among others.

The next subsection provides fundamental facts on adjectives in Russian: first,
the place of adjectives in Russian grammar is discussed with the focus on their
morphological characteristics; to follow, the morphology of the wh-word Kakoj
‘which’ is examined, and a similarity is drawn between the wh-word and adjectives,

especially regarding the externalization of features via an inflection.

5. Adjectives in Russian: Morphology

Adjectives in Russian are often regarded as the most complex part of speech in
terms of functional morphology since a number of adjectives are represented by a
paradigm of over forty different forms each. This complexity can be accounted for the
fact that the adjective is specified for the phi-features checked by the head noun,
namely, gender, number, and case (and also animacy under certain conditions)!.
Furthermore, specific classes of adjectives may possess two functional forms — the
short one (predicative use; attributive use in certain contexts, usually stylistically
marked) and the full one (attributive and predicative use).

As a rule, adjectives used predicatively follow the head noun, whereas
attributively used adjectives generally precede it (however, in split constructions the
attribute can follow the head noun. See examples in subsection 11.B.4.a.). Below the
predicative (18a-c) and attributive (19a-b) uses of the adjective are demonstrated. The

adjectives are underlined:

(18) Predicatively used adjectives:
a. Gorod okazalsja krasivymi  dorogim.
town turned out beautiful and expensive
‘The town turned out to be beautiful and expensive.’ (full adjectives,
inanimate head noun)
b.V to vremja Andrej byl molodi  zdorov.
in that time Andrey was young and healthy
‘At that time Andrey was young and healthy.” (short adjectives,
animate head noun)

11 The feature [animacy] is checked when the adjective is related to a masculine singular or plural
head noun in the accusative case.

26



c.V to vremja Andrej byl molodymi zdorovym.
in that time  Andrey was young  and healthy
‘At that time Andrey was young and healthy.” (full adjectives,
animate head noun)

(19) Attributively used adjectives:
a. Ja dovolen svoim  krasivymi  dorogim kostyumom.
I glad self.ADJ beautiful and expensive suit
‘I am happy about my beautiful and expensive suit.” (full adjectives,
inanimate head noun)
b. Rabota byla vypolnena molodym i  zdorovym parnem.
work was completed young  and healthy fellow
‘The work was completed by a young and healthy fellow.” (full
adjectives, animate head noun)

Being a highly fusional language, Russian tends to utilize a single inflectional
morpheme to denote a bunch of grammatical meanings (features), in contrast to
agglutinative languages (e.g. Turkish, Japanese). As has been mentioned, nearly all
the categories (except for the category of comparison), which the adjective is specified
for, are incorporated into a single suffix (usually referred to as an ending in the Slavic
tradition). The adjectives are underlined and their suffixes are boldfaced:

(20) a. Jaj dovol-en; Svo-im
| glad-M.NOM.SG(SHORT) self-ADJ.MASC.INS.SG
krasiv-ym i dorog-im kostyumom.

beautiful-M.INS.SG and expensive-M.INS.SG suit
‘I am happy about my beautiful and expensive suit.’
b. Rabota byla vypolnena molod-oj i zdorov-oj
work was completed young-F.INS.SG and healthy-F.INS.SG
devusk-oj.
girl-F.INS.SG
“The work was completed by a young and healthy girl’.

a. Adjective declension in Russian

There are several classes of adjective declension in Russian that are subject to
the final sound/letter of the stem as well as the stressed syllable. Thus, the default
adjective inflection (masculine nominative singular) can be externalized as —ij, —yj, or
—0j: mjagkij ‘soft’, tverdyj ‘hard’, bolsoj ‘big’. As mentioned earlier, each inflection
constitutes a feature bundle specified for gender, case, and number. As our study will
only utilize the declension class of adjectives with the stressed suffix (-oj), the
examples thereafter will pertain to this specific class. An entire declension system of
the adjective suxoj (dry) is presented in Table 3 below.
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Table 5 The declension paradigm of adjectives with the stressed suffix —oj,
explicated by the adjective suxoj ‘dry’

Case Masculine Feminine Neutral Plural
singular singular singular
Nominative sux-0j les sux-aja trava  sux-oe leto sux-ie lesa/travy
‘a dry ‘adrygrass’  ‘adry ‘dry
forest’(M) (F) summer’ (N) forests/grasses’
Genitive sux-0go lesa  sux-ojtravy  sux-ogo leta  sux-ix lesov/trav
‘ofadry ‘ofadry ‘ofadry ‘of dry
forest’ grass’ summer’ forests/grasses’
Dative sux-omu lesu  sux-oj trave sux-omu letu  sux-im
‘to a dry ‘to a dry ‘to adry lesam/travam
forest’ grass’ summer’ ‘to dry
forests/grasses’
Accusative sux-0j les sux-uju travu  sux-oe leto sux-ie lesa/travy
‘adry forest”  ‘adrygrass’ ‘adry ‘dry
(object) (object) summer’ forests/grasses’
(object) (object)
Instrumental  sux-im lesom  sux-oj travoj  sux-im letom  sux-imi
‘by a dry ‘by adry ‘by adry lesami/travami
forest’ grass’ summer’ ‘by dry
forests/grasses’
Prepositional  (0) sux-om (0) sux-0j (0) sux-om (0) sux-ix
lese trave lete lesax/travax
‘(about) adry ‘(about)adry ‘(about)adry ‘(about)dry
forest’ grass’ summer’ forests/grasses’

Note 1. The adjective is supplied with head nouns of a respective gender/number. The
adjective inflection is boldfaced. Only the declension of the full form is provided, not
the short form as it is not relevant for our study.

Note 2. The presented account is far from being comprehensive. Russian contains an
intricate and complex system of adjective declension depending on the features of the
head noun, its position regarding the head noun, style, attributive or predicative use,

etc.
b. Adjective morphology on the wh-word Kakoj ‘Which’

Our study focuses on the adjective morphology on the wh-word kakoj ‘which’
that is used to introduce d-linked wh-questions, and stands for a NP/DP in the
consecutive response to that question. The declension of the wh-word kakoj ‘which’
is identical to that of adjectives with the stressed suffix (the suffix —oj in kakoj is
stressed). Hence, it is specified for the same grammar categories (features) as all

adjectives, namely, gender, case, and number, which are manifested by a single
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inflection. A comprehensive declension paradigm of the wh-word kakoj ‘which’ is

exhibited in the table below.

Table 6 Declension paradigm of the wh-word kakoj ‘which’

Gender
Case Masculine Feminine Neutral Plural
singular singular singular

Nominative kak-oj les kak-aja kak-oe leto kak-ie lesa/travy
‘which trava ‘which ‘which
forest’ (M) ‘which summer’(N)  forests/grasses’

grass’ (F)

Genitive kak-ogo lesa  kak-oj travy  kak-ogo leta  kak-ix lesov/trav
‘of which ‘of which ‘of which ‘of which
forest’ grass’ summer’ forests/summers’

Dative kak-omu lesu kak-oj trave  kak-omu letu  kak-im
‘to which ‘to which ‘to which lesam/travam
forest’ grass’ summer’ ‘to which

forests/grasses’

Accusative kak-oj les kak-uju kak-oe leto kak-ie lesa/travy
‘which travu ‘which ‘which
forest’ ‘which summer’ forests/summers’
(object) grass’ (object) (object)

(object)

Instrumental  kak-im lesom kak-oj travoj kak-im letom  kak-imi
‘by which ‘by which ‘by which lesami/travami
forest’ grass’ summer’ ‘by which

forests/summers’

Prepositional  (o)kak-om (o)kak-oj (0) kak-om (0) kak-ix
lese trave lete lesax/travax
‘(about) ‘(about) ‘(about) ‘(about) which
which forest” which grass’ which forests/summers’

summer’

Note. The wh-forms are supplied with the head noun, and the adjective inflection is
boldfaced.
Compare the declension paradigms of adjectives with the stressed ending

(Table 3) and Table 4. Based on the above, the wh-word kakoj ‘which’ can be

considered a typical adjective with a view to its grammatical form and declension type.

c¢. Morphological forms of the wh-word Kakoj ‘Which’ to be used in the

instrument

In our research instrument the following morphological forms of the wh-word

Kakoj ‘which’ will be utilized:
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Table 7 Morphological forms of the wh-word Kakoj ‘which’ utilized in the current
study

Wh-word Morphological information
Kak-omu (studentu)  which-M.DAT.SG (student)
Kak-oj (stol) which-M.ACC.SG (table)

Kak-0j (studentke) which-F.DAT.SG (female student)
Kak-uju (knigu) which-F.ACC.SG (female student)

Hence, the adjective morphology relevant for our study is presented below:

Table 8 Adjectival morphology on the wh-word Kakoj ‘which’ utilized in the current
study

Inflection Morphological characteristics

-omu M.DAT.SG
-0j M.ACC.SG
-0j F.DAT.SG
-uju F.ACC.SG

The current subsection has expanded on the properties of the adjective and the
wh-word kakoj “which”. The next subsection will briefly discuss properties of the
noun, namely, its categories and declension characteristics depending on the

grammatical or lexical (natural) gender and classes that the noun pertains to.

6. Noun Declension System in Russian

Russian lexicon possesses multiple declension classes of nouns associated with
their origin, gender, animacy, stem characteristics, the number of syllables, and the
position of the stressed syllable. Gender, either natural or grammatical, is the
invariable category of the noun and is manifested together with variable categories —
case and number — by a single inflectional morpheme, which constitutes a bunch of

features incorporated into a single form. The inflection is marked in bold. E.qg.:

(21) a. stol-@ table-M.NOM.SG ‘table’
b. ruk-a arm/hand-F.NOM.SG ‘arm/ hand’
c. mor-e sea-N.NOM.SG ‘sea’

To decrease the mental workload for the L2 Russian participants in the
experiment, and to make their predictions regarding gender assignment effortless, the
lexical items selected for the experimental part pertain to the most ubiquitous
declensional classes and possess phonologically transparent suffixes (or endings in the

Slavic tradition).
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In this respect, we have selected nouns of feminine gender ending in —a/ja,
which represent the majority of feminine nouns in Russian. The nouns of masculine
gender to be employed in the experiment end in a non-palatalized consonant and -@ (a
zero-ending, which is covertly expressed): they represent the main masculine

declensional class.

Hence, the noun morphology on the experimental items is rendered maximally
transparent; transparency is assumed as the extent of regularity in an inflection
(Dressler, 2007).

The wh-word kakoj ‘which’ in our instrument refers to objects with certain
Theta-roles (Goal in Dative or Theme in Accusative) expressed by nouns of masculine
or feminine gender. Below are tables presenting the noun declension paradigm in
Russian, separately for the masculine gender represented by the following nouns:
celovek-@ “a person, a human being’, direktor-@ ‘a director’, podarok-@ ‘a gift’, stol-
0 ’atable’; and for feminine nouns represented by podrug-a ‘a girlfriend’, konfet-a ‘a

candy’, pesnj-a ‘a song’:
Table 9 Declension of Russian nouns

7a. Masculine nouns ending in -0
Masculine nouns ending in -@

Case Animate Inanimate
Nominative celovek-0 direktor-@ podarok-@ stol-0
‘a person’ ‘a director’ ‘a gift’ ’a table’
Genitive celovek-a director-a podark-a stol-a
‘ofaperson” ‘ofa ‘of a gift’ ’of a table’
director’
Dative celovek-u director-u podark-u stol-u
‘to aperson’  ‘to adirector’ ‘to a gift’ ’to a table’
Accusative celovek-a director-a podarok-g stol-0
‘a person’ ‘a director’ ‘a gift’ ’a table’
(object) (object) (object) (object)
Instrumental celovek-om director-om  podark-om stol-om
‘by aperson’ ‘bya ‘by a gift’ ’by a table’
director’
Prepositional (o) celovek-e (o) director-e (o) podark-e (o) stol-e
‘(about) a ‘(about) a ‘(about) a ’(about) a
person’ director’ gift’ table’
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Table 10 Declension of Russian nouns. Continue

7b. Feminine nouns ending in —a/ja

Case Feminine nouns ending in —a/ja®
Nominative podrug-a konfet-a pesnj-a

‘a girlfriend’ ‘a candy’ ‘asong’
Genitive podrug-i konfet-y pesn-i

‘of a girlfriend’ ‘of a candy’ ‘of a song’
Dative podrug-e konfet-e pesn-e

‘to a girlfriend’ ‘to a candy’ ‘to a song’
Accusative podrug-u konfet-u pesnj-u

‘a girlfriend’ (object) ‘a candy’ (object) ‘a song’ (object)
Instrumental podrug-oj konfet-oj pesn-ej

‘by a girlfriend’ ‘ by a candy’ ‘by a song’
Prepositional (0) podrug-e (0) konfet-e (0) pesn-e

‘(about) a girlfriend”  ‘(about) a candy’ ‘(about) a song’

Note. The morphological markers are boldfaced. The presented paradigm only covers
the declension classes of nouns that will be utilized in our study and does not represent
the entire system of Russian noun declension.

®The category of animacy does not yield any changes in feminine nouns in terms of

morphophonology. Hence, demonstrating it in this table is not relevant.

For our research instrument the following forms of nouns have been selected

based on their theta-roles in a structure with a 3-argument verb:

Table 11 Noun forms utilized in the instrument

Noun Characteristics Example
Masculine Dative celovek-u/director-u/podark-u/stol-u
Masculine Accusative Inanimate podarok-@/stol-0
Feminine Dative podrug-e/konfet-e/pesn-e
Feminine Accusative podrug-u/konfet-u/pesnj-u

Note. The morphological markers are boldfaced

Hence, the noun morphology to be employed in our experiments is restricted

to the following inflections:

Table 12 Inflections to be employed in the experiments.

Inflection Noun Characteristics
-u Masculine Dative
-0 Masculine Accusative Inanimate
-e Feminine Dative
-u Feminine Accusative

We assume that L2 Russian participants are unlikely to experience issues

regarding the case and theta-role assignment to the nouns in the experimental
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conditions. The reason for this assertion is that the (in)animacy of the noun and the
lexical meaning of the verb will invariably lead the participant to the correct decision
regarding the theta-role of the argument: the animate argument immediately preceding
the verb is assigned the Goal theta-role whereas the inanimate argument following the
verb is assigned the Theme theta-role:

(22) Kakoj ty devocke podaril knigu?

which; you girlil(ANIM.GOAL) gave  book(INANIM.THEME)
‘Which girl did you give a/the book as a gift?’

The current section has provided a brief account of Russian typology, syntax,
and morphology relevant to the scope of our enquiry. The next section will discuss the
respective issues regarding the Turkish linguistic system.

C. Syntactic Assumptions: Turkish

The Turkish language is the most widely spoken language of the Altaic family
with the number of native speakers exceeding 80 million people (in 2006), mostly in
Turkey, as well as in other countries with comparatively large Turkish-speaking
communities, namely, the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, Bulgaria, Greece,
Macedonia, Romania, Germany, etc. (Goksel & Kerslake, 2004). The information
regarding the number of speakers is obtained from the Ethnologue online source
(https://www.ethnologue.com/language/tur. Retrieved on 09.02.2020).

Being a head-final, predominantly left-branching language, Turkish is regarded
as a configurational*® language with the Subject-Object-Verb (SOV) unmarked word
order (Kornfilt, 1997; Ozsoy, 2019: 12). It is a highly agglutinating language, which
means that certain categories of suffixes are attached to a stem in a particular order,
each suffix tending to express a single grammatical meaning (Durrant, 2013; Goksel
& Kerslake, 2004: xiv). Turkish has a comparatively free word order, which is closely

related to the information structure of the sentence (Balkiz Oztiirk, p.p.).

The variation of the Turkish language across its geography is not significant to
regard its varieties as sharply distinct from each other. Rather it is a continuum, which

slightly changes in terms of phonetic rules and some grammatical characteristics.

12 However, there are accounts claiming Turkish to be a non-configurational language (Oztiirk, 2005:
162, 225).
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However, regional varieties are comparatively close to standard Turkish, which is used

ubiquitously in education and the media.

It is evident from the facts presented in previous subsections (11.B.5., 11.B.6.)
that numerous grammatical features in Russian are redundant. On the contrary, Turkish
possesses a grammatical system, which is aimed at limiting pleonastic phenomena,
instead preserving brevity. Hence, each feature tends to be externalized once. The non-
redundant properties of the Turkish language can be vividly seen in the expression of
plurality:

(23) Bir bardak — iki bardak
one glass two glass
‘One glass — two glasses’ (plurality is not expressed overtly on nouns
once it is expressed by an interpretable feature)
(24) O geliyor. — Onlar geliyor.
he is.coming they is.coming

‘He is coming. — They are coming.” (plurality is not expressed overtly
on verbal predicates once it is expressed by an interpretable feature)

An insight into a similar phenomenon of suspended affixation (or affix sharing)
is discussed in Kharytonava (2011) and in Kabak (2007): a single conjunct possesses
a suffix/suffixes that have scope over all the preceding conjuncts in a case of
coordinated constructions. This tendency may also account for the comparative

scantiness of externalized functional features.

Gender in Turkish, contrary to Russian, is only a semantic (lexical) feature,
which is not marked morphologically. Thus, gender is naturally limited to the lexical
domain. In the examples below, the nouns specified for biological gender, hence,

possessing the interpretable feature [biological gender] are boldfaced:

(25) a. Kadin Dbir kitap okuyor.
woman a book reading
‘The woman is reading a book.’
b. Erkek bir kitap okuyor.

man a book reading

‘The man is reading a book.’
c. Kiz cocuk uyudu.

girl child slept

“The girl slept.’
d. Erkek ¢cocuk uyudu.

boy child slept

‘The boy slept.’

In each of the examples above it is the animate noun that is designated a
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biological gender. As can be seen, biological gender does not impact the feature

composition of the sentence either: no respective inflections have been externalized.

The next subsection will discuss the characteristics of core syntax in Turkish
with the focus on the phenomena relevant to the scope of our study, namely, VP and
NP expression, wh-movement issues, scrambling, and the possibility of splitting in
relation to the nominal phrases.

1. Core Syntax in Turkish. Verb Phrases (VPs/vPs)

In line with the approach employed in the section pertaining to the syntax of
Russian (11.B.1), we assume that structurally and semantically the central part of a
Turkish sentence is also attributed to the verb phrase. The minimal valency for a
Turkish verb is 1 (one), hence, we assume to encounter one-place through four-place
predicates. Just as our assumptions regarding Russian lexical items are directed by the
generative theory, we assume that Turkish lexical items constitute three types of
features as well: morphophonological, semantic, and syntactic features. Focus being
on syntactic features of the verb, we recognize the interpretable feature [V] reflecting
the categorial meaning of the verb; and uninterpretable feature(s) [uN], which do not
survive derivation and are duly checked and deleted. Just as we did for the Russian
VPs, we assume the existence of the higher v-shell structure (vP) incorporating VP
(Adger, 2003: 104).

Turkish, being a left-branching, head-final language, in the scope of the
Minimalist program (see Aydin & Seker, 2013, for reference) is assumed to have the
following VP/VP structure:

Figure 6 VP structure of a Turkish three-place predicate

vP

/N

V' [6N]1

/\

VP [uN]1 v+V

/N

V' [eN]2, [uN]z
V
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Nevertheless, there are contrastive views on the possibility of the vP in Turkish.
Oztiirk (2005: 13) argues for the bare TP without any syntactic motivation for a vP
shell due to the fact that case and reference assignment are realized in situ rather than

being attracted by a higher functional projection.

This subsection has explored the Verb Phrase superficially and only in the
scope required by the current research. The next subsection briefly introduces the

composition of the Noun/Determiner Phrase in Turkish.

2. Noun/Determiner Phrases (NP/DPs)

Turkish noun phrases being void of overtly expressed referentiality face a
considerable debate over whether there is an operative DP projection, therein the case
is similar to Russian noun phrases. Hence, the line of argumentation regarding the
NP/DP dispute develops based on the same rationale, which is the absence of the overt

morphological determiners.

The reasoning behind the existence of the DP is that the NP has a predicative
nature and is introduced into its argument position by means of a functional projection,
namely, DP. The head of the DP in this case is responsible for maintaining
referentiality (Longobardi, 1994). Thus, the NP obtains the status of an argument via
the DP projection. A contrasting point of view is asserted in Chierchia (1988); he
claims that the denotational power of NPs in different languages varies and not all NPs
are necessarily of predicative nature, hence, the universality of the DP projection is

rejected.

Oztiirk (2005) argues that Turkish NPs lack a DP projection altogether whereas
Kechriotis (2009) puts forward the claim that the DP projection does indeed exist
based on case and referentiality assignment. The argument focuses on the non-case-
marked nominal, which behaves referentially, and the issue “why [bir NP] nominals
occur in ECM (Exceptional case marking) but bare nominals cannot” (Kechriotis,
2009: 8). Herein we concede that Turkish possesses the DP projection due to the claims
above and also assume the DP hypothesis (Abney, 1987). Hence, the approach

regarding the composition of the NP/DP phrase in Turkish and Russian is similar.

As Turkish is a left-brancing language, the structure of the NP/DP phrase

assumed in our study is as follows:
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Figure 7 Structure of the Turkish NP/DP phrase
DP

/\

D’ Spec

/N

NP D°

N

Now that we have assumed the structure of the Turkish NP/DP for our enquiry,

in the next subsection we will briefly discuss the views on case assignment in Turkish.

3. Case Assignment in Turkish

As mentioned previously, case assignment constitutes a syntactic operation
involving case checking of NP/DPs, thereby the ensued arguments attain certain
thematic roles in the course of derivation. A structural case being assigned, the checked
NP/DP receives a value via the basic operation Agree (Adger, 2003: 172). Following
this, the necessary case-marking morphology is provided for the phonological form
(PF) of the sentence after the point of Spellout (Adger, 2003: 116).

According to Oztiirk (2005, p.13), case assignment in languages like Turkish
and Hungarian “takes places within the domain of a single projection” in virtue of the
absence of Agree relationship with higher functional projections. Based on this, case
assignment is realized in situ and there is no syntactic motivation for the NP to leave
the base position. Noun cases are assumed to be specifiers of respective heads. For the
scope of our enquiry we assume this point of view; hence, Turkish is an example of an

in-situ language.

Below is a structure of a sentence with a three-place predicate supplied with

the derivation relevant for the scope of the current enquiry:
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Figure 8 Sentence tree of a Turkish three-place predicate construction

CP

/N

Cl

/\

TP C

/N

TI

/\

VP [V, uN, uN, uN] T

/N

DP(Nom.) V'

WA

VP [V, uN, uN, uN] V4

/N

DP(Dat)  V'[V, uN, uN, uN]

LEEPAN

DP(Acc.) \/
[N] [V, uN, uN, uN]

Note: the functional heads that are not fundamental for our study are omitted.

There are other accounts regarding case assignment in Turkish, and the
interested reader is referred to Akan (2009), Aydin & Seker (2013), Keskin (2009),
among others, for detailed analyses. The next section will briefly discuss the derivation

of wh-questions in Turkish.

4. Derivation of Wh-Questions in Turkish

To start, it is worth reminding that Turkish is a classical SOV language.
However, this basic word order is subject to change when other factors are at work,
particularly, information structure, topicalization and focalization processes, etc.
According to Kornfilt, “the most unmarked position for a wh-element is to the
immediate left of the verb, irrespective of its grammatical relation” (1997: 9). The
second-best option is to retain the wh-element in its derived position (Kornfilt, 1997:

10). How are the above-mentioned linearizations attained?
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The major issue to be tackled in this subsection is whether Turkish possesses
wh-movement. Should it be the case, what is its nature? Turkish is viewed by many as
a classical wh-in-situ language, which follows that its wh-elements are expected to be
found in the merge position of an R-expression (for this position see Akar, 1990;
Erguvanli, 1984; Kornfilt, 1997; Ozsoy, 1996, to mention a few). However, based on
Watanabe (1992), Issever (2009: 107) claims that Turkish wh-in-situ
displays movement effects in overt syntax and suggests a syntactic operator-
movement analysis. The proposal is that Turkish wh-structures are characterized by a
focus-driven movement, “whereby its wh-operator is attracted to Spec,CP to satisfy
the u[wh] feature of Co” (Issever, 2009: 110). Arguing for a kind of pied-piping,
through which the [+wh] feature percolates to the maximal projection and dominates
it, Ozsoy (1996) regards Turkish wh-constructions as derived by means of LF
movement. A similar view that Turkish displays LF movement is also shared by Akar
(1990) as based on Huang (1982).

Normally in the unmarked context the wh-element occupies the base-derived
position in a matrix clause or in an embedded clause. The examples below are root
wh-questions (26a-c) with wh-words, and embedded wh-questions with wh-relatives
(26d-f). The wh-words are boldfaced:

(26) a. Yarmn bize kim gelecek?
tomorrow to.us who will.come
‘Who will come to/visit us tomorrow?’
b. Dogum giiniin  i¢in hangi hediye istiyorsun?
birth day.your for which gift want.you
‘What kind of gift do you want on your birthday?’
c. Gosteri icin ka¢ kisi  cikn?
demonstration for how many people came.out
‘How many people have joined the demonstration?’
d. Yarin bize Kim-in  gelecegin-i soyle.
tomorrow to.us who-GEN will.come-ACC tell
“Tell [me] who will come to us/visit us tomorrow’
e. Dogum giiniin  i¢in hangi hediye istiyorsun diye bana
fikir ver.
birth  day.your for which gift want.you saying(COMP) to.me
idea give
‘Give me an idea what kind of gift you want on your birthday’
f. Gosteri icin kag kiginin ¢iktigint biliyor musun?
demonstration for how many people came.out know you.Q
‘Do you know how many people have joined the demonstration?’

Based on the theoretical accounts and the illustrated examples above, we
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assume that Turkish can be viewed as a wh-in-situ language with certain possible
reservations pertaining to the covert movement at LF. In this respect, Turkish is

assumed not to possess an overt wh-movement, which is, in contrast, operable in

Russian.

Below, a brief table of wh-elements in Turkish is illustrated, which presents

only a partial view of the wh-elements that can potentially be contained in root or

embedded wh-structures.

Table 13 Wh-elements introducing wh-questions in Turkish

Default  Meaning Category Basic information
form
Kim ‘who’ NP/DP Argument wh-phrase. Used for human beings.
The default form agrees with the predicate and
IS specified for case.
ne ‘what’ NP/DP Argument wh-phrase. Used for inanimate
objects including animals. The default form
agrees with the predicate and is specified for
case.
hangi ‘what’, ‘which>  NP/DP D-linked wh-phrase. Used for human beings,
animals, and inanimate objects. The default
form immediately precedes the head noun and is
not specified for any category explicitly.
Regarding its form, it is an AP; however, the
wh-phrase replaces and refers to NP/DPs (d-
linked contexts)
nerede ‘where’ PP Adjunct wh-phrase. Locative
ne zaman ‘when’ PP Adjunct wh-phrase. Temporal meaning
nigin ‘why’ PP Adjunct wh-phrase. Reason
nasil I. “how’ l. PP Adjunct wh-phrase. Attributive meaning when
II. “‘what kind . AP related to the noun phrase, or adverbial
of’ meanings when related to verb phrases
kag ‘how much’, PP Adjunct wh-phrase. Quantity in relation to the
‘how many’ noun phrase

Note. Not all the wh-elements are presented.

This subsection has briefly explored the issue of wh-question derivation in

Turkish. The next subsection will look into the the path of deriving discourse-linked
wh-questions, comparing it with the same phenomenon in the Russian language.
5. Derivation of Discourse-linked (D-linked) Wh-Questions in Turkish

In line with Pesetsky (1987), discourse-linked questions display certain
differences when compared to constituent (Wh-) questions in that the number of the

possible referents is limited by the noun, which refers to the response to the actual
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question. This specificity is assumed universally, hence, it pertains both to Russian
and to Turkish.

Assumed as a wh-in-situ language, Turkish derives d-linked questions in situ
through utilizing the interrogative wh-word Hangi ‘Which’. It must be noted that the
wh-word Hangi is not specified for any externalized morphology. The d-linked wh-
object is preserved in its base position, or the wh-word and the head-word may
immediately precede the verb (Kornfilt, 1997). Below we demonstrate d-linked

questions referring to various constituents:

(27) a. Hangi ¢ocuk sana kitab: hediye etti? — Ali.
which child to.you book gift made — Ali.
“Which child gave you the book as a gift?” — “Ali.” (Unmarked word
order, wh-subject is in its base position)
b. Sana kitabi hangi cocuk hediye etti? — Ali.
to.you book which child gift made — Ali.
“Which child gave you the book as a gift?’ — ‘Ali.” (Marked word
order, wh-subject precedes the verb)
C. Sen hangi ¢ocuga kitabi hediye ettin? — Ali ye.
you which child book gift made —to.Ali
“Which child did you give the book as a present?’ — ‘To Ali.’
(Unmarked word order, indirect wh-object is in its base position)
d. Sen kitabi hangi ¢ocuga hediye ettin? — Ali ye.
you book which child gift made — to.Ali
‘Which child did you give the book as a present?” — “To Ali.” (Marked
word order, indirect wh-object precedes the verb)
€. Sen ¢ocuga hangi kitabi hediye ettin? — Macera  hakkinda bir
kitap. you to.child which book gift made — adventures about a
book
‘Which book did you give to the child?’ — °A book about adventures.’
(Unmarked word order, indirect wh-object is in its base position)

As we have already mentioned, biological gender in Turkish is not marked
morphologically, be it on nouns, verbs, or adjectives. For this reason the feature
[biological gender] is not manipulated when demonstrating the formation of d-linked
wh-questions, unlike we did in the Russian respective subsection (11.B.2.b.). Likewise,
noun cases do not yield any expression on the wh-word. Ultimately, as can be seen in
the examples above, the wh-word Hangi ‘Which’ on par with the adjectives is not

specified for any morphologically expressed category.

The next subsection presents some basic information regarding the movitation

for scrambling in Turkish.
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6. Scrambling Operations in Turkish

Just as we did with scrambling operations in Russian, herein we deviate from
the approach to scrambling presented in Saito (1992), where it is regarded as a stylistic
operation to derive alternative word orders, but we rather assume the line of the Prague
School of Linguistics, according to which scrambling is related to the distribution of
the Theme and the Rheme, hence, induced by the discourse requirements.

A careful insight into the issue of scrambling in Turkish is presented in Issever
(2008). His claim suggests that it may not be EPP3-driven, which is assumed by
Miyagawa (2003), and neither is it optional. Instead, there is a telling claim that it “is
driven by the information structural features topic and focus” (Issever, 2008:14). It has
been demonstrated that A'-scrambling but not A-scrambling is operative in Turkish as
the object in the OSV linearization reconstructs to its base position. Besides, no

obligatory interaction has been observed regarding case-marking and scrambling.

Another argument in favour of the discourse requirement driving the
scrambling operation comes from the fact that the fronted topicalized object that is
derived in the pre-verbal position receives a diminished stress when pronounced
whereas the subject receives major stress in the clause (Oztiirk, p.c.):

(28) a. Kitab-: Ali gordii.

Book-ACC Ali-NOM saw
‘It is Ali who saw the book.” (Ali, the structural subject, is stressed)

A similar claim is put forward by Akan (2009) in that in the Turkish language
scrambling is predominantly an A-bar movement driven by the information structure.
However, some reservations are pointed out that scrambling may also be regarded as

the last resort operation when different types of foci are analized.

However, Kural (1992) in his article on scrambling argues that this
phenomenon exibits A-movement in Turkish, rather than A-bar movement conceding
that scrambling is bound with the focus domain of the sentence. We will leave this
issue for further research and assume a similar mechanism of scrambling for Turkish
presented in connection with Russian in 11.B.3, namely, scrambling on account of the

discourse conditions.

13 Extended Projection Principle (EPP) is the claim that the subject position in a clause must be
occupied by a noun phrase (NP) or a determiner phrase (DP) (For comprehensive details the reader is
referred to Landau, 2005; Svenonius, 2002)
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The next subsection will briefly introduce the properties of the Turkish noun
and the declension paradigm, drawing on the similarities and differences with Russian.

7. Noun Declension Classes: Declension System in Turkish

Once we deviate from the syntactic motivation for noun declension and the
paradigm of noun cases in Turkish and specifically focus on the morphophonological
forms of expresson and the associated classes therein, it is easy to discern that Turkish
morphology is strictly bound to the vowel harmony and consonant assimilation
(Goksel & Kerslake, 2004). The preceding vowel and the consonant determine the
affix supplied for the noun (as well as other parts of speech), which gives rise to

alterable sound patterns in affixes.

Hence, the rationale for the morphophonological externalization of the affix is
rooted in the rules of vowel harmony. Two distinct types of vowel harmony are

recognized, fronting harmony and rounding harmony (Goksel & Kerslake, 2004: 21)

l. Fronting harmony. When the preceding or the stem vowel is accounted
for, the resulting affix vowel may have variants E or A, resulting from

the row of the preceding vowel, namely, fronted or non-fronted:

Table 14 Fronting harmony in Turkish

Row Vowel Characteristics

Fronted Preceding vowels: e, i, 6, ii — Affix: e

okul — okula ‘school — to school’, masa — masaya ‘a table — to/on a
table’, kap: — kapiya ‘a door — to a door’, kol — kola ‘a handle — to a
handle’

Mid/Back  Preceding vowels: a, 1, 0, u — Affix: a

gol — gole “a lake — to a lake’, giil — giile ‘a rose — to a rose’,
deniz — denize ‘a sea — to a/the sea’, el —ele ‘a hand — to a hand’
Note. The alterable affix is boldfaced

. Rounding harmony. Another group of vowel affixes depend on the two
variables regarding the preceding vowel, namely, the row and the

roundedness:
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Table 15 Rounding harmony in Turkish

Roundedness
Row Rounded Non-rounded
Fronted Preceding vowels: 6, it — Affix: ii Preceding vowels: e, i — Affix: i
gol — golii ‘a lake — a lake-ACC’ deniz — denizi ‘a sea —a sea-ACC’

gtil — giilii ‘a rose —a rose-ACC’ el —eli ‘a hand — a hand-ACC’
Mid/Back  Preceding vowels: o, u — Affix: u Preceding vowels: a, 1 — Affix: 1

okul — okulu ‘a school — a school- masa — masay: ‘a table — a table-
ACC’ ACC’, kapt — kapiyr “a door — a door-
kol — kolu ‘a handle — a handle- ACC’

ACC’

Note. The alterable affix is boldfaced

Similar phenomena are operable regarding consonant assimilation: the noun
affixes are alternated based on the characteristics of the preceding consonant in virtue

of its being voiced/voiceless:

E.g. ses — seste ‘sound — in a sound’, deniz — denizde ‘sea — in a sea’. (the
alternable affix is boldfaced). The interested reader is referred to Goksel & Kerslake
(2004: 43-44) for a comprehensive account of phonological conditions associated with

noun morphology, and the ensued consequences.

Based on the above, it is irrelevant to delineate declension classes of nouns in
Turkish due to solely phonetic reasons attributing for the ensuing functional
morphology (and also derivational morphology, as the same phonetic assimilation
rules work elsewhere within Turkish grammar when it comes to affixation). Hence,
we assume that noun functional morphology is homogenous in terms of its form of
expression and it cannot be compared to the rationale we used to classify nouns in

Russian.

This subsection has briefly discussed the phenomena responsible for inflecting
nouns. The next subsection will elucidate some details regarding adjectives in Turkish,
namely, the features that compose the adjective, and the morphological form of their

expression.
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8. Adjectives in Turkish

Adjectives in Turkish are used either attributively (preceding the noun) or
predicatively (following the noun). Nevertheless, in both cases adjectival categories
possess a relatively timid morphological expression, and are characterized by the
externalization of such categories as the degree of comparison, possession and case (in
constructions with the elided noun) (Goksel & Kerslake, 2004). Below in 29a-c certain
adjectival forms are presented with a view to demonstrate morphological markers. The
adjectives with the related externalized categories are marked in bold:

(29) a. Yeni okul-um eski-sin-den daha giizel-dir.

new school-1sPOSS old-3rPOSS-ABL more nice-COP
‘My new school is nicer than the old one.’ (the ablative case

functions as part of a comparative construction)
b. Ancak yine  daha giizel-in-i isti-yor-um.
but  anyway more nice-3rPOSS-ACC want-PRS-1 (the noun is
elided in a comparative construction)
‘However, still I want a nicer one’.
c. Eski-sin-e gitmek asla iste-m-iyor-um.
0ld-3rPOSS-DAT go  ever want-NEG-PRS-1
‘I never want to go to the old one.” (noun-ellipsis)

In the scope of the Minimalist approach, being a head-final language, Turkish,
contrary to languages like English and Russian, behaves differently regarding how
syntactic categories are projected. A Turkish syntactic structure with an adjective
preceding a noun is assumed to comprise an NP rather than an AP (Aydin & Seker,
2013: 236). This condition is due to the head-last characteristic of the Turkish

language. A typical NP structure with an adjective is demonstrated below:

Figure 9 NP structure with an adjective in Turkish

NP

/N

ADJ N
eski  kitaplar [the example is from Aydin & Seker, 2013: 236]
old  books

Due to the fact that following the point of Spellout, the Turkish adjective in PF
has no explicitly marked categories, we assume that in LF all the features on the
adjective have been checked, and as a result, no additional categories need checking

after the Spellout. Hence, an externally realized structure, which is surfaced in PF, is
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void of any inflectional morphology. The examples below vividly exhibit the
behaviour of the adjective in an NP (the adjectives are marked in bold):

(30) a. Eski kitap-lar bizim servetimiz-dir.

old book-PL our wealth-COP
‘Old books are our wealth.’

b. Eski kitap-lar-dan ¢ok sey  dgrenebil-ir-iz.
old book-PL-ABL many thing learn.can-PRS-2PL
‘We can learn a lot of things from old books.’

c. Eski kitap-lar-in-dan ¢cok sey ogren-di-m.
old book-PL-3rPOSS-ABL many thing learn-PST-1SG
‘I learned a lot of things from his/her/their old books.’

d. Eski kitap-lar-: ¢ok sevi-yor-um.,
old book-PL-ACC very love-PRS-1SG
‘I love old books very much.’

e. Bu eski kitab- ¢ok sevi-yor-um.
this old book-ACC very love-PRS-1SG

‘I love old books very much.’

f. Eski kitap-lar-a ~ daha ¢ok giiveni-yor-um.
old book-PL-DAT more very trust-PRS-1SG
‘I trust old books a lot more.’

As can be seen from the sentences above, regarding the expression of adjectival
morphology Turkish demonstrates a comparatively impoverished paradigm of the

adjective.

The next subsection will probe whether splitting is plausible and operable in
Turkish on the basis of certain theoretical viewpoints and evidence from contemporary

Turkish speech as judged by Turkish speakers.
a. Views on the possibility of splitting in Turkish: contrasting views

When it comes to observing the phenomenon of splitting in Turkish, several
accounts have been presented in research under different denominations, namely,
“dislocated adjectival phrases” in Goksel & Kerslake (2004: 349), “subscrambling” in
Kornfilt (2003: 130), and Left Branch Extraction (LBE) in Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014).
A sample of a sentence with an allegedly split nominal phrase is provided below, the
phrase with the split constituent is in bold:

(31) Diin sokak-ta  [ei bir adam/ gor- dii-m  ¢ok yasl.

yesterday street-LOC a man see-PST-1SG very old

‘Yesterday I saw a very old man in the street’.
[The sample is from Kornfilt (2003: 131)].
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The split phrase in the Turkish sentence above is inverted with the attribute
following its headword if we use the terminology proposed by Pereltsvaig (2008b),
which is plausible on account of the typology of Turkish being a predominantly head-
final language. As Kornfilt (2003) points out, the splitting of the NP/DP with the
pattern where the extracted AP precedes the co-referenced constituent, is illicit as “the
scrambled subconstituent needs to be antecedent-governed, and this would be
impossible in such a derivation” (p.131). Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014) also raise the issue
of left branch extraction in Turkish and claim that only topicalized non-contrastive
elements can be dislocated but not contrasted or focalized ones, which have to remain
in-situ, hence, inside the NP/DP. Due to the discourse requirements on the dislocation
of the attribute it is concluded in Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014) that the phenomenon in
Turkish must be approached akin LBE in Slavic languages. Ultimately, Goksel &
Kerslake (2004) concede that the dislocated adjectival phrases placed after the
predicate are perceived as “an afterthought” (p.349), which suggests that the relation
between the modifying phrase and the NP is loosened. Consequently, such a
phenomenon can be regarded not as a Complement to the NP but rather as an Adjunct:
the Complement is normally adjacent to the headword and precedes it in a Turkish
NP/DP, whereas placing it in the postposition relative to the headword and the
predicate yields another status of the DN/NP. The idea is corroborated by native
speakers’ judgments: they tend to perceive the dislocated part as an afterthought and
have a strong desire either to shape it as a separate sentence, or at least to detach it
with a comma from the preceding part.

Ultimately, Pereltsvaig (2008b) designates the three conditions that are
allegedly mandatory for the realization of the splitting potential in a language, namely,
the possibility of scrambling, N-ellipsis (elided noun in an NP), and overt markers on
both elements of a phrase to be split. Albeit Turkish displays a comparatively free
word order of arguments subject to the discourse requirements and includes N-ellipsis,
it nevertheless fails to exibit inflections on both elements of a NP. Hence, the
implausibility of Slavic/Russian-type splitting is predicted owing to the improbability
of non-inverted split construction as evident from the research mentioned above,
which is consecutively confirmed by L1 Turkish speakers’ judgements regarding the

following samples:
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(32) a.*Sicak ben ¢ay istiyorum.
hot | tea want
b.*Ben sicak istiyorum ¢ay.
I hot want tea
C. *Ben ¢ay istiyorum, sicak.
| tea want hot
‘I want some hot tea.’

Educated and literate native speakers of Turkish judge the sentences in (32a-c)
as ungrammatical and unacceptable for Turkish. In fact, they propose to repair the
(32c) example as in (33):

(33) Ben ¢ay istiyorum, sicak olsun.

| tea want hot let.it.be
‘I want some tea, let it be hot.”

The repair constitutes an operation of turning the dislocated element into a

separate proposition.

Hence, we assume that the phenomenon of splitting in the sense it functions in
Russian is void in Turkish, and this presents a stark difference between Russian and
Turkish.

Herein we have explored the phenomena of the Turkish language that are
within the scope of the current enquiry. The next section will summarize the

similarities and differences between Russian and Turkish grammatical systems.

D. Grammatical Systems of Russian and Turkish Compared

As the evidence presented above suggests, Russian and Turkish differ
considerably with respect to their typology, morphology-syntax mapping, direction of
projection derivation, and, ultimately, the externalization of certain features. Therein
we will summarize the major similarities and differences between the two language

systems.

The crucial difference regarding the relevance for our enquiry is that Russian
is a highly inflecting language with several features embedded into a single bound
morpheme, whereas Turkish is a classical agglutinating language, where each bound
morpheme is generally prescribed a specific grammatical meaning. Russian being a
configurational SVO language with overt wh-movement is contrasted to Turkish, a

typical SOV in-situ language, where overt wh-movement is not observed. When it

48



comes to case assignment, we assume the movement of the NP/DP in Russian where
the constituent receives the status of an argument whereas in Turkish case assignment

is assumed to take place locally.

Both Turkish and Russian constitute a comparatively rich system of noun cases
in relation to their morphological expression. However, Russian has multiple
declension classes based on certain categories, like grammatical and lexical gender,
etymology, phonological characteristics, etc. In contrast, Turkish declension system is

morphologically invariant and is externalized based entirely on the root phonology.

The Turkish adjective is not specified for any categories co-referencing it with
the headword (phi-features) and consequently is void of any functional morphology,
instead it immediately precedes the headword. On the contrary, Russian adjectives
demonstrate an intricate paradigm, where each adjective is specified for at least three
categories (grammatical gender, case, and number) bundled up as a single morpheme,
which makes it a prominent difference between the two languages.

Both Turkish and Russian allow N-ellipsis and scrambling. Albeit it is not
typical for verb-final languages to have contituents following the verb (Kornfilt, 2003:
130), Turkish is described as a rather word-order free language, and easily allows
constituents postposing the verb. The movement of constituents is motivated by the

discourse requirement in both languages.

Regarding redundancy Russian is packed with numerous features, which are
usually externalized as a single morpheme on virtually every notional word, making
Russian not only an extremely complicated flective language but also taxing it with
additional redundant meanings. The latter permits a highly flexible word order,
between constituents as well as within them. Turkish is characterized by considerable
brevity that is accounted for a feature to be externalized once only: the agglutinaling
type contributes to this in the possibility of suspended affixation. This constitutes a
remarkable difference, which is likely to bear consequences in acquisition.

We assume similar core syntax systems in Russian and Turkish as suggested
by the Minimalist program, namely, the DP structure of the nominal phrases, and the

vP shell incorporating the VP.
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1. D-linking and Splitting in Russian and Turkish

D-linking is available both in Russian and Turkish wh-phrases. According to
Pesetsky (1987), which-phrases are linked to discourse in that the co-referenced noun
limits the number of possible discourse referents, which is how the term d-linking is
defined pertaining to our text. Hence, d-linking is assumed to constitute a universal
domain, which is unlikely to pose difficulty in SLA.

However, Russian and Turkish languages differ with respect to the structure of
d-linked wh-questions: Turkish allows only adjacent constructions whereas Russian
possesses both adjacent and split d-linked wh-questions due to its grammatical

characteristics, which are elucidated below.

Turkish is contrasted to Russian in a prominent aspect: albeit a configurational
language with the SOV word order, and displaying scrambling and N-ellipsis, Turkish
falls short of overt adjectival morphology (Goksel & Kerslake, 2004; Yavuz et al,
2011).

The above conditions are exemplified in (34a-c), the phenomena in question

are underlined. Canonical word order is demonstrated in (34a):

(34) a: Canonical word order:
— Sicak ¢ay i¢cecek misin? — Ben simdi sicak ¢ay istemiyorum.
hot tea drink willLyou | now hot tea want.not.l

‘— Will you drink hot tea? — Now I don’t want to have hot tea.’

b: Scrambling:
— Igecek misin  sicak cay? — Sicak ¢ayi ben simdi istemiyorum.
drink will.you hot tea hot tea I now want.not.l

‘— Will you drink hot tea? — Now I don’t want to have hot tea.’

c: N-ellipsis:

— Icecek misin  sicak ¢cay? — Sicak [cayi] simdi istemiyorum.
drink will.you hot tea hot [tea] now want.not.l

‘— Will you drink hot tea? — Now I don’t want to have hot tea.’

Turkish adjectives and wh-words are unspecified for number, gender, and case
features, due to which overt adjectival morphology in Turkish is missing (Goksel &
Kerslake, 2004). Hence, no splitting is either expected or licit in the sense of
Pereltsvaig (2008b), which is attested by native Turkish speakers (Balkiz Oztiirk, p.c.,
Filiz Cele, p.c.). The non-targetlike (ungrammatical) split construction is presented

below (the split elements are underlined):

50



(35) —*Sicak icecek misin  ¢ay? — *Sicak simdi istemiyorum cayz.
hot drink will.you tea hot now want.not.l tea
‘— Will you drink hot tea? — Now I don’t want to have hot tea.’

Likewise, the dislocated AP in the postposition to the predicate is also attested
as ungrammatical by L1 Turkish speakers, albeit it is marginally accepted in Kornfilt
(2003), Goksel & Kerslake (2004), and Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014):

(36) —*?Cay icecek misin ~ sicak? —*Cay simdi istemiyorum sicak.

tea drink will.you hot tea now want.not.I hot
‘— Will you drink hot tea? — Now I don’t want to have hot tea.’

Furthermore, an attempt to create a split d-linked wh-question through the
extraction of the wh-word and postposing it relative to the predicate (the operation

claimed to be conditionally licit in Turkish) will yield an ungrammatical construction:

(37) —*Cay iceceksin hangi? — Ben simdi ¢ay istemiyorum.
tea drink.will.you which |  now tea want.not.l

‘~ Will you drink hot tea? — Now I don’t want to have tea.’

It is evident that in the construction above, the wh-word ‘hangi’ fails to be
antecedent-governed, hence, such a derivation is ruled out. Consequently, we can
assert the impossibility of Slavic-type splitting for Turkish, which constitutes a strong
claim to conduct an inquiry on the basis of this salient difference between the two

languages.

As the operation of splitting (in the sense of Pereltsvaig (2008b)) is inoperative
in Turkish (hence the absence of transfer from the L1) and due to its being avoided in
the L2 Russian classroom environment as an anti-prescriptive pattern, which is never
taught explicitly, we can argue that acquiring L2 Russian splits by adult L1 Turkish
learners is an ideal candidate for the Poverty of the Stimulus (PoS) learning situation

and a telling phenomenon to utilize in our study.

2. Split D-linked Wh-Questions in Russian and Turkish

Among the numerous options of NP splits present in Russian®*, it was decided
to limit the current study to split d-linked wh-questions, which are common in
colloquial speech and indicative of overt morphology on both elements of the noun
phrase, as exemplified below (the elements of the split phrase are marked in bold, the
morphological markers are underlined):

14 For a detailed account see Pereltsvaig (2008b).
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(38) a. Kak-0j*° segodnja den’-0?

Which-M.NOM.SG today day-M.NOM.SG

‘Which day is it today?’ (split d-linked wh-question)

b. Kak-uju ty kupil masyn-u?
Which-F.ACC.SG you bought car-F.ACC.SG
‘Which car did you buy?’ (split d-linked wh-question)
In line with Pereltsvaig (2008b), it is assumed that Russian split d-linked wh-

questions are derived via Copy movement and partial interpretation of copies at
Phonetic Form (PF), the ideas developed by Corver & Nunes (2007) and Fanselow &

Cavar (2002).

Taking into account the functional lexicon of the Turkish language and due to
the absence of overt inflectional morphology on the elements of the phrase to be split,
this syntactic operation is non-existent in Turkish. Hence, as claimed in the previous
subsection, split d-linked wh-questions are not observed. The Russian-type non-

targetlike (ungrammatical) split constructions are exemplified below:

(39) a.*Hangi sen arabay: aldin?
which you car bought
“Which car did you buy?’ (split d-linked wh-question)
b.*Sen hangi aldin  arabay:?
you which bought car
‘Which car did you buy?’ (split d-linked wh-question)
(the split elements are underlined)

Besides, extracting the wh-word ‘hangi’ out of the NP/DP and placing it post-
verbally, which might be licit according to Kornfilt (2003), Goksel & Kerslake (2004),
and Boskovi¢ & Sener (2014), does not yield a grammatical construction either, as can
be seen in example (40) below (also see example (37)):

(40) a.*Sen arabay: aldin  hangi?
you car bought which

“Which car did you buy?’ (split d-linked wh-question)
(the split elements are underlined)

Only adjacent constructions are licit in Turkish, as exemplified in (41), the
respective NP/DPs are underlined:
(41) a. Sen hangi arabay: aldin?

you which car bought
‘Which car did you buy?’ (SOV, canonical word order)

15 Russian uses the same wh-word in d-linked and non-d-linked wh-interrogatives (kakoj), whereas
Turkish uses a distinct wh-word as the wh-specifier (hangi). Along with kakoj, the wh-word kotoryj is
also used albeit considerably less frequently.
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b. Hangi arabay: aldin  sen?
which car bought you

‘Which car did you buy?’ (OVS, focalized object)

The motivation for narrowing this study to the acquisition of adjective
morphology in split d-linked wh-questions has been the minimal number of variables
to be tested: in line with Corver & Nunes (2007) and Fanselow & Cavar (2002) we
assume the Copy theory of movement and the universal character of wh-movement
across natural languages at Logical Form (in this view Turkish is assumed to possess
covert movement). Likewise, we assume that d-linking constitutes a universal domain
contained in the discourse and reflected universally through semantic reflexes
(Pesetsky, 1987). Hence, the linguistic phenomena associated with the above-
mentioned domains are unlikely to constitute a source of difficulty in SLA because

they are universal and come for free as part of our LAD.

The next chapter will elucidate and discuss current approaches to L2
acquisition of functional morphology, related hypotheses with the experimental

studies, and the potential suggestions for our study.
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I11. SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION: THEORETICAL
BACKGROUND

A. L1 acquisition versus L2 acquisition

This study is being conducted with the assumption of an inherited mechanism
responsible for acquiring language, the language acquisition device (LAD) (Chomsky,
1995). The main line of arguments in favour of the inherited mechanism is posed by
the Poverty of the Stimulus (PoS) claim, or the Logical Problem, in that the received
input underrepresents the resulting output, and the other way round: the output can
hardly boil down to the amount of input received, as we can see across native
languages worldwide relatively easily acquired by children. Unless the child has
psychological, physical or mental conditions or impairments, the mental
representation of any acquired language invariably converges among its speakers
regarding what is grammatical and what is ungrammatical. The ability to judge
ungrammaticality induces another line of arguments in relation with the inherited
status of the LAD: no child receives (consistent) ungrammatical input, but all native

speakers have a gut feeling for what is (un)grammatical.

However, such a convergence cannot be observed in individuals who start
acquiring or learning another language after approximately the age of seven; this is
when the terms ‘second language acquisition’ (SLA) and ‘L2 learners’ emerge to refer
to such individuals (Meisel, 2011; Schwartz, 2004; Slabakova, 2016: 142). Virtually
all L2 learners demonstrate variability with respect to their L2 grammars, which gave
way to the term “interlanguage” characterizing the state of a L2 grammar before it
converges with that of a native speaker (Selinker, 1972: 214). Yet, a successful
attainment of all domains of a L2 grammar has hardly been attested in research
literature. What can be observed in L2 learners is morphological variability regarding
different domains of their L2s. Morphological variability is surfaced in
comprehension, production, and grammaticality judgements of functional, mainly
inflectional, morphology, which arguably constitutes “the main locus of linguistic

variation among languages of the world” (Slabakova, 2018: 3).

55



Regarding the acquisition of morphology, nowadays the scientific community
deals with an encompassing array of approaches, having the rule-based and the
similarity-based accounts on either edge of the continuum. Figure 10 below

summarazes the current trends in tackling the issue of morphology acquisition.

Figure 10 Approaches to second-language acquisition

Rule-based Analogy-based
Insensitive to surface-form frequency Sensitive to surface-form frequency
and phonological similarity and phonological similarity
T T T T T T i i
generative tolerance-  multiple  words  pre-/proto- Schema-  connectionist exemplar
principle rules and morphological based

rules

Adopted from Granlund et al (2019)

The rule-based accounts are derived from generative linguistics, which views
the inflection to be a process of checking certain features according to some formal
rules. On the contrary, the similarity-based ones claim that dicreet items are stored in

our memory and are represented by exemplar approaches (Granlund et al, 2019).

The present study is conducted in the framework of the Minimalist Programme
(generative linguistics) as defined and discussed in Chomsky (1995) and Adger
(2003).

This subsection has delineated the divide between L1 and L2 acquisition with
the consequenses resulting in the different status of either in our mind. The next
subsection will introduce the concept of the [morphosyntactic] feature in the
Minimalist perspective and how features are externalized via functional morphology.

1. Features in the Minimalist Programme

According to the Minimalist Programme, the core syntactic operations (Merge,
Adjoin, Agree, etc.) are universal throughout all natural languages (Adger, 2003;
Chomsky, 1995). Naturally, the underlying syntactic structure should find its
correlation with the semantic structure and, ultimately, the output should be manifested
in sounds or in written form. All of the above is necessary for the successful realization
of the meaning-to-form mapping. Accordingly, we assume that core syntactic
operations are invariant across languages, and languages are distinguished on the basis
of functional morphology and its interface with meaning and the form of expression
(Slabakova, 2018: 3).
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As has been mentioned before, our assumption is that each form of expression,
being externalized through functional morphology, is associated with a bunch of
morphosyntactic features. Hence, it is this bundle of features that the L2 learner has to
acquire; and how these features (or bundles of features) are represented in L2 may be
potentially different from the way in which they are manifested in the L2 learners’

mother tongue.

We will now see that acquiring a language constitutes acquiring certain

features, which are duly expressed through functional morphology.

2. Language Acquisition is the Acquisition of Features

Based on the above, the process of language acquisition constitutes acquiring
information on features, on how they are used in syntactic derivation; feature strength,
responsible for constituent movement in a sentence; and on how the features are

externalized at Phonetic Form (PF).

Subsection 11.B.1.a. above briefly introduced the phenomenon of feature
(un)interpretability. Te recap, interpretable features possess semantic content and are
not deleted in the course of sentence derivation. Thus, interpretable features are
responsible for meaning calculation whereas the function of uninterpretable features
is limited to driving the process of derivation (Chomsky, 1995). Interpretable features
survive derivation, and uninterpretable features are checked (or valued) and deleted
when derivation is attained. Should any of the uninterpretable features survive in the

process of derivation, the result is crashed derivation and an ungrammatical sentence.

The array of features and their engagement in the syntactic derivation are
assumed to be the characteristic of our language acquisition device (LAD) and are
inherited (Chomsky, 1995); hence, the source of interlanguage variation is supposed

to be rooted in the inflectional morphology.

Our study focuses on the functional category of L2 Russian adjective
agreement in split d-linked wh-questions, where LF uninterpretable features are
involved, surfacing at PF as an adjective inflection. Hence, L2 learners are expected
to internalize the knowledge of features associated with this category, and the way

they are expressed through functional morphology.
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To sum up, L2 learners have to acquire certain types of knowledge to attain
command of a specific functional category, which will be discussed in the next

subsection.

3. Reflexes in SLA Acquisition

As Slabakova (2008, 2016, 2018) argues, when facing the task of acquiring a
functional category, the L2 learner has to develop knowledge of at least three types.
This knowledge, or usage of this knowledge, is referred to as a reflex, which is target-
like behavior in relation to a specific functional category. The first type is the semantic
reflex, which constitutes the knowledge of specific meanings computed when a
functional category is involved. The syntactic reflex comprises knowledge of features,
their strength and status at LF (whether interpretable or uninterpretable, for detailed
explanation read the text below). Acquiring the syntactic reflex finds consequence in
syntactic movement, case assignment, agreement, etc. Ultimately, the morphological
reflex stands for the knowledge of how to encode the meaning and the feature strength
in Phonetic Form (PF), namely, the presence or absence of certain inflectional
morphology. Our study assumes the above understanding of what L2 acquisition of a

functional category includes.

We have defined the key concepts associated with L2 acquisition and now
assume that it consists of the acquisition of features, which are manifested as reflexes
of certain types. The internalization of the features related to a functional category,
which is demonstrable through the correct reflexes (hence, target-like behavior)
constitutes the attainment of the category in question. The next section will review the
current hypotheses of SLA, which are related to our study, and provide the line of

argumentation to conduct our enquiry.

B. Recent Approaches to SLA and Current Hypotheses

A brief overview of the current hypotheses of SLA, whose focus is on the
acquisition of functional (inflectional) morphology, is presented below, and includes
their major claims, predictions, and the relevance for the current study. We have only

included the hypotheses whose claims pertain to our study.
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1. The Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (FTFAH)

The Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (FTFAH) (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996) claims that at the initial stages of L2 acquisition the learner utilizes the L1
system to resolve arising issues. However, encountering patterns which cannot be
parsed using the L1 system, the interlanguage system is restructured through full
access to UG. Hence, L2 acquisition is assumed to be UG-constrained. The definition
of UG has been informed by extensive research over the years, and herein we refer to
it in the sense of White (2018). Besides, the FTFAH informs the concept of
Interlanguage development.

The FTFAH predicts that the functional morphology and the adjectival
agreement can be acquired following the Critical Period, as evidenced in Ozcelik
(2009), Schwartz & Sprouse (1996). As the Zero Hypothesis of the current study is
based on the FTFAH, we will utilize the provisions of the latter to form our research

questions.

2. Hypotheses Based On Representational Deficit. The Interpretability
Hypothesis (1H)

There are several hypotheses interpreting the status of L2 grammars relative to
L1 grammars, that can be grouped under the same position, namely, based on
representational deficit. Hypotheses such as the Representational Deficit Hypothesis
(RDH), the Morphological Congruence Hypothesis (MCH), and the Interpretability
Hypothesis (IH) predict the end state of certain L2 domains to be dissimilar in terms
of representation from those in L1. Since our enquiry focuses on the acquisition of L2

uninterpretable features, we direct our attention to the Interpretability Hypothesis (1H).

The Interpretability Hypothesis (IH) proposed by Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou
(2007) and Tsimpli & Mastropavlou (2007) claims that uninterpretable features, which
only serve a grammatical function, constitute “the cornerstone of L2 acquisition”
(Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007: 224). The IH maintains that it is uninterpretable
features that are subject to the critical period effects, and as a result, they will be
inaccessible in L2 acquisition (Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007: 224). On the other
hand, LF-interpretable features are available to the L2 learner and can be added to the
L2 feature inventory should they possess a semantic content, as they are represented

both in the linguistic and in the conceptual domains, hence, their dual status in the
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mental lexicon. The IH predicts that L2 learners will continue to use the strategy
employed in their L1 when dealing with L2 uninterpretable features (p.225).

The results of the Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) study suggest strong L1
effects (animacy effects and d-linking effects, in the aforementioned study) even in the
advanced L2 learners, which is in line with the claims of the IH (p.236). Similar
evidence is also presented in Tsimpli (2003), Tsimpli & Mastropavlou (2007), to

mention a few.

Based on the above and in relation to the language pair we have selected, the
IH predicts that ultimate attainment of L2 Russian adjectival morphology and
agreement is implausible due to their uninterpretability status. Hence, according to the
IH, adult L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners are unlikely to acquire the inflectional
morphology that is associated with adjective agreement, which is realized by
uninterpretable features, due to their not being present in the learners’ L1. The IH
predicts that to resolve the above issues, L2 learners are expected to resort to L1
strategies. Contrary to the claims of the Full Transfer / Full Access Hypothesis

(Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996), no restructuring of the L2 system is expected.

Besides, according to the claims of the IH, adult L1 Turkish / L2 Russian
learners are unlikely to acquire the process of splitting, which is an uninterpretable

feature in action, as it is deficient in their mother tongue.

3. The Shallow Structure Hypothesis (SSH)

The Shallow Structure Hypothesis (SSH) (Clahsen & Felser, 2006) addresses
the difference in processing patterns between native and second languages.
Specifically, it proposes that L2 processing is primarily based on semantic rather than
syntactic information. Hence, second language processing is suggested to be less
sensitive to syntactic constraints compared to L1 processing. Ultimately, the SSH
predicts that a L2 learner will process the same structure in her L1 and L2 in a diverse
fashion: L2 processing will always be less sensitive to structural constraints, and will

be directed by semantic and pragmatic cues.

With regard to our study, the SSH predicts that long distance syntactic
dependencies, examplified by split nominal phrases, will be processed erroneously due
to a shallower representation resulting from “good enough” parsing strategy and

certain working memory constraints. Instead, L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners are
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expected to use semantic information and process split phrases as adjacent ones, which
will ensue infelicitous interpretations and incorrect assignment of the wh-word to its
restrictor. Hence, the SSH assumes split nominal phrases and adjectival morphology
to be unacquirable as these domains constitute syntactic information requiring “deep”

representation.

4. The Bottleneck Hypothesis (BH)

The Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2008, 2016, 2019) regards the process
of L2 acquisition as the internalization of at least 3 types of knowledge, referred to as
reflexes, namely, semantic, syntactic, and morphological ones. The most challenging
reflex to acquire is claimed to be the morphological one due to being the
distinguishable feature between languages, whereas syntax and semantics are rendered
to be universal computations that are internalized immediately upon the acquisition of
inflectional morphology. Along with the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis
(Prévost & White, 2000), this approach assumes the syntax-before-morphology view
(Lardiere, 1998; White, 2003).

The Bottleneck Hypothesis advocates for the possibility to acquire reflexes
independently, or the possibility of eventually failing to acquire one or some of them,
which is exemplified in certain works (Lardiere, 1998, 2006). L2 learners may attest a
fully operational representation and yet demonstrate a restricted use of functional
morphology in production. The above evidence suggests a dissociation of syntactic
knowledge from morphological knowledge. In our research we adopt the syntax-
before-morphology view and the fact that morphology production may lag behind a

successful comprehension of syntax, semantics, and morphology.

However, regarding a probable accurate production of functional morphology,
Hawkins (2001: 46) proposed an intriguing point to consider: the accurate use of
functional morphology may fail to attest that the L2 learner attributes the same
interpretation on par with L1 speakers. In line with the above, “it is of utmost
importance to investigate interpretive knowledge of semantic reflexes in order to

evaluate complete knowledge of certain functional morphology” (Slabakova, 2018: 7).

Ultimately, the BH assumes the possibility of a full representation of grammar

in highest levels of L2 acquisition, whereas the acquisition of inflectional morphology
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constitutes the threshold that triggers a full acquisition of a category. Following this
threshold, the category is supposed to be fully internalized.

A certain leap to modify the BH is the Bottleneck Hypothesis Updated
(Slabakova, 2019), which provides additional details regarding what is less and more
challenging in second language acquisition. The main claim that functional
morphology is the bottleneck in the process of L2 acquisition being intact, the four
classes of parameters related to the degree of challenge are articulated:
macroparameters, mesoparameters, microparameters, and nanoparameters (p.5).
Slabakova reviews the findings of several studies to report un/successful acquisition
of the above parameters. Adjectival morphology and the NP splitting operation

13

constitute a microparameter, namely, “a small, lexically definable subclass of
functional heads” (p.5). Slabakova’s pyramid of difficulty in SLA suggests that
adjectival morphology in L2 Russian is explicated as “a microparameter with
complicated L1-L2 mapping” (p.16). Hence, it is expected to present the highest
difficulty for L1 Turkish learners, whose mother tongue lacks the respective functional
morphology induced by the uninterpretable features. Nevertheless, the NP splitting in
L2 Russian, not realized morphologically, is predicted to be successfully acquired,

even though it constitutes a Poverty-of-the-Stimulus situation.

In our research we adopt the Bottleneck Hypothesis as the Zero Hypothesis to
test. In line with the claims of the BH, we assume that L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners
are likely to internalize the syntactic reflex prior to acquiring the morphological reflex,
hence, the syntax-before-morphology view. The syntactic reflex, being a universal
operation, is unlikely to constitute a locus of difficulty for a L2 learner. Thus, L1
Turkish / L2 Russian learners are supposed to internalize the operation of splitting
early on and are unlikely to demonstrate variability in syntax-related errors, e.g. in
short- and long-distance splits. However, the challenge is expected to be formed by
the process of lexical learning of the adjectival morphology. Ultimate attainment is
possible according to the BH, albeit not across the board. Hence, we may expect to
observe multiple errors related to functional morphology, as well as indeterminacy in
judgment, which is likely to improve as the proficiency level of the L2 learners

increases.

In the next subsection we will summarize the claims of the Zero Hypothesis

regarding our study in order to delineate certain predictions related to the acquisition
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of the functional category to be investigated (i.e. adjective agreement and adjectival
morphology in split d-linked wh-questions in L2 Russian), and identify the

constrasting claims, which will be assumed as the ground for refutation.
a. The Bottleneck Hypothesis and contrasting views

As mentioned above, we have designed our enquiry to test the claims of the
Bottleneck Hypothesis (BH) and we adopt it as the Zero Hypothesis.

To reiterate, the BH maintains that the acquisition of a functional category
constitutes the internalization of knowledge of at least three types, namely, the
semantic reflex, the syntactic reflex, and the morphological reflex. The semantic and
the syntactic reflexes are supposed to come for free as they constitute part of our LAD,
hence, they are not challenging for a L2 learner regardless of her L1. Since the BH is
based on the principles of the FTFAH, we assume they constitute a similar camp of

approaches.

Based on the above separation of types of knowledge involved in language
acquisition, the BH approaches the acquisition of these types of knowledge with the
syntax-before-morphology view. The BH, along with the FTFAH, predicts that
ultimate attainment is possible, though not across the board. Hence, the performance
of L2 learners is expected to be inconsistent in low proficiency levels and is likely to

incrementally improve as their proficiency level goes up.

What is argued as the ultimate challenge is the externalization of the features
surfaced as functional morphology. In our case it is the adjectival inflection on the wh-
word in split d-linked wh-questions, which comprises the major difficulty in the
acquisition of the category. Adjective agreement per se and the splitting operation in
particular are predicted to be acquired without any effort. Thus, we expect to observe
no significant variability in relation to syntactic reflexes. However, manipulating the

distance in a split construction may cause processability effects (Pienemann, 1998).

The Interpretability Hypothesis (IH) presenting a contrastive view in virtue of
the BH argues for the idea of a representational deficit regarding the status of L2. The
IH predicts that adult L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners may not acquire the process of
splitting, which is an uninterpretable feature in action, as it does not exist in their

mother tongue. As adjectival morphology constitutes another domain, which is not
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operative in the L2 learners’ mother tongue, its representation is also expected to be

corrupted.

According to the IH, L2 learners are unable to internalize L2 uninterpretable
features and will either omit them or substitute them with the default form. Since it is
impossible to omit the inflection on adjectives in Russian, L2 learners are predicted to
utilize the default form, and to possess the internal representation as the default form.
Hence, they are likely to commit multiple errors involving incorrect usage or they may
tend to misinterpret adjectival morphology, since the category in question is not
operational in their L1 Turkish. Additionally, the representation of the syntactic
knowedge related to maintaining the splitting operation is predicted to be deficient.

A similar position is held by the Shallow Structure Hypothesis (Clahsen &
Felser, 2006). To reiterate, it suggests that L2 learners may only construct shallow
syntactic trees being directed by semantic and pragmatic information. Hence,
according to the SSH, adult L1 Turkish / L2 Russian speakers will not be able to
correctly process long-distance syntactic dependencies, realized as split constructions
in our study, and instead are predicted to resort to a shallower syntactic representation,
which ensues from semantic cues. Similarly, adjectival morphology is expected not to
be processed effectively. Consequently, the experimental milieu will comprehend split
NPs only as adjacent ones, which may be demonstrable through low accuracy rates

thereof.

In the next section we will focus on studies whose enquiry has been the
acquisition of L2 Russian functional morphology. Due to the insufficient amount of
research on L2 Russian, several studies on heritage Russian and on the acquisition of

the nominal domain in other languages will also be included.

C. Previous Research on L2 Acquisition of Functional Morphology

1. Acquisition of L2 Russian Functional Morphology: Previous Studies

Regarding the acquisition of the Russian nominal domain, particularly
inflectional morphology, a comparatively limited number of studies have been carried
out. The majority of research tackles the Russian aspectual system, which supposedly
constitutes a particular challenge not only for L2 learners, but also for heritage and

even L1 Russian speakers (Pereltsvaig, 2008a: 39). In virtue of the current topic being
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related to the variability of L2 Russian grammar, we have decided to review the
literature dedicated not only to the acquisition of L2 Russian nominal domain but also

of the verbal domain, as well as the nominal domain in other languages.

With regard to the acquisition of L2 Russian functional morphology in the
verbal domain some research claims that is may be fully acquirable. In her seminal
study on the acquisition of L2 Russian telicity marking, Slabakova (2003) suggests
that the functional category of telicity is successfully accomplished by the great
majority of the L2 Russian learners. She assumed initial L1 English transfer (along
with the FTFAH), the stage when L2 Russian learners are expected not to pay attention
to the morphology of the verb, but rather take into account the form of the object. As
L2 learners progress, their behaviour is likely to gradually become native-like. The
high intermediate and advanced learners were on par with the controls: they paid
attention to the prefixes rather than the object, the latter being the strategy of assigning
telicity in English. Correct semantic interpretation and semantics-morphology
mappings are the prerequisites of the successful acquisition of a functional category;
notwithstanding, each of these aspects can develop independently of the other, or even
together instantaneously (Slabakova, 2003: 295). The difficulty regarding the
acquisition of Russian aspect has been attested to lie not in the grammatical
mechanism, but in “learning the lexical items signalling telicity” (Slabakova, 2003:
294). Another study with a similar focus by Nossalik (2008) investigated L2
acquisition of Russian outer aspect (boundedness) in fourteen L1 English / L2 Russian
speakers, undergraduate students at McGill University. The results suggest that L2
learners may successfully acquire Russian outer aspect, which is sometimes claimed
to pose extreme difficulty for L2 Russian learners (Laleko, 2010; Mikhaylova, 2018).
Nossalik reports that advanced learners display native-like performance while lower
proficiency groups employ L1 transfer strategies (2008: 179), as predicted by the Full
Transfer / Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996). Hence, it is implied
that L2 learners at lower levels resort to their L1 resources to resolve the challenges in
acquisition. However, as they progress, they start to employ native-like strategies,
which serves as a counter-example for claims in some L2 Russian pedagogical

literature that Russian outer aspect is unacquirable for L2 learners.

Another piece of similar evidence comes from Nossalik’s later study (2009),

where she tested the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace, 2005; Sorace & Filiaci, 2006) on
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forty L1 English / L2 Russian learners at different proficiency levels. The results
corroborate the previous data suggesting that the advanced, the near-native
participants, and the control group behave indistinguishably, which implies that
morphophonological and syntactic properties of Russian aspect can be acquired
successfully. Isurin & lvanova-Sullivan (2008) came to an analoguous conclusion
investigating advanced heritage speakers and advanced L2 Russian learners with a
view to elicit speech excerpts to be analysed for specific syntactic and morphological
features. The L2 Russian group’s performance was within the boundaries suggesting
a complete acquisition of the respective domains: a 6% error rate for case morphology,
and 12.7% for aspectual morphology. The data implies the acquirable nature of both

aspectual and case morphology.

Nevertheless, some studies report significant challenges associated with L2
acquisition of functional morphology. Mikhaylova (2011) comes to such a conclusion
testing the Interface Hypothesis and the Bottleneck Hypothesis and exploring the
acquisition of Russian aspectual morphology in L2 Russian. The self-paced online
Stop-Making-Sense Task, which tested participants’ sensitivity to morphologically
expressed telicity and boundedness contrasts in Russian statements, demonstrated a
telling difficulty related to Russian aspectual morphology not only for the test
population (L2 learners’ accuracy constitutes 70.8%), but also for native speakers with
91% of correct choices. The author proposes that “the structural and morphological
differences between types of predicates may affect their ability to process functional
morphology correctly on such a demanding online task” (Mikhaylova, 2011: 75).
Overall, Mikhaylova suggests that functional morphology might constitute the
bottleneck of acquisition for L2 learners (Slabakova, 2008). Such an outcome implies
that L2 learners experience more difficulty with the morphological markers rather than
the syntactic operations. Specifically, it is plausible that some domains may be
challenging not only for the L2 population but also for native speakers, especially if

increased processing load is involved in the task.

As can be seen, there is no uniformity in approaching L2 acquisition regarding
the (non-)convergence with the L1 state, for which reason we have undertaken this

enquiry.
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2. Literature Review of the Acquisition of the Russian Nominal Domain

Below we review several recent studies on the acquisition of the Russian
nominal domain, which also inform and direct our enquiry. To date, there has not been
sufficient research aimed at investigating the acquisition of the nominal domain in L2
Russian, the reason might be the challenges regarding the design of the instrument due
to multiple grammatical categories, declension classes, and substantial variability in
terms of affix transparency, which considerably complicates the potential

implementation of the research instrument.

Taraban & Kempe (1999) in their study suggest a stark difference in the L1
and L2 Russian grammars through investigating processing of transparent and opaque
noun endings. The L2 Russian speakers demonstrated considerable difficulty while
processing sentences with opaque noun endings, the adjective marker being the cue
for determining the noun gender. The L2 Russian group displayed a significantly
higher error rate with nouns ending in ambiguous markers rather than in transparent
ones. However, no such accounts were attested in L1 Russian speakers. The results
suggest that the transparency of endings constitutes a predictive cue while acquiring a
L2. However, Taraban & Kempe report that both populations utilize a similar learning
mechanism with regard to noun ending processing. Hence, it is claimed that L2
Russian speakers may have a limited grammar, which is qualitatively different from

the grammar of a L1 speaker.

Contrary to the previously mentioned study, which demonstated a deficient
interlanguage in L2 Russian speakers, some research documents a relatively different
picture, suggesting a provisionally successful acquisition of the nominal domain.
Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan’s (2008) study attests a successful acquisition of case
morphology by the L2 population. The error rate in the L2 group is reported to
constitute 6% in a production task. Partially related to our study, Laleko’s (2018)
research focusing on the acceptability of gender-matched and gender-mismatched
adjective-noun strings by heritage Russian speakers suggests that they converge with
L1 Russian speakers in congruous and incongruous agreement patterns involving
nouns of fixed gender specification. Common gender nouns, which are maximally
underspecified forms compatible with both gender interpretations, are observed to
constitute the most challenging part in heritage Russian gender assignment (p.261).
Hence, the major challenge is constituted by the lexical rather than grammatical
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characteristics. In her later study Laleko (2019) further explored gender agreement
indeterminacy resolution, this time adding a L2 Russian group. The study focused on
non-transparent (opaque) semi-ambiguous contexts, where the noun’s functional
morphology does not determine the agreement marking on the related words. The
result of the experiment demonstrated target-like ratings with formally transparent
nouns in all milieus. However, L2 speakers’ accuracy with non-transparent (opaque)
nouns was diminished, which was not attested in monolinguals. The L2 Russian
population “consistently demonstrate a more categorical dependence on a noun’s
morphophonological form [compared to the L1 milieu]” (p.172). Laleko (2019) points
out that it may be related to the frequency and linguistic input conditions. Hence,
morphophonological factors (i.e. the morphophonological reflex, in Slabakova’s
terms) are of considerable importance in bilingual gender processing. This outcome
can be interpreted as the confirmation of the provisions of the Bottleneck Hypothesis
in that the morphophonological reflex may constitute the major challenge, whereas the

syntactic and the semantic reflexes pose no difficulty for the L2 learner.

Another notable study, which claims that the Russian nominal domain can be
acquired successfully, was carried out by Artoni & Magnani (2015) on the acquisition
of case marking in L2 Russian. The enquiry is conducted in the Processability Theory
framework, but the findings may prove interesting and valuable for our study as well.
Artoni & Magnani adopt King’s (1995) approach to Russian case system, conducted
in the Lexical Functional Grammar framework. Five tasks were used to elicit varied
pragmatic usage of Russian case: introduction, story-telling, spotting differences,
making up a story, and an adopted elicitation task from Di Biase & Kawaguchi (2002)
was also employed. The findings of the study suggest that the trajectory of the
acquisition of Russian case system starts with L2 learners distinguishing between
Nominative and non-Nominative, and utilizing only the canonical word order. In the
intermediate stages it is not clear whether L2 learners are able to topicalize Adj and
produce V-Obj unification in morphology. Lastly, only following the activation of the
functional (i.e. inflectional) morphology can L2 learners “free up the rigidity of the
canonical word order constraints, and assign case to grammatical functions
irrespectively of their position” (Artoni & Magnani, 2015: 191). Hence, the authors
assert that ultimate attainment of L2 Russian case is possible, and here again the
inflectional morphology constitutes the bottleneck.
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Conflicting results are also attested in some studies. For instance,
Cherepovskaia & Slioussar (2018) analysed production errors in the Russian nominal
paradigm based on a pool of written texts elicited from bilingual Spanish-Catalan adult
learners of L2 Russian. In contrast to the influential previous study by Rubinstein
(1995), which focused on errors in L2 Russian case acquisition, and encompassed the
entire case paradigm, the study by Cherepovskaia and Slioussar compares the rates of
errors against the correct forms, which is a considerable improvement in terms of
instrument design. The results of their study suggest that the numbers of errors
decrease both quantitatively and qualitatively as the learners’ levels progress: L2
learners employ the default form and misuse the necessary case less frequently. The
most challenging case for acquisition has proved to be Dative; even advanced learners
use it incorrectly in 23% of contexts, and it is followed by Instrumental and Accusative
with 17% and 10% for C1 level respectively. This evidence corroborates the common
belief that the Russian case system poses a serious issue for L2 learners. Nevertheless,
the guestion stands why L2 Russian learners commit errors: does the reason lie in the
Dative case itself, due to which the participants wrongly assign the case to the noun,

or is it primarily related to the morphology of the nouns specified for the Dative case?

3. Literature Review of L2 Acquisition of the Nominal Paradigm and Adjectival

Morphology

Due to the scarcity of research directly involving L2 Russian adjectival
morphology or adjective-noun agreement we are reviewing some recent studies that
focus on L2 acquisition of adjectival morphology by learners, whose L1 lacks this

feature.

Some studies focus on L2 uninterpretable features absent from the learners’ L1
and the results suggest that such features are Critical-age-constrained and may not be
fully acquired. For example, Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) set off to explore L1
Greek/ L2 English intermediate and advanced learners’ resumptive strategies
regarding wh-subject and object extraction. The work mainly tackles variability in L2
learners’ judgement as opposed to a steady invariable performance by native speakers.
Assuming that the functional lexicon is inaccessible once first language acquisition is
completed, variability is referred to as the (in)consistent behaviour of L2 learners in
the target language (Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007: 216). Interpretable features
(animacy and d-linking) are predicted to aid the L2 learners as their levels progress.
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Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) adhere to the Minimalist Approach and emphasize
the role of the distinction between LF-interpretable features, and LF-uninterpretable
features; the former being semantically realized at LF, whereas the latter are only
required for syntactic derivation and lack semantically computed meanings (also
Tsimpli, 2003; Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007). Meanwhile, both LF-interpretable and
LF-uninterpretable features are either realized or unrealized at PF. The obtained results
suggest strong L1 effects in (subject) interrogatives even in the advanced L2 learners,
which is in line with the claims of the Interpretability Hypothesis. Animacy effects
and d-linking effects on the acceptability of resumptive pronouns were observed both
in the intermediate and in the advanced groups, which also casts doubt on the Missing
Surface Inflection Hypothesis (Haznedar & Schwartz, 1997; Prévost & White, 2000)
in that non-target abstract representation has been observed along with systematic non-

target responses due to processing difficulties of the morphological component.

Another study with similar predictions was carried out by Tsimpli &
Mastropavlou (2007): they also tackled the learnability of formal features based on
their interpretability status. Performance data were collected from L1 learners, child
and adult L2 Greek learners, as well as a population with specific language
impairments (SLI). The study was based on the acquisition of pronominal clitics and
determiners (definite and indefinite articles) in Greek by different populations. Along
with Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007), Tsimpli & Mastropavlou hypothesize that
unintepretable features are developmentally constrained and fail to be realized in adult
L2 grammars. L2 learners are expected to implement a compensatory strategy through
employing interpretable features in misanalysed input. The obtained results suggest a
crucial difference in the acquisition of adult L2 Greek pronominal clitics and definite
and indefinite articles when compared to L1 and child L2 learners. The adult L2 group
demonstrated persistent problems regarding the use of both pronominal clitics and
determiners, resorting either to omission or to improper use. The studies above attest
a “representational deficit” with regard to the L2 grammar, which may also pertain to
the status of the features under investigation within the scope of our enquiry: the L2

Russian uninterpretable features [case, number, gender] fail to be realized in Turkish.

However, another line of research tends to reject the L2 representational deficit.
Schwartz & Sprouse (1994) conducted a longitudinal case study of an adult L1 Turkish
L2 German subject called Cevdet. The enquiry was based on the production data over
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a period of 26 months. Specifically, the researchers were interested in the position of
the verbal domain as well as pronominal and non-pronominal subjects relative to the
predicate. The obtained results suggest that the L2 learner passes through several
stages, the initial being the L1 grammar; during the second stage the L2 learner starts
the reconstruction of the current grammatical system and marginal patterns may arise;
the 3 stage may demonstrate reanalysis of the L2 input and certain fossilized patterns
may emerge. Ultimately, the course of Interlanguage development may be dependent
on several factors: initial state, input, UG apparatus, and learnability factors (p.41).
Due to these factors the learner may reach an end state, characterized by certain
fossilized patterns. It is overall suggested by Schwartz & Sprouse (1994) that via
protracted access to UG the accuracy incrementally increases as the L2 learner
advances; in some cases the L2 learner may attest ultimate attainment of L2 categories.
The attested data can be regarded to confirm the premises of the Full Transfer / Full
Access Hypothesis.

Yet, some studies come up with strong claims in favour of a possible
convergence of specific L2 and L1 domains, and refute the positions asserted by
Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) and Tsimpli & Mastropavlou (2007). For instance,
Leal Méndez & Slabakova (2014) partially replicated the experimental study
conducted by Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) in an attempt to test the claims of
the Interpretability Hypothesis proposed in the latter work. Leal Méndez & Slabakova
(2014) emphasized that the crucial detail to have been overlooked in the previous study
is the optional character of the resumptive pronouns in the Greek Language and the
lack of dividing the experimental population into the groups that either accept or reject
resumptives in their L1. For the purpose of closing this gap they divided speakers of
L1 Spanish, which, as Greek, optionally allows resumptives, into two groups: the ones
who accept resumptive pronouns, and those who reject them. The study also examined
the effects of d-linking, animacy, and the complementizer that in order to test whether
the L2 learners will resort to interpretable features to aid the process of eliminating the
resumpting strategy. Specifically, the participants were tested on (non)acceptance of
the resumptive strategy in their L1. To test the Spanish speakers’ acceptance of
resumptives in their L1, an untimed resumptive grammaticality task was used, which
consisted of ten items and four fillers. Questions with resumptives were preceded with
a context story, and a 4-point Likert-scale was used to judge the grammaticality of the
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question. Next, the materials employed in Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) were
administered. Additionally, the test items (interrogatives with resumptives) were
supplied with the preceding context to facilitate comprehension and parsing, which the
original study lacks. Just as in the original study, the materials were delivered bi-
modally (in aural and written forms). A 4-point Likert scale was used with the “I don’t
know” option. In contrast to the previous study by Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007),
the results demonstrate advanced L2 learners’ convergence in terms of performance
with the control group. Leal Méndez & Slabakova (2014) noticed the presence of
individual preferences regarding resumptive use across the board: the experimental
participants tolerating resumptives in their L1 were 10% more willing to accept
resumptives in L2 English. However, both groups “had established a syntactic,
grammatical contrast in their grammar between the ungrammatical sentences with
resumptives and grammatical sentences with gaps” (Leal Méndez & Slabakova, 2014:
14). Additionally, no statistically significant effects have been found regarding L2
learners’ utilization of interpretable features (animacy, d-linking, etc.) to aid their
strategies in resumption resolution. Overall, taking into account the enhanced design
of the experiment (dividing L1 speakers according to their resumptive strategies in L1,
contextualizing the test items), the main result of the study is that the advanced L2
group demonstrated native-like competence, which casts doubt on the predictions of
the Interpretability Hypothesis in that the uninterpretable features absent from the

learner’s L1 cannot be acquired in a L2.

Another study on the status of uninterpretable features in SLA is by Leal et al
(2016), whose focus was testing the Interpretability Hypothesis on the basis of
acquiring interrogatives in L2 English by L1 Kuwaiti Arabic speakers. The novelty of
the study is the specific choice of the paired languages: the previous research contained
languages with optionality with respect to resumptives, whereas Arabic resumptive
pronouns are mandatory. The Interpretability Hypothesis predicts that in order to
perform in the target-like fashion in their L2 English, L1 Arabic speakers have to
“unlearn” the resumptives, which is problematic in virtue of the uninterpretable status
of the feature in question. As the study is a partial replication of Leal Méndez &
Slabakova (2014) and Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007), the research questions and
the method were the same. In line with Leal Méndez & Slabakova (2014), the

experimental group showed a successful differentiation of ungrammatical questions
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with resumptive pronouns and grammatical questions without them. The findings
suggest no advantage associated with the interpretable features (animacy, d-linking)
aiding L2 English learners: the participants failed to display better performance under
the influence of the interpretable features. Hence, the arguments of the Interpretability

Hypothesis seem not to hold.

Some other studies specifically approached the acquisition of adjective
agreement by learners, whose L1 is void of adjective morphology, and concluded that
the L2 participants’ performance can be on par with the L1 controls’. For example, an
enquiry by Lichtman (2009) explored acquisition of adjective agreement in a language
with rich morphology (Spanish) by learners whose L1 language lacks this feature
(English) on the premise that even advanced L2 learners have issues with this domain
(Franceschina, 2003, 2005). Namely, they omit obligatory morphology,
overgeneralize the default gender, and are insensitive to gender discord. The research
is conducted in the generative perspective and is based on testing the claims of the the
Representational Deficit Hypothesis (RDH) (originally the Failed Functional Features
Hypothesis (FFFH), Hawkins & Chan, 1997), according to which, if a feature is not
instantiated in a L1, it has no potential of arising in a L2 and the learners are subject
to a deficient representation of the feature in question. Hence, the line of argument is
similar to that in Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) and Tsimpli & Mastropavlou
(2007); and the Missing Surface Inflection Hypothesis (MSIH, Prévost & White,
2000), which claims that L2 learners may acquire native-like competence even for
purely grammatical features, hence, may develop a fully operational target-like
representation of a feature, but are limited by the processing load and, as a result, resort
to the default form in production. However, a gap in the MSIH is vivid with respect to
which form is expected to be produced by L2 learners by default (Slabakova, 2018:
9). The test items manipulated the attributively and predicatively used adjectives, as
well as the distance between the noun and the adjective (with predicatively used
adjectives). Besides, the adjective morphology was manipulated in order to also yield
ungrammatical inflections on the adjectives (feminine to a masculine noun). The
results showed that as L2 learners advance, they process agreement more
accurately.The distance effect has been observed in the non-native group only: as the
distance between the adjective and the noun increases, the performance significantly

declines in beginners, and only slightly in intermediate subjects. These results support
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the MSIH and are against the RDH in that the features not instantiated in learners’ L1
cannot be acquired in a L2; the representation has proved to be in place, however,

processing issues may contribute to the deficient application of this knowledge.

A more recent remarkable study by de Garavito & Otalora (2016) dealt with
the L1 English / L2 Spanish learners’ acquisition of gender and number agreement
under nominal ellipsis. The elided noun and its antecedent in Spanish may differ in
number but are consistent with respect to gender. The results of a grammaticality
judgement test and a production task indicate that “L2 Spanish learners are able to
access features such as number and gender, and that they are able to then compare the
relevant features to antecedents” (de Garavito & Otalora, 2016: 36). Hence, no
representational deficit has been found, which casts doubt on the Failed Functional
Features Hypothesis (FFFH, Hawkins & Chan, 1997), which claims that features not
instantiated in the learner’s L1 are not acquirable. The same claim is operational for
the Interpretability Hypothesis (Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007; Tsimpli &
Mastropavlou, 2007). Most importantly, L2 learners proved to display sensitivity
regarding the prohibition of gender mismatch, on par with the native controls. The
findings corroborate the propositions of the MSIH and the Interface Hypothesis in that
some difficulties can be explained by the mapping between the abstract category and

the particular form, as well as the resulting interface.

Another school of thought is presented by Clahsen & Felser’s (2006)
remarkable study, whose result is the Shallow Structure Hypothesis (SSH). Through a
detailed review of online and offline tasks they analized sentence processing patterns
of monolingual children and L2 learners, comparing the two groups’ performance with
adult monolinguals’ performance. Clahsen & Felser claim that L2 processing is
qualitatively different from L1 processing, proposing the SSH to account for this
phenomenon. L2 learners’ syntactic representations are asserted to be shallower and
less detailed compared to L1 processing, and also involving more direct form-function
mappings, which are guided by “lexical, semantic, and pragmatic information” (p.31).
The SSH also suggests “confounding factors”, namely, working memory limitations,
differences in processing speed, effects of transfer, and “incomplete” acquisition,
which may restrict the capacity of constructing “deeper representations”. However,
there has been some research refuting the above idea that L1 and L2 processing are
qualitatively different. For instance, Tucciarone (2022) tested the SSH using an offline
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Acceptability Judgment Test and an online Self-paced Reading Task in order to
investigate L2 English learners’ sensitivity to the Strong Crossover constraints and
Binding Principle C. Her findings indicate that the L2 parsing is similar to native
incremental parsing. Smith (2016) conducted a study to test the SSH using a Self-
paced Reading Task. She investigated whether L2 Japanese learners rely on case
particles to project structure in relative clauses as well as wh-dependencies and
ambiguity resolution preferences. The obtained results suggest that L2 Japanese
learners are largely convergent on reliance on case particles, ambiguity resolution, and
on sensitivity to wh-dependencies in canonical clauses. However, the experimental
group was not sensitive to wh-dependencies in scrambled constructions. Overall, the

findings are incompatible with the predictions of the SSH.

As can be seen, there is no uniform opinion as to whether some specific
domains in L2 can be fully acquired, and our enquiry will try to cover this gap testing
the Interpretability Hypothesis, the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis, the Shallow
Structure Hypothesis, and the Bottleneck Hypothesis.

D. Literature Review: Summary

This chapter has reviewed recent research on the acquisition of functional
morphology both in L2 Russian and in other languages from different perspectives,
reflecting a range of hypotheses. The previous studies provide a convincing body of
evidence that adjective agreement may pose considerable issues for L2 Russian
learners; thus, they are not expected to be convergent with L1 Russian speakers until
the native-like level is attained. Additionally, the obtained results from the previous
research — the evidence, still uninvestigated gaps, and possible limitations (all of which

are equally important) — suggest certain directions for our study to follow.

Table 13 below briefly summarizes the principal claims of the second language
acquisition hypotheses regarding the (im)possibility of nativelike representation and
ultimate attainment of features, which will be tested in the current study. Major studies

are also mentioned in relation with the hypotheses.
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Table 16 A brief account of the L2 hypotheses to be tested in the current study

—
. £8, & T3 F
% E5e T, SS9 = 2
£ 220 ££ 32 28 -
5] 28g8E c23g 58 S¢g @
S s<ifyg §8> 55 £35 =
T x5S SEL IS &5 2
Full + yes yes Initial stages of L2 acquisition comprise Schwartz &
Transfer/Full utilization of the L1 grammar. The failure to Sprouse (1996)
Access map the existing L1 system onto the L2 input
Hypothesis impels the learner to access UG, which is
(FTFAH) argued to have a possibility to become fully
operational, depending on certain factors.
Bottleneck + yes may  The most challenging reflex to acquire is the Slabakova
Hypothesis (BH) be morphological one due to being the (2008, 2016,
distinguishable feature between languages, 2018)
whereas syntax and semantics are rendered to
be universal computations that are internalized
prior to the acquisition of inflectional
morphology. We have assumed the BH as the
Zero Hypothesis in our study.
Interpretability - yes no The uninterpretable features absent from the Tsimpli &
Hypothesis (IH) learner’s L1 cannot be acquired in a L2 Dimitrakopoul
following the Critical age for language ou (2007)
acquisition.
Shallow - yes - L2 processing is suggested to be less sensitive  Clahsen &
Structure to syntactic constraints compared to L1 Felser (2006)
Hypothesis (SSH) processing as it is based on semantic rather

than syntactic information. For this reason a
shallower representation resulting from “good
enough” parsing strategy and certain working
memory constraints is predicted.

As of now, to our knowledge, there has been no research conducted on the
acquisition of split constructions, either on L2 Russian or any other languages. Hence,
it is believed that this study may provide some interesting outcomes and pave a new

direction for future research.

E. Motivation for the Present Study Based on the Literature Review

As stated from the onset, our study follows assumptions developed in the scope
of Generative Linguistics, in its Minimalist programme framework (Chomsky, 1995).
The core syntax theory and notations are adopted from the seminal work by Adger
(2003). Functional morphology is understood as elucidated in Slabakova (2018: 4-8);
its acquisition is assumed to constitute the internalization of at least three reflexes:
semantic, syntactic, and morphological. The reflexes are manifested as the knowledge
of certain features related to the functional category in question. In our case it is the

functional category of adjective agreement, where LF uninterpretable features are
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surfaced at PF as an adjective inflection. According to Slabakova (2018: 4-8) and as
evidenced from previous research, features are separated in acquisition and can be
acquired one by one. Following Lardiere (1998), we dissociate syntactic knowledge
from morphological knowledge, and assume that morphology production lags behind
successful comprehension of both syntax and morphology. Thus, in our study we
assume the syntax-before-morphology view, which has also been corroborated by our
preliminary pilot study (the details will be elucidated further on), in which L1 Turkish
/L2 Russian participants demonstrated nativelike knowledge of a subtle syntactic

phenomenon, namely, splitting of nominal phrases.

Split NPs are never explicitly demonstrated or taught in the classroom and are
generally restricted to the colloquial register (Pereltsvaig, 2008b). Nevertheless, when
it comes to d-linked wh-questions with the copula (without a notional verb), as
mentioned in the text above, the convention is to split the nominal phrase: the wh-word
tends to move to the left periphery, and the headword stays in situ. An example of a
typical sentence with a split nominal phrase is illustrated below:

(42) Kakaja segodnja pogoda?

which; today  weather;
‘What is the weather like today?’

Based on the premises above, we assume that L2 learners generally take the
comparatively free word order in Russian for granted, and start to develop it during
initial exposure to the Russian language due to the presence of such forms in course

textbooks from early on (e.g. Antonova et al, 2003).

To our knowledge and based on the reviewed literature, L2 Russian acquisition
of adjectival morphology and adjective-noun agreement has not attracted sufficient
attention up till now. The scarcity of research on these domains (Cherepovskaia &
Slioussar, 2018) renders our study significant in contributing to the current pool of
enquiry on the acquisition of the uninterpretable features on the wh-word with a new

pairs of languages involved.

The potential outcomes regarding the acquisition of L2 Russian functional
morphology, namely, the adjectival inflection externalized as a bundle of
uninterpretable features, are discussed below from the perspective of current
hypotheses. In line with the results of our pilot studies and according to the claims of
the Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2003, 2006, 2018), L2 Russian learners are
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predicted to have no issues associated with the syntactic and semantic reflexes, but
may have underdeveloped semantics-morpho(phono)logy mappings in the proficiency
levels prior to the advanced, when convergence with native speakers may be attained
in this respect. Additionally, L2 learners are expected to exhibit a dissociation between
LF-uninterpretable and PF-interpretable features in L2 Russian (i.e. grammatical
gender, case, and number inflection on the adjective), which may urge them to employ
a limited paradigm. Put differently, it may be challenging for L2 learners to reassemble
the LF-uninterpretable features in one form. Hence, our enquiry is likely to support the
claims of the BH and the Feature Reassembling Hypothesis (FRH)® in that L2 learners
may develop a full mental representation of the features, but the externalized form may
pose an immense challenge, which limits the L2 learners’ ability to co-reference the
wh-word with the required argument, the same operation being absolutely smooth for
native speakers. Another issue can be posed by the large processing load required to
reassemble the uninterpretable features into the adjectival inflection, on this ground it
could also be fruitful to conduct a study within the frame of the Processability Theory
(Pienemann, 1998), which is not in line with the Generative Program, but alternatively

approaches second language acquisition as a hierarchy of processing procedures.

Contrarywise, native-like performance by any milieu of the experimental group
can suggest a full mental representation of the LF-uninterpretable features and the L2
learners’ capacity to employ them to correctly assign the wh-word to the restrictor

(argument), which can cast doubt on the IH and further support the BH.

As we mentioned in the previous chapter, the Interpretability Hypothesis (IH)
predicts that adult L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners will fail to acquire the
uninterpretable features related to the adjective declension in L2 Russian as such
features are not operable in their L1. Hence, adjectival morphology will not be
internalized. Additionally, the IH suggests that the operation of splitting, which is an
uninterpretable feature in action, will not be acquired either since their mother tongue

lacks it.

The similar predictions are put forward by the Morphological Congruency
Hypothesis (Jiang, 2004) as the respective features are not externalized in our

experimental population’s mother tongue. To iterate, as we have noted in the previous

16 Due to the complexity of the design of the instrument required to test the FRH it is not involved into
the scope of our enquiry.
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chapters, Turkish displays no explicit adjective morphology. Thus, impaired
competence regarding the inflection on the wh-word is expected in L1 Turkish / L2
Russian learners, and they may demonstrate indeterminate performance in the

comprehension task.

Likewise, the claims of the Interpretability Hypothesis (IH) regarding ultimate
attainment of L2 Russian adjective morphology and agreement by L1 Turkish speakers
hold it implausible due to the uninterpretable status of these categories. According to
the IH, adult L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners are unlikely to acquire the inflectional
morphology that is associated with adjective agreement, which is realized by
uninterpretable features, due to their not being present in the learners’ L1, aka the
RDH. The IH also suggests that to resolve the above issues, L2 learners have to resort
to L1 strategies. However, there are no other clues apart from the adjectival inflection
in order for the participant to co-reference the wh-word with the restrictor. Thus, this
domain of L2 Russian is supposed to be unacquirable in accordance with the IH.

Albeit the behaviour of the participants is motivated solely by the grammatical
clue on the wh-word, other probable effects will be investigated, e.g. L2 learner’s
superficial strategies in making decisions regarding co-reference of the wh-word (e.i.
utilizing the final vowels of the inflections for co-referencing the wh-word with the
restrictor, etc.). As suggested by Leal et al (2016), no advantage has been observed in
connection with the animacy or d-linking, which could aide L2 English learners in
their study: the participants fail to display better performance under the influence of
the interpretable features. The limitation of our instrument is that it has not been
designed to manipulate the effects of d-linking: all the experimental items include d-
linked contexts. However, following Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) and Leal
Méndez & Slabakova (2014), we will attempt to investigate animacy effects in the
strategies employed by L2 Russian learners in co-referencing the wh-word with either
the animate or the inanimate argument. The question posed is whether the interpretable

feature [animacy] can improve performance in L2 Russian.

According to the Processability Theory (Pienemann, 1998) and as suggested
by Lichtman (2009), distance effects are also expected to be observed in split
constructions. Thus, L1 Turkish / L2 Russian participants are likely to perform more
accurately on comprehension and subsequent responding when the distance between
the wh-word and the headword is shorter (in short-distance splits), compared to when
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a longer distance dependency (in long-distance splits) is required, as the latter proves
more taxing. Hence, even if L2 Russian learners happen to perceive the context as
ambiguous, they are expected to employ the strategy of Minimal attachment (Frazier,

1979) via the preference of short-distance splits.

Regarding the acquisition of gender assignment, which is not a direct focus of
our study but can also be relevant in directing our research, Hopp & Lemmerth (2018)
suggest that there exists a developmental trajectory from a lexically based gender
assignment to the syntactic processing, which is native-like. Besides, based on Laleko
(2018), the forms of nouns underspecified for gender caused considerable issues in the
heritage population. To mitigate the possible effects associated with the difficulty of
assigning gender to the nouns used in the instrument, only nouns with the highest
levels of transparency!’ have been selected. Additionally, maximally transparent
groups of nouns (in terms of inflections) to decrease the processing load for the L2
learners during the task of case assignment will be employed.

However scarce it may be, previous research (Schwartz et al., 2015) on
adjective-noun agreement suggests that Russian gender agreement is a challenging
domain not only for L2 or heritage learners, but even for L1 acquirers due to the low
transparency of the gender inflections. Just as we have noted before, Schwartz et al.
(2015) claims that transparency of inflectional morphology plays a crucial role for the
acquisition of gender agreement both in the L1, and in the heritage Russian population.
Additionally, there is evidence that the presence of grammatical gender in the L2
learner’s mother tongue may have an aiding effect when acquiring a language with a
rich grammatical gender system, like Russian. The results of Schwartz et al.’s study
(2015) imply that we implement a design, which would only include nouns of the most
common declensional classes for both genders we are intending to utilize: to recap,
this will yield the inflections maximally transparent in order to facilitate the process
of L2 Russian learners’ assigning noun gender. As a result, their processing load will
be considerably decreased. Specifically, only feminine nouns ending in -a/-ja, and

only masculine nouns ending in a non-palatalized consonant (morphologically null

17 Transparency of inflections is assumed as worked out by Dressler (2007). More on inflection
transparency regarding our instrument design is elucidated in the linguistic background and in the
methodology chapters.
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affix -@) will be utilized in the instrument. No masculine nouns with the palatalized

final consonant, and no feminine nouns ending in a consonant will be included.

To further advance the instrument design, in line with Lichtman (2009), we
have taken into consideration the fact that the noun forms should be co-referenced with
both marked*® (Dative Masculine) and unmarked forms of the wh-word (Accusative
Masculine). According to the claims of the Representational Deficit Hypothesis
(RDH), which is in line with the IH, L2 learners tend to utilize the default forms when
the respective feature is not realized in the L2 grammar. Thus, as the acquisition of the
Accusative case inflection on the Masculine noun and on the Masculine adjective
timewise precedes the acquisition of the Dative case morphology, L2 learners’
preference for long-distance splits, where the default forms are contained, may be
predicted according to the RDH. Such an outcome may also support the claims of the

Interpretability Hypothesis.

Furthermore, the unmarked form of the wh-word (Kakoj) is the one co-
referenced with a Masculine Accusative singular noun. However, this form is also
homonymous with the one specified for the Feminine Dative singular adjectival
inflection. L2 Russian learners may experience issues incorrectly co-referencing this
form of the wh-word with a Masculine Dative noun, which could also corroborate the
claims of the IH that we have mentioned above. This potential issue will be

investigated using the current instrument design.

Besides, the L2 Russian learners’ misinterpretation of the wh-word with the
Masculine Accusative singular inflection —oj and using it to co-reference with
Masculine nouns in indirect cases can yield another direction for enquiry: whether the
features involved in adjective agreement can be acquired one by one. The relevant
evidence could be obtained once the following performance is observed: the wh-word
Kakoj is used not only to be co-referenced with the Masculine.Accusative noun (the
long-distance split), but also to refer to masculine nouns in other cases, namely, Dative

in our instrument (the short-distance split). Should we come across multiple cases like

18 Traditionally the unmarked form of the noun in Russian is supposed to be the Nominative singular
form, which is presented in a dictionary. The unmarked forms of the Masculine noun are the
Nominative singular form and the morphologically synonymous Accusative singular form, which are
specified for the null affix —@ (relevant for inanimate nouns only, animate nouns are inflected in a
different way). The unmarked form of the Feminine noun is the Nominative singular form with the
affix —a. However, the unmarked form of the Feminine noun is not relevant for our study. The same is
releveant regarding the adjectival inflections.
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this, it may suggest that L2 learners have acquired the feature [ugender] on the wh-
word, but still struggle with the feature [ucase] resorting to the default
Nominative/Accusative form to connect it with the closest Masculine noun. Besides,
L2 learners’ selecting both options may suggest that the syntactic reflex is not yet in

place.

Encountering cases where L2 learners co-reference the Masculine.Dative form
of the wh-word (Kak-omu ‘which-M.DAT.SG’) and the Feminine.Accusative form of
the Theme (e.g. knig-u (book-F.ACC.SG) may provide evidence that L2 learners go
by superficial analogy co-referencing two words ending in —u. It may suggest that
neither [ucase] nor [ugender] features have been acquired, and the learner is trying to
resolve assignment of arguments employing the phonetic resemblance of the surface

forms.

In Leal Méndez & Slabakova (2014), whose goal was to replicate Tsimpli &
Dimitrakopoulou’s (2007) study, the test items (interrogatives with resumptives), in
contrast with the latter, were supplied with the preceding context to facilitate the
participants’ comprehension and parsing. As a result, the advanced L2 group
demonstrated native-like competence, contrary to Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou’s
(2007) data, hence casting doubt on the predictions of the Interpretability Hypothesis
in that the uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1 cannot be acquired in
a L2 following the Critical age. Following Leal Méndez & Slabakova (2014), in our
study we will provide a preceding context for the d-linked wh-questions in virtue of
facilitating comprehension. Albeit the supplied context turns into a longer text to be

processed by the participants, it familiarizes them with the situations of discourse.

In retrospect, an issue with Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007) instrument
design might have been the lack of context, which is a mandatory factor in tasks
including d-linked questions (Frazier & Clifton, 2002; Leal et al., 2016; Pesetsky,
1987, among others). The reason is that isolated d-linked questions may immensely
increase the processing load, especially in Grammaticality Judgment Tests (GJTs),
which was duly repaired in Leal Méndez & Slabakova’s (2014) design. According to
Pesetsky (1987), which-phrases are d-linked in that the set of possible discourse
referents is restricted by the noun. A d-linked question uttered in an out-of-the blue

context is likely to yield an infelicitous result (Leal et al., 2016: 105).
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Furthermore, providing context will aid both comprehension and parsing, and
the presentation of the experimental stimuli will be more natural (Leal et al., 2016:
105). In support for the claim above, our previous pilot study, where respondents were
required to react to d-linked questions without a supplied context, has demonstrated
that operations with d-linked questions display increased variability both in native
speakers and in L2 learners when the situation or context are missing. This is another
telling reason to include a mini-situation for the participants not to face stranded d-
linked questions. Through the employment of the context the participant’s attention is
also likely to be diverted to the meaning rather than form, which is an important factor

to consider while designing an instrument.

While reviewing some previous studies it became evident that in certain cases
effectively demonstrable numbers of participants were not recruited, both for the
experimental and for the control groups. Hence, the results and the claims of the
studies may not be completely valid and clear-cut. For our study we will attempt to
provide a sufficient number of participants representing different proficiency levels,
as well as the control group. The reason is to obtain ample data to analize and secure

tangible results.

Regarding the experimental population to be recruited for our experiment, we
have followed the implications suggested by the data provided in Lichtman (2009):
the presence of a context, distance manipulation, and fillers used in testing the
acquisition of adjective agreement considerably increase the processing load and make
the task more implicit. This causes additional challenge for lower-lever learners.
Owing to this evidence, we have decided to employ L2 Russian learners with higher
levels of attainment only. Along with the outcomes suggested by Artoni & Magnani’s
(2015) study, only pre-intermediate, intermediate, high-intermediate, and advanced L2
Russian learners may be expected to demonstrate successful acquisition of the entire
case paradigm, along with mastering the functional morphology on the wh-word
supplied with a bundle of uninterpretable features. Hence, L2 Russian learners with
the proficiency levels specified above are able to effectively perform in the test,
whereas learners with levels prior to stable pre-intermediate (A2) are unlikely to

provide data that is relevant for our study.

When the participants react to a wh-question selecting the compatible
entailment for the situation of discourse in accordance with the infection on the wh-
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word, they have two options to choose from. The situation is felicitous when one
option only is selected. However, based on Mikhaylova’s (2018) study, it was decided
to utilize the option “both possible” (attained via separately checking both options) for
the participants to be able to demonstrate indeterminacy, if such is present. To
recapitulate, this instrument design feature is likely to provide evidence regarding the
judgment of L2 Russian learners and any indeterminacy related to the acquisition of

the syntax and the adjective morphology.

In our case in order to internalize adjective agreement, L2 learners have to
acquire the uninterpretable feature bundle (case, gender, number) and the way it is
externalized as inflectional morphology. Acquiring the feature bundle in the sense
above will constitute complete acquisition. As per Slabakova (2018: 7), evaluating
complete knowledge of certain functional morphology is only fruitful through
investigating the interpretive knowledge of semantic reflexes, which will be reflected
in the testing instrument. We will accept the acquisition of a functional category if “its
semantic interpretation is 80% accurate” (Slabakova, 2003: 285). The research
instrument will include distinct morphological and semantic varieties of a split
discourse-linked wh-question with a ditransitive verb. Our experimental conditions are
based on a construction with an animate Goal expressed by a Dative noun, and an
inanimate Theme expressed by an Accusative noun. The lexical/grammatical gender
of the Goal and the grammatical gender of the Theme are manipulated:
Masculine.Dative  vs.  Feminine.Dative  vs.  Masculine.Accusative  vs.
Feminine.Accusative. Additionally, the adjectival inflection on the wh-word will be
manipulated to be co-referenced either with the animate Goal (Dative noun), which
results in a short-distance split, or with the inanimate Theme (Accusative noun), which
yields a long-distance split. Hence, three factors are involved in the design of the

instrument.

This chapter has explored the current SLA hypotheses and the recent studies
on the acquisition of functional morphology in L2 Russian. Owing to the scarcity of
research on the acquisition of adjectival morphology and noun-adjective agreement in
L2 Russian, studies on heritage Russian, other languages, and domains outside the
scope of the nominal phrase of L2 Russian were also included. Sadly, to date there
have been no studies dedicated to the acquisition of split d-linked wh-questions, and
the current research is likely to designate a new direction for SLA enquiry. The next
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chapter will present information on the research questions and methodology utilized
in our study. Such issues as the predictions for the research questions, the instrument,
the participants, as well as miscellaneous technical information regarding the

experiments will be discussed.
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IV. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

A. Brief Remarks on Feature Acquisition

As our enquiry focuses on the acquisition of L2 Russian, henceforth the
linguistic data will pertain to Russian; phenomena related to the Turkish language will
be explicitly pointed out. As mentioned earlier, in our current study we assume that
the adjectival agreement inflection on the wh-word is the spell-out of the
uninterpretable features [ucase], [unumber], and [ugender]. Hence, the interpretation
of the inflection is derived through checking uninterpretable features with the
coindexed headword (restrictor), as based on the externalized PF-features required to
satisfy the noun’s morphological well-formedness condition. We can also approach it
as an assembly of a bunch of features into a single inflection, which is typical for a

highly inflecting language like Russian.

Adopting the system of the interplay of interpretable and uninterpretable
features at LF/PF (Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007: 223), we can illustrate the

distribution of features potentially plausible in the course of derivation:

1. LF-interpretable/PF-uninterpretable features (the feature [animacy] is not
externalized either on Turkish or Russian wh-word— Hangi vs. Kakoj!®
respectively);

2. LF-interpretable/PF-interpretable  (the  feature [animacy] on the
Masculine.Accusative noun inflection in Russian, where this feature is marked
explicitly);

3. LF-uninterpretable/PF-interpretable (the features [ucase], [unumber], and
[ugrammatical gender] on the Russian wh-word);

4. LF-uninterpretable/PF-uninterpretable (the feature [ucase] on the Turkish wh-

word).

19 Only the Masculine.Accusative inflections on the noun and the adjective are specified for animacy,
in which case the feature is marked explicitly. However, these forms are not relevant for our
instrument.
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1. Acquisition of Features Relevant for the Current Study

Taking into account the system of features involved in derivation at LF and PF
(Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou, 2007: 223), which is exemplified above, and adopting it
for the current study, our inquiry is limited to exploring LF-uninterpretable/PF-
interpretable features on the wh-word in L2 Russian. It must be noted that the above
derivation is to be acquired by native speakers of a language, where the respective

features constitute an LF-uninterpretable/PF-uninterpretable pair.?°

The next section will present data on the previous pilot studies conducted with
the aim to narrow down the scope of and direct the enquiry, while leaving out the
aspects, which are likely to significantly complicate the data.

B. Previous Pilot Studies

The current section will elucidate the details of the preliminary pilot studies,
which were aimed at probing a design of a research instrument to be implemented in

our enquiry.

1. Pilot Study 1

While paving the road to reach the current state of enquiry, several attempts in
choosing the correct direction were made, for which several pilot studies were
conducted. The first pilot study focused on L2 Russian acquisition of split d-linked

wh-questions by L1 Turkish adults.

Two populations were recruited to participate in the pilot study: the
experimental group (n=12, mean age=36,16), and the control group (n=14, mean
age=40,78). The experimental group included L1 Turkish speakers who had learned
L2 Russian in an academic environment, either in a Russian-speaking country, or in
Turkey. All the participants had to complete a background questionnaire prior to
proceding to the tests, where questions were asked regarding their native and L2
languages. They also had to give concent that the data obtained as the result of the tests
could be used in the scope of the enquiry. Following the background questionnaire,

the L2 Russian proficiency level was measured prior to administering the experiments

20 \We are not intending to investigate the acquisition of the LF-interpretable feature [animacy] in the
scope of the current study, but it may designate a perspective path for further research.
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with the Cloze test employed by Slabakova (2005), who had kindly shared it to be used
for the current study.

The Cloze test consisted of a fairy tale about seasons where participants were
required to select the best word (three options were provided) to fill in 31 gaps
targeting different aspects of L2 Russian grammar knowledge. The level of
participants is attested according to the values in the original paper. Namely, the
performance of the high intermediate through advanced group (B2-C1) ranges
between 27 and 31 points; the intermediate group (B1) ranges from 21 to 26 points;
and the low intermediate group (A2) performs within the range of 11 through 20
points. The same Cloze test is employed in the next Pilot studies and in the actual

study.

The accuracy of the L2 group proficiency turned out to be on a scale from 23/31
to 30/31, hence, it was within the range sufficient to conduct the experiment. The
control group included native speakers of Russian and was exempt from the
proficiency test. All the recruited participants underwent an interview following the
experiment with the aim to elicit information on whether they had guessed the
investigated phenomena, and some questions were asked related to the amount of time
spent, as well as the procedure of the experiment.

The participants were administered two tasks, which were compiled using
Google forms and were completed online. A Semantic Entailments (comprehension)
task tested the participants’ interpretation of and sensitivity to split d-linked wh-
questions in Russian; it consisted of 42 experimental items (distributed among three
conditions, 14 items per condition), and 66 distractors. A Filling-in (production) task
tested the participants’ ability and willingness to form and use split d-linked wh-
questions. The production task consisted of 42 experimental items (distributed among
three conditions, 14 items per condition), and 66 distractors. There was an option in
both tasks for the participant to correct the proposed wh-questions if they had the
feeling it sounded odd or artificial. The items used in the tasks included split d-linked
wh-questions of two types: with pronominal subjects, and with subjects expressed by
the noun. Part A of the split preceded the subject, and part B was left behind in-situ.

Items with adjoining d-linked wh-questions were also utilized for control purposes.

The constructions used in the instrument constituted d-linked wh-questions
with a 3-place predicate, whose principal structure is demonstrated below:
89



Wh-word Subjectagent Verb-PST Objectrheme?

Based on the structure above, the sets of items were devised with a view to

manipulate the following factors:

1.

Subject: Animate Masculine Noun (Agent) versus Animate Feminine Noun
(Agent) versus Pronoun?! (Masculine);

Direct object: Inanimate Masculine Noun (Theme) versus Inanimate Feminine
Noun (Theme);

Co-referencing of the wh-word (in constructions with a subject expressed by a

noun): Subject concord (non-split type) versus Object concord (split type).

The truncated system of manipulations was utilized, and the following

conditions were devised:

1.

In the non-split NP condition we used an animate feminine noun as a subject
(Agent, Nominative case), and an inanimate masculine noun as a direct object
(Theme, Accusative case). The wh-word is co-referenced with the subject.
Hence, the adjoining construction is used, not a split one: the inflection -aja
provides the only licit co-reference of the wh-word with the feminine subject:
Kak-ajai Zenscin-ai procita-l-a Zurnal-07?

Which-F woman-F.NOM.SG read-PST-F.SG journal-M.ACC.SG?

“Which woman read a/the journal?’ (The functional morphology on the nouns
and the wh-word is boldfaced)

In the split NP condition condition we also used an animate feminine noun as
a subject (Agent, Nominative case), and an inanimate masculine noun as a
direct object (Theme, Accusative case). The wh-word is co-referenced with the
direct object (Theme). The inflection —oj on the wh-word Kakoj ‘which’
coindexes it with the inanimate masculine object:

Kak-0jj Zenscin-a procita-1-a Zurnal-0;?
Which-M.ACC.SG woman-F.NOM.SG read-PST-F.SG journal-M.ACC.SG?
‘Which journal did the woman read?’ (The functional morphology on the
nouns and the wh-word is boldfaced)

2L All sentences with a pronomical subject had a split phrase.
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3. The split NP+Pronoun condition is designed with the subject of the sentence
expressed by the personal pronoun on ‘he’ in the nominative case. The co-
indexation of the wh-word with the pronoun is ruled out, and the only licit
option is to co-reference it with the masculine object:

Kak-0j; on procita-l Zurnal-0;?
Which-M.ACC.SG he-NOM read-PST.M.SG journal-M.ACC.SG?

Which journal did he read? (The functional morphology on the noun and the
wh-word is boldfaced)

In the Semantic Entailments (comprehension) task the participants were asked
to react to the d-linked question selecting one of two entailments provided. Only one
option was congruous. In the Filling-in (production) task the entailment to a d-linked
wh-question was supplied, and the participants were required to provide the felicitous
inflection for the wh-word and to put the words in the appropriate order. In all the

conditions the wh-word was placed in the initial position.

Following the Pilot study, certain critical areas were discerned, which required
modifying the research instrument. However, some interesting outcomes have also
been obtained. Below some specific data are presented, related to each condition

separately.
Semantic Entailments (comprehension) task data

Condition 1 (non-split NP): In the condition with the adjoining construction
both populations performed in approximately the same way except for a couple of
native respondents who chose another wh-construction instead of “which” (namely,
Kotoraja iz... ‘Which of the...” or Kto... ‘Who...”). The L2 group’s performance can
be regarded as maximally approaching the L1 accuracy.

Condition 2 (split NP): In the construction where the wh-word and the referent
noun are split, approximately half of both polulations demonstrate a preference for
adjoining constructions. Hence, they try to repair the constructions presented.
However, the way how the populations repair the structure is different: the
experimental L2 group predominantly comprehends the noun in the nominative case
(Agent) as the one related to the wh-word, and changes the wh-word for the feminine
gender without noticing the probable split realization. Meanwhile, the control group
registers the split and repairs the construction via moving the peripherally placed

constituent: they place the noun in the accusative case immediately after the wh-word.
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Nevertheless, a cosiderable part of the participants process the nominal split and accept

it as grammatical.

Condition 3 (split NP+Pronoun): When compared, both groups performed in a
similar manner: the acceptance rate of a nominal split construction with a pronominal
subject is fairly equal — contrary to the 2nd condition (with the split construction,
where the subject is expressed by a noun), which was rejected in almost half of the
cases. This fact is in line with the claims of the Bottleneck Hypothesis in that the
syntactic features do not pose considerable difficulty in L2 language acquisition even

in the PoS situation.
Filling-in (production) task data

Condition 1 (non-split NP): this condition has posed little challenge for the L2
group, and the performance is fairly homogenous. There have been some errors related
to the spelling of the inflection, which may corroborate the tenets of the Bottleneck

Hypothesis.

Condition 2 (split NP): both groups showed a strong inclination to utilizing
adjoining constructions in noun phrases (rather than splits, which is widely
documented in literature (Pereltsvaig, 2008b; Sekerina, 1997)). There was a small
fraction of native controls, who demonstrated an insignificant number of split

constructions.

Condition 3 (split NP+Pronoun): the performance of both groups is very much
the same regarding the production of split constructions with a pronoun. There are
several cases of misusing the morphological markers on the wh-word, which is also in
accordance with the claims of the Bottleneck Hypothesis. The issue may be the
unacquired uninterpretable features [ucase, ugender, unumber], which are externalized
as an inflection. However, the percentage of erroneous usage of adjectival morphology
may be rather low for the time being. A very interesting phenomenon that has come
about is the difference in the composition of split phrases with pronouns by native
speakers and L2 learners. L1 population predominantly places the pronoun in the left
peripheral position, whereas the experimental group preferred to place the verb in the
final position. Since placing the verb in the final position is the canonical word order
for the respondents’ L1, we can deduce that they may be lead by their native syntax,

which could present an additional enquiry further research.
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Results

The obtained evidence suggests that from early on L1 Turkish / L2 Russian
learners can correctly comprehend and produce split d-linked wh-questions with
pronominal subjects on par with the L1 Russian controls. However, both populations
demonstrated certain variability regarding comprehending and producing split
interrogative constructions with subjects expressed by nouns (but not by pronouns).
Due to the fact that nominal splits mainly pertain to the colloquial register of Russian,
both the L2 Russian and the L1 Russain participants were reluctant to utilize them in
the production task via typing, especially in interrogatives with a subject manifested
by a noun. Conversely, wh-questions with pronominal subjects demonstrated far more
uniformity. Due to the high complexity of the tasks, long periods of time and
considerable efforts that the experiments require, along with increased variability
attested in native speakers, it was decided to abandon the design utilized in our first
pilot study, and to reformulate the approach and the research questions. The details of

the pilot study are available to the interested reader on request.

However, based on the attested results, which are in line with the claims of the
Bottleneck Hypothesis, inter alia, we assume the “syntax-before-morphology view” in
that L2 Russian learners are likely to have acquired the syntactic reflexes, namely, the
operation of splitting, whose theoretical grounds are extensively examined in
Pereltsvaig (2008b). As discussed above, the syntactic reflex regarding splitting is
comprised of the wh-movement of the whole phrase (according to the copy-movement
approach), and the subsequent distributed deletion of the copies at PF.

The next subsection will elucidate the details of the subsequent pilot study
conducted through utilizing the same construction (Wh-word Subjectagent Verb.PST

Objectrheme?), Where certain factors were manipulated.

2. Pilot Study 2

Stimuli / Tested Conditions

In order to test the research questions of the pilot study (research questions 1,
2 in the current study), several experimental conditions were designed, which probed
different aspects of the acquisition of L2 Russian adjectival morphology and adjective-

noun agreement. We manipulated the following grammatical features:

93



I. The uninterpretable feature [ugender] on the wh-word externalized as
adjectival morphology:

la: The uninterpretable feature [ugender: Masculine]
Kak-0j
Which-M.NOM.SG/M.ACC.SG
The wh-word inflected as in la possesses the uninterpretable feature [ugender:

Masculine] along with the uninterpretable features [ucase] and [unumber]. The context
yields a globally ambiguous reading due to the uninterpretable feature [ucase]; hence,
the wh-word can relate to a masculine subject or a masculine inanimate?? object, which
is exemplified in (43):

(43) Kak-0jjij malcik-@;  citaet zurnal-@;?
which-M.NOM.SG boy-M.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does the boy read?/Which boy reads the journal?’
(The manipulated feature is underlined. The functional morphology on
the nouns and the wh-word is boldfaced).

Ib: The uninterpretable feature [ugender: Femining]
Kak-aja
which-F.NOM.SG
The wh-word inflected as in Ib has the uninterpretable feature [ugender:

Feminine] and relates to a feminine subject externalized as a noun as exemplified in

(44).
(44): Kak-ajai devock-a;  citaet zurnal-9?
which-F.SG.NOM qgirl-F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which girl reads the journal?’
(The manipulated feature is underlined. The functional morphology on
the nouns and the wh-word is boldfaced).
II. The interpretable feature [gender]?® of the animate subject, which is realized
through:
lla.  Ananimate common noun with the interpretable gender feature
[masculine]
e.g. malcik-g
boy-M.NOM

An animate masculine common noun will contribute to creating an ambiguous

construction: it may either be co-referenced with the wh-word, hence, interpreted as

22 A masculine animate object requires another marker on the wh-word.

23 |t is important to note that assigning gender to the noun (gender assignment) is a
lexical operation. Herein we are not focusing on the inflectional morphology of the
noun and its acquisition: it is beyond our study.
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an adjacent d-linked wh-question illustrated in (45a), or, if not connected to the wh-
word, will entail a split construction as illustrated in (45b):

(45): a. Kak-oji malcik-g; citaet zurnal-g?
which-M.NOM.SG boy-M.NOM.SG reads journal-M.ACC.SG
‘Which boy reads the journal?’
b. Kak-0ji malcik-0 citaet Zurnal-@;?
which-M.NOM.SG boy-M.NOM.SG reads journal-M.ACC.SG
‘Which journal does the boy read?’
(The manipulated feature is underlined. The functional morphology on
the nouns and the wh-word is boldfaced).

IIb. An animate common noun with the interpretable gender feature
[feminine]
e.g. devock-a
girl-F.NOM
An animate feminine common noun will be co-referenced with the wh-word

on condition the latter is inflected with the uninterpretable gender feature [ufemininge],
hence resulting in an adjacent d-linked wh-question as exemplified in (46a). Should
the wh-word be specified for the uninterpretable gender feature [umasculine], the
interpretation will be a split d-linked wh-question, where the wh-word will be
coindexed with the object exemplified in (46b):

(46): a. Kak-ajai devock-ai citaet zurnal-9?
which-F.NOM.SG girl-F.NOM.SG reads journal-M.ACC.SG
‘Which girl reads the journal?’
b. Kak-0jj devock-a citaet zurnal-g;?
which-M.ACC.SG girl-F.NOM.SG reads journal-M.ACC.SG
‘Which journal does the girl read?’
(The manipulated feature is underlined. The functional morphology on

the nouns and the wh-word is boldfaced).

Ilc. A personal pronoun with the interpretable feature gender [masculine]
on-¢g
he-M.NOM

Due to the inability for a pronoun to serve as an antecedent for the wh-word,

constructions with a subject specified for the interpretable gender feature
[+masculine], which is externalized through the personal pronoun on ‘he’, will result
in split d-linked wh-questions as exemplified in (47):

47) Kak-0jj on-g citaet zurnal-9;?
Which-M.NOM.SG he reads journal-M.ACC.SG
‘Which journal does he read?’
(The manipulated feature is underlined. The functional morphology on
the nouns and the wh-word is boldfaced).
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I1d. A personal pronoun with the interpretable feature gender [+feminine]
on-a
she-F.NOM

Because it is unfeasible for a pronoun to link with the wh-word, constructions

with a subject specified for the interpretable gender feature [+feminine], which is
externalized via the personal pronoun ona ‘she’, will result in split d-linked wh-
questions as exemplified in (48):

(48): Kak-0jj on-a citaet zurnal-9;?
which-M.NOM.SG she-F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC.SG
‘Which journal does she read?’
(The manipulated feature is underlined. The functional morphology on
the nouns and the wh-word is boldfaced).

The manipulations of the uninterpretable and interpretable features elucidated
above entail the following probable testing conditions:
1. A semantically ambiguous construction:

1. Masculine Subject Ambiguous:

Kak-0jij malcik-gi  citaet zurnal-g;?
Which-M.NOM.SG boy-M.NOM reads journal-M.ACC

‘Which journal does the boy read?/Which boy reads the journal?’

2. Split constructions exemplified in (46b, 47, 48, respectively):
2. Feminine Subject Split:
Kak-0jj devock-a  citaet zurnal-g;?
Which-M.NOM.SG girl-F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does the girl read?’
3. Masculine Pronominal Subject Split:
Kak-0jj on citaet zurnal-g;?
Which-M.NOM.SG he reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does he read?’
4. Feminine Pronominal Subject Split:
Kak-0j; ona citaet zurnal-g;?
Which-M.NOM.SG she reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does she read?’

3. Adjacent constructions as exemplified in (45a, 46a):
5. Masculine Subject Adjacent:
Kak-0ji malcik-gi  citaet zurnal-g;?
which-M.NOM.SG boy-M.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which boy reads the journal?’
6. Feminine Subject Adjacent:
Kak-aja; devock-ai  citaet Zurnal-@?
which-F.NOM.SG girl-F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which girl reads the journal?’
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4. Besides, non-targetlike constructions have also been designed as a result of the
manipulations of the features above:
7. Masculine Pronominal Subject Non-felicitous:
*Kak-aja; on citaet zurnal-g;?
which-F.NOM.SG he reads journal-M.ACC
**Which journal does he read?’
8. Feminine Pronominal Subject Non-felicitous:
*Kak-ajaj ona citaet zurnal-g;?
which-F.NOM.SG she reads journal-M.ACC
**Which journal does she read?’
The constructions illustrated above and obtained through the manipulation of

the uninterpretable feature [ugender] (externalized via the adjectival inflection on the
wh-word) and the interpretable feature [gender] on the subject (externalized through
employing common animate nouns and pronouns) were used as conditions in the tasks
that were designed to test the preliminary research questions of the second pilot study.
Tasks

The tasks were designed assuming that a functional category to be acquired
comprises 3 distinct reflexes (semantic, syntactic, and morphological), and the
acquisition of the three results in a full acquisition of the respective functional category
(Slabakova, 2008, 2016, 2018). It is assumed that the acquisition of these reflexes can
occur independently from each other and not isochronously (Slabakova, 2006). As
distinctive semantic reflexes of split d-linked wh-questions in Russian are not different
from those of the adjoining construction (Irina Vysotskaja, p.c.; Pereltsvaig, p.c.), only
the syntactic and the morphological reflexes are probed in our study. The syntactic
reflexes are tested via the correct comprehension and production of splits. The
morphological reflexes are tested via the correct comprehension and production of
adjectival morphology.

The L2 Russian learners and the control group underwent the Semantic
Entailments Task and the Sentence Completion Task/Situation-Constrained Fill-in-
the-Blank Task, which are widely used quantitative methods of data collection in SLA.
The results of the tasks were expected to provide us with descriptive and causal
patterns in the L2 learners’ interlanguage. The L2 learners’ performance is compared
to that of the controls’.

All the instructions for the tasks were presented in Russian. Prior to proceeding
to the actual test, the participants were given a short practice session in order to be

familiarized with the design. Both tasks were pen-and-paper based, and took place in
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an environment comfortable for the participant. The tasks were completed
individually.

All the vocabulary items employed in the instrument constitute the vocabulary
of high frequency (top 5000 lemmas of the Russian Corpus, which cover about 82%

of word forms in texts, www.bokrcorpora.narod.ru).

Semantic Entailments Task (design partially adopted from Mikhaylova, 2018)

A Semantic Entailments task was designed to test the comprehension of L2
Russian split d-linked wh-questions in L1 Turkish L2 Russian learners. Its purpose is
to measure L2 learners’ ability to interpret split d-linked wh-questions through
employing the knowledge of adjectival morphology (the uninterpretable feature
[ugender]) and the knowledge of a syntactic operation, namely, the copy movement
and partial interpretation of copies at PF. The test contained 25 target items (five
conditions, five items per condition) and 25 distractors and fillers. The task was
distributed and administered on paper in one attempt. The participants were asked not
to backtrack.

The stimuli were presented in the following way: on the test paper a d-linked
wh-question was given, and two options are proposed as entailments to choose from:
A. Subject-concord (entailment 1); B. Object-concord (entailment 2). Besides, another
2 options are provided: C. Both entailments are correct; D. The question has an error.
Write the correct form of the question in the box below and choose the correct
entailment encircling either or both continuations (letters next to the box).

When option D is chosen and the participant changes a split d-linked wh-
question for the adjoining construction, the elicited outcome is regarded as yielding
both comprehension and production data. The production data are suggestive of the
participants’ preferences whether to use a split or an adjoining kind of d-linked wh-
questions (it is added to the information elicited in the Sentence Production task).

With no other contextual clues to rely on, the adjectival morphology (the PF
externalization of the uninterpretable feature [ugender]) is the only cue available for
arriving at correct interpretations, according to which participants were required to
choose the most logical answer. If the question makes little or no sense to produce the
answer, the participant chose option D, and provided the correct form of the wh-
guestion indicating the entailment that is the answer to the wh-question. Hence, the
participants’ ability to interpret functional morphology in the interrogative sentence

determines their choice in the task. To this end, five testing conditions were employed.
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Each condition is elucidated below. The detailed explanation and interpretation
of potential answers that the participants may/may not choose ara available on request.
Condition 1: Masculine Subject Ambiguous

Condition 1 is an ambiguous construction that undergoes split and adjacent
interpretation illustrated below as (49):

(49) Kak-0jij malcik-g;  citaet zurnal-g;?
Which-M.NOM.SG boy-M.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does the boy read?/Which boy reads the journal?’
The ambiguity is realized through the adjectival morphology on the wh-word:

the uninterpretable feature gender [umasculine]. Specifically, it refers either to the
Subject (Agent) or to the Object (Theme): both arguments are specified for the
interpretable gender feature [masculine]. Condition 1 tests whether the masculine
singular nominal inflection on the wh-word is extrapolated both on the subject and the
object. Obtaining these results suggests that splitting and adjectival morphology are
fully acquired. However, indeterminacy and optionality are plausible in respect to
spotting ambiguity due to working memory constraints.
A stimulus item including Condition 1 is exemplified in (50):

(50) Anya is asking:
Kakoj malcik citaet zurnal?
which boy reads journal
‘Which journal does the boy read?/Which boy reads the journal?’
Andrey replies:
a. Po-moemu, eto Vova.
To-me it Vova
‘I think it is Vova.” (Subject-concord)

b. Dumayu, on citaet NatGeo.
I.think he read NatGeo
‘I think he is reading a NatGeo.” (Object-concord)

c. Both are correct € The correct choice
d. The question has an error. Write the correct form of the question in

the box below and choose the correct entailment encircling the letter(s) that
stand for answers next to the box.

lab

Condition 2: Feminine Subject Split
Condition 2 is our main experimental condition, which is a split non-

ambiguous construction illustrated below as (51):
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(51) Kak-0jj devock-a citaet zurnal-g;?
Which-M.NOM.SG girl-F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does the girl read?’
Splitting is realized morphologically via the uninterpretable gender feature

[umasculine] on the fronted wh-word checked by the interpretable gender feature
[masculine] of the object noun. The subject noun possessing the interpretable gender
feature [feminine] cannot result in checking the uninterpretable feature [ugender] of
the wh-word, as this produces a gender mismatch. Condition 2 tests whether the
adjectival morphology on the wh-word is co-referenced with the object only, hence,
splitting and adjectival morphology are fully acquired.

A stimulus item including Condition 2 is exemplified in (51a):

(51) a. Anya is asking:
Kakoj devocka Ccitajet Zurnal?
which girl read journal

‘Which journal is the girl reading?’

Andrey replies:
a. Po-moemu, eto Vera.
To-me it Vera
‘I think it is Vera.” (Subject-concord)

b. Dumayu, ona citaet NatGeo € The correct choice
I.think she read NatGeo
‘I think she is reading a NatGeo.” (Object-concord)

c. Both are correct
d. The question has an error. Write the correct form of the question in

the box below and choose the correct entailment encircling the letter(s) that
stand for answers next to the box.

lab

Condition 3: Feminine Subject Adjacent

Condition 3 constitutes an adjacent non-ambiguous construction, where the
wh-word refers to the animate feminine subject but not to the masculine object. It is
exemplified below as (52):

(52) Kak-aja; devock-a;  citaet zurnal-g?
which-F.NOM.SG girl-F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which girl reads the journal?’
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This condition tests whether the uninterpretable gender feature [ufeminine] on
the wh-word is coindexed with the subject only; hence, adjacent structures,
transferrable from a L1, and adjectival morphology are fully acquired.

A stimulus item including Condition 3 is exemplified in (52a):

(52) a. Anya is asking:
Kakaja devocka citaet zurnal?
which  girl reads journal
‘Which girl reads the journal?’

Andrey replies:
a. Po-moemu, eto Vera.
To-me it Vera
‘I think it is Vera.” (Subject-concord)

b. Dumayu, ona citaet NatGeo € The correct choice
I.think she read NatGeo
‘I think she is reading a NatGeo.” (Object-concord)

c. Both are correct
d. The question has an error. Write the correct form of the question in

the box below and choose the correct entailment encircling the letter(s) that
stand for answers next to the box.

lab

Condition 4: Masculine Pronominal Subject Split

Condition 4 constitutes a split non-ambiguous construction, where the wh-
word refers to the inanimate masculine object noun, but not to a masculine pronominal
subject and is illustrated below as (53):

(53) Kak-0j; on-¢ citaet zurnal-g;?
which-M.NOM.SG he  reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does he read?’

Condition 4 tests whether the uninterpretable gender feature [umasculine] on
the wh-word is checked by the interpretable gender feature [masculine] on the
common noun, which is an object (reference to the pronoun is universally disallowed);
hence, splitting and adjectival morphology are fully acquired.

A stimulus item including Condition 5 is exemplified in (53a):

(53) a. Anya is asking:
Kakoj on citaet zurnal?
which he reads journal
‘Which journal does he read?’
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Andrey replies:
a. Po-moemu, eto Vanja.
To-me it Vanja
‘I think it is Vanja.” (Subject-concord)

b. Dumayu, on citaet NatGeo € The correct choice
I.think he read NatGeo
‘I think he is reading a NatGeo.” (Object-concord)

c. Both are correct
d. The question has an error. Write the correct form of the question in

the box below and choose the correct entailment encircling the letter(s) that
stand for answers next to the box.

lab

Condition 5: Masculine Pronominal Subject Non-felicitous

Condition 5 constitutes an infelicitous construction with the wh-word specified
for the feminine gender inflexion, a masculine pronominal subject and a masculine
object noun, and is demonstrated below as (54):

(54) *Kak-aja; on-g citaet zurnal-g;?
which-F.NOM.SG he reads journal-M.ACC
*“Which journal does he read?’

There exists a gender violation due to the uninterpretable gender feature
[ufeminine] on the wh-word: it cannot be checked by the interpretable gender feature
[masculine] on the animate object noun, and the reference to the pronoun is universally
disallowed. The wh-word thus cannot refer to a masculine object, hence the sentence
is ungrammatical: a gender feature clash error is created. Rejection is expected and
constitutes the operativeness of adjectival morphology in the L2 interlanguage.
Condition 5 tests L2 Russian learners’ sensitivity to a gender mismatch and will
demonstrate whether they have acquired the functional adjectival morphology
sufficient to comprehend gender violation.

A stimulus item including Condition 5 is exemplified in (54a):

(54) a. Anya is asking:
Kakaja on citaet zurnal?
which he reads journal
**Which journal does he read?’

Andrey replies:
a. Po-moemu, eto Vanja.
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To-me it Vanja
‘I think it is Vanja.” (Subject-concord)

b. Dumayu, on citaet NatGeo
I.think he read NatGeo
‘I think he is reading a NatGeo.” (Object-concord)

c. Both are correct
d. The question has an error. Write the correct form of the question in

the box below and choose the correct entailment encircling the letter(s) that
stand for answers next to the box. € The correct choice

Kakoj on citaet zurnal?
which he reads journal
‘Which journal does he read?’

The above conditions were our instruments in comparing the control and the
experimental groups, and elucidating the mental representation of the reflexes related
to the functional category split d-linked wh-questions in both populations. The data
were analized to obtain information indicative of (non)divergence of the experimental
L2 group from the control L1 group. These data were used to answer Preliminary
Research Questions 1 and 3.

The table below summarizes the test conditions employed for Pilot study 2
(Task 1: Sentence Comprehension).

Table 17 Test conditions employed for the sentence comprehension task of pilot
study 2

Task 1: Sentence Comprehension

Gender of the Wh-word Masculine Wh-word Feminine
Arguments

Masc.S (Noun)/  Condition 1: Ambiguous — split or
Masc.O (Noun)  adjacent interpretation

Fem.S (Noun)/  Condition 2: Condition 3:

Masc.O (Noun)  Non-ambiguous — split Non-ambiguous — adjacent
interpretation interpretation

Masc.S (Pron.)/  Condition 4: Condition 5:

Masc.O (Noun)  Non-ambiguous — split Non-targetlike construction

interpretation
Fem.S (Pron.)/
Masc.O (Noun)

Sentence Completion task (Situation-Constrained Fill-in-the-Blank Task) (design
partially adopted from Denhovska & Serratrice (2017) and Dintrans (2011))
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A Sentence Completion task was designed to test the production of L2 Russian
split d-linked wh-questions in L1 Turkish L2 Russian learners. It is a production test
whose purpose is twofold. On the one hand, it is aimed at measuring L2 learners’
ability to correctly supply the adjectival morphology required to externalize the
uninterpretable feature [ugender] on the wh-word, hence, the morphological reflex is
probed. On the other hand, it will test L2 learner’s ability to produce split d-linked wh-
questions based on their decisions regarding the wh-word subject or object concord,
hence, the syntactic reflex is probed. In this respect, we are going to employ
constructions where adjoining and split options are equally licit (Type 1, with a subject
(Agent) expressed by a noun); and constructions necessitating the use of the split
variation (Type 2, with a pronominal subject (Agent)). Along with the participants’
ability to produce split d-linked wh-questions, Type 1 constructions may also
demonstrate their preference for adjoining and split varieties. Type 2 constructions
will be indicative of the participants’ ability to produce split d-linked wh-questions in
a mandatory environment.

We implemented 21 target items (three conditions, seven items per condition)
and 30 distractors and fillers. The test was distributed and administered on paper in
one attempt and the participants were asked not to backtrack.

On the test paper the participant faces a d-linked wh-question, where only the
uninflected wh-word (and the pronominal subject in Type 2 constructions, see below
for details) is visible, the remaining words are to be placed in the correct order. The
words to be supplied are presented below. The necessary inflectional morphology are
elicited on all the words except the verb. The entailment that follows is the clue to the
required adjectival morphology (the morphological reflex) and the word order (the
syntactic reflex). With no other cues to rely on, the entailment to the question (context)
is the only cue available for arriving at correct interpretations, based on which the
participants are required to complete the test stimuli. Thus, the participants’ ability to
produce correct adjectival morphology and split NPs will determine their performance
in the task.

The participants were asked to write the correct inflection on the wh-word and
to put the provided words into the gaps in the correct order with the necessary
inflections if needed. There is also an option to check if the participant wishes to order

the supplied words in a better way with the box to write it in.
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To summarize, in this task we intended to separately test the production of the
morphological or syntactic reflexes related to the acquisition of split d-linked wh-
questions. To this end, three testing conditions will be employed.

Each condition is elucidated below. Detailed explanation and interpretation of
potential answers that the participants may provide is available on request.

In order to probe the syntactic reflexes, Type 1 constructions constitute
conditions 1 and 2, whereas Type 2 constructions constitute condition 3.

Type 1 constructions

Each test stimulus (a d-linked wh-question) is presented as the wh-word with
a gap to elicit the necessary adjectival morphology, which will be followed by three
gaps standing for the 3 words to be supplied in the correct order. The words to fill in
the gaps are provided below in a column. Horizontal representation of the words is
disregarded as it may influence/prime the participants’ behaviour. A stimulus item is
illustrated in (55):
(55) Kak

n

which...

Citajet (reads)

devocka (girl-NOM)

Zurnal (journal-NOM)
Type 2 constructions

Each test stimulus (a d-linked wh-question) is presented as the wh-word with
a gap to elicit the necessary adjectival morphology, which is followed by a pronominal
subject (3 person singular, masculine or feminine), and two gaps standing for the
remaining words to be supplied in the correct order. The words to fill in the gaps will
be provided below in a column. Horizontal representation of the words is avoided as
it may influence/prime the participants’ behaviour. A stimulus item is illustrated in
(56):

(56) Kak on ?
which... he
zurnal (journal. NOM)
Citajet (reads)

Test Conditions
The stimulus materials for the Sentence Completion Task/Situation-
Constrained Filling-In Task comprise 3 conditions:
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Condition 1: Feminine Subject Split

This condition is employed on the basis of the object-concord entailment as a
reaction to the d-linked wh-question. The entailment provided is the only cue available
for the participant to arrive at the necessary decisions regarding the realization of the
uninterpretable feature [ugender] on the wh-word (the morphological reflex) and the
required word order (the syntactic reflex). Condition 1, intended for elicitation, is a
non-ambiguous split d-linked wh-question, where the wh-word has the uninterpretable
feature gender [umasculine] and relates to an inanimate masculine object (Theme)
expressed by a common noun. It constitutes our major experimental condition and is
exemplified below as (57):

(57) Kak-0jj devock-a  citaet zurnal-g;?
which-M.NOM.SG girl.F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does the girl read?’

A test stimulus including condition 1 is exemplified in (57a):

(57) a. Anya is asking:
— Kak
?
which...

Citajet (reads)
devocka (qirl)
Zurnal (journal)

Andrey replies:
— Dumaju, ona citajet Zurnal NatGeo.
I.think, she read journal NatGeo
‘I think she is reading a NatGeo journal’.

(1 Check if you think that the question is incorrect and suggest a better form of the
sentence(s). Please, write in the box below.

Condition 2: Feminine Subject Adjacent

This condition is employed on the basis of the subject-concord entailment as a
reaction to the d-linked wh-question. The provided entailment is the only cue available
for the participant to arrive at the necessary decisions regarding the realization of the
uninterpretable feature [ugender] on the wh-word (the morphological reflex) and the
required word order (the syntactic reflex. Condition 2, intended for elicitation, is a

non-ambiguous adjacent d-linked wh-question, where the wh-word is specified for the

106



uninterpretable feature gender [ufeminine] and relates to a feminine subject expressed
by an animate common noun (Agent). It is exemplified below as (58):

(58) Kak-aja; devock-a; citaet zurnal-g?
which-F.NOM.SG girl-F.NOM reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which girl reads the journal?’

A stimulus item including condition 2 is exemplified in (58a):

(58) a. Anya is asking:
- Kak
?
which. ..

Citajet (reads)
devocka (Qirl-F.NOM)
Zurnal (journal-M.NOM)

Andrey replies:
— Po-moemu, eto Masa.
to-me it Masha
‘I think it is Masha’.

(1 Check if you think that the question is incorrect and suggest a better form of the
sentence(s). Please, write in the box below.

Condition 3: Feminine Pronominal Subject Split

This condition is employed on the basis of the object-concord entailment as a
reaction to the d-linked wh-question. The provided entailment is the only cue available
for the participant to arrive at the necessary decisions regarding the realization of the
uninterpretable feature [ugender] on the wh-word (the morphophonemic reflex) and
the required word order (the syntactic reflex). Condition 3, intended for elicitation, is
a non-ambiguous split d-linked wh-question, where the wh-word has the
uninterpretable feature gender [umasculine] and relates to a masculine object (Theme)
expressed by an inanimate noun. It cannot relate to the feminine pronominal subject,
as linking of the wh-word to the pronoun is universally disallowed. It is an important
tool to demonstrate the participants’ ability to produce split constructions. Condition
3 is exemplified below as (59):

(59) Kak-0j; ona citaet zurnal-@;?
which-M.NOM.SG she reads journal-M.ACC
‘Which journal does she read?’

A stimulus item demonstrating Condition 2 (Type 2 construction, the

pronominal subject is explicitly shown) is exemplified in (59a):
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(59) a. Anya is asking:
-Kak__ ona ?
which...  she
Citajet (reads)
Zurnal (journal)
‘Which journal is she reading?’ (intended production)

Andrey replies:
— Po-moemu, eto NatGeo.
to-me it NatGeo
‘I think it is a NatGeo’.

(1 Check if you think that the question is incorrect and suggest a better form of the
sentence(s). Please, write in the box below.

The table below summarizes the test conditions employed for Pilot study 2
(Task 2: Sentence Completion).

Table 18 Test conditions employed for the Pilot study

Task 2: Sentence Completion

Gender of the Wh-word Masculine Wh-word Feminine

Arguments

Masc.S (Noun)/ L L

Masc.O (Noun)

Fem.S (Noun)/  Condition 1: Condition 2:

Masc.O (Noun)  Non-ambiguous — split Non-ambiguous — adjacent
interpretation interpretation

Masc.S (Pron.)/
Masc.O (Noun)

Fem.S (Pron.)/  Condition 3:
Masc.O (Noun)  Non-ambiguous — split
interpretation

All the words utilized in the research instrument constitute the vocabulary of
high frequency (top 5000 lemmas of the Russian Corpus, which cover about 82% of

word forms in texts, www.bokrcorpora.narod.ru).

Results

There have been issues regarding the statistical analysis of the data — not
enough skills to process the data effectively. Besides, the participants were not happy
with the design: the majority pointed out it was too complex and intricate; on average
it took about an hour to complete the tests, which is extremely long and may cause
deviations in the performance. Ultimately, | also realized that the conditions and the
tests were not designed properly enough to provide qualitatively and quantitatively
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accurate data. Due to these reasons it was decided to completely re-tailor the whole
approach to the instrument, hence, to the study.

The major positive outcome of pilot study 2 has been additional evidence that
L2 Russian learners and L1 Russian speakers react to split nominal constructions in a
similar fashion. Specifically, encountering a subject expressed by a noun does not
seem completely “natural” whereas using a pronominal subject does not “annoy”
either population. This result is favourable for the current enquiry: we can regard the
syntactic reflex of splitting as acquired. Conducting another encompassing study on
split constructions would be a significant contribution for the SLA theory.

Following the second pilot study, the design of the research and the research
questions underwent considerable changes, which resulted in other Pilot studies and
the subsequent reconsideration of the focus and the tested hypotheses. Thus, initially
the focus was on the splitting operation proper. However, the following Pilot studies
and exploring additional literature helped to find tangible areas for investigation.
Ultimately, we have arrived at the current state, when the enquiry centers around the
acquisition of adjective-noun agreement and the acquisition of the adjectival infection
in split d-linked wh-questions. Hence, the acquisition of splitting constitutes an
indirect focus of our study, viewed as the syntactic reflex to be acquired, along with
the morphological and the semantic reflexes, which altogether pertain to a full
acquisition of adjective-noun agreement.

The details of the iterim pilot studies are omitted. Only the latest pilot study is
discussed in the next subsection in order to shed light on the way that led to the current

state of the research design.

3. Pilot Study 3

Naturally, the latest pilot study involved the instrument design utilized for the
current research (the information is contained in the respective section below).
Ultimately, following the previous pilot studies, the 2-predicate-verb structure was
dropped, and a novel design with a 3-predicate verb was developed. All the stimuli of
the research instrument included a structure with a 3-predicate verb. Specifically, the
manipulations were implemented using split d-linked wh-questions, where the primary
thematic structure was realized in the following linearization: Agentrron Goaln V
Themen. Russian demonstrating overt wh-movement, the d-linked wh-questions

require the wh-word to move to the left periphery of the clause. In split contexts the
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restrictor may stay in situ, or move higher via local A-movement (pertaining to the

Goal NP/DP only). Based on the above, the structure of the resulting split d-linked wh-

question has the following shape: Which Agentrron Goaln V Themen.

With a view to create the instrument to answer the research questions of the

present study, the following manipulations were implemented:

1.

Coindexation of the wh-word Kakoj ‘Which’: either with the Goaln (a short-
distance split) or with the Themen (a long-distance split): Whichgj) Agentrron
Goalng) V Themeng). This manipulation finds morphological consequence as
the inflection on the wh-word.

Manipulating the grammatical/lexical gender of the Goaln, which results in a
specific inflection on the noun itself and ensues certain inflections on the wh-
word, when coindexed with it. Hence, the thematic role Goaln is expressed by
an animate Masculine or by an animate Feminine noun.

Manipulating the grammatical gender of the Themen, which results in a
specific inflection on the noun itself and ensues certain inflections on the wh-
word, when coindexed with it. To elcit the data, the thematic role Themen is

expressed by an inanimate Masculine or by an inanimate Feminine noun.

As the result of the interplay of the factors above we have obtained the

following testing conditions:

1.

© N o g B~ D

Whichg) Agentrron Goalmasciy) V Themerem
Whichgy Agenteron Goalrem() V Themerem
Whichg) Agentrron Goalmasciy) V Thememase
Whichg) Agentrron Goalmase V Themeremj)
Whichg) Agentrron Goalmase V Thememasc()
Whichg) Agentpron Goalrem V Themerem()
Whichg) Agenteron Goalrem V' Thememasc()
Whichg) Agenteron Goalrem(i) V Thememasc

The intricate details regarding the externalization of each and every inflection

are elucidated in subsection V.F.1-6. Conditions 7 and 8 as exemplified in the list

above turned out to be ambiguous. It was decided to include them into the Pilot study

with a view to elicit information on how sensitive the control and the experimental

groups are to the ambiguous contexts. It was expected that L1 Russian speakers are

likely to perceive both parses, and will indicate both congruous continuations to the
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stimulus. The L2 Russian learners’s performance was expected to be considerably
different compared to the native speakers’: a single parse was anticipated, specifically
the co-reference to the Goal, which constitutes a short-distance split, in line with the
Minimal Attachment claim. Hence, the study was likely to be partially diverted to the
Processability Framework.

Nevertheless, the pilot study and the subsequent interviews demonstrated that
the ambiguous contexts significantly confused the L1 participants and made the
process of completing the test immensely taxing and time-consuming. The obtained
data suggested that only a small fraction of the L1 group could discern the ambiguity;
hence, heterogenous and vague data were obtained, which is challenging for
subsequent processing and discussion. The experimental group, as expected, failed to
demonstrate sensitivity regarding the ambiguous conditions. Due to the reasons above,
it was decided to exclude the contexts with ambiguities from our instrument as they
constitute a substantial processing load even for the L1 population, which may affect
their performance on the other conditions (Sekerina, 1997). However, conducting
research that focuses specifically on ambiguous split d-linked wh-questions in the
Processability framework could yield interesting results.

To sum up, our previous pilot studies have demonstrated that even regardless
of any explicit instruction in class, L2 Russian learners tend to acquire splitting (the
Copy Movement and Distributed Deletion syntactic operation). This outcome will
serve as our assumption that L2 learners internalize syntactic reflexes prior to

acquiring the morphological reflexes, hence, the BH holds.

C. Zero Hypothesis and Predictions

Adopting the propositions of the BH as the Zero hypothesis for our study (as
discussed in 111.B.9.a.), we dare predict certain patterns that can arise in the L2
population as the outcome of our experiment. As L2 Russian learners progress in their
proficiency level, their performance regarding the acquisition of the split d-linked wh-
questions is expected to gradually enhance; the ultimate attainment is suggested as
plausible but challenging (Slabakova, 2003, 2006, 2019). Advanced L2 learners are
expected to correctly co-reference the wh-word with the necessary restrictor judging
by the inflection on the wh-word (hence, utilizing the morphological reflex);

notwithstanding, due to the complexity of the adjectival morphology in the Russian
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language there can be variability associated with acquiring the morphological reflex at
lower proficiency levels. Short-distance splits may be preferred compaired to long-
distance splits, however, this difference is expected to be gone as the L2 milieu
approaches the native-like level. The above-mentioned effect may be accounted for

processability constraints (on assumption that the syntactic reflex is internalized).

The erroneous assignment of the restrictor to the wh-word may imply the
dissociation between the semantics of the adjectival morphology and the required noun
morphology. Specifically, in this respect we can expect L2 learners to misuse —oj as
the co-referent for the masculine dative noun (instead of the masculine accusative
noun), which may suggest the inability of L2 learners to acquire adjective morphology
and resorting to the default form (kakoj) in order to repair the mental misrepresentation

of the adjectival inflection (as claimed by the IH).

Our research instrument is designed for the functional morphology on the wh-
word to comprise the only cue available for participants to arrive at correct
interpretations, based on which the participants are required to complete the test
stimuli. Hence, within our study (in)animacy effects cannot be explored regarding L2
learners’ preference in co-referencing the wh-word with either the animate dative
noun, or the inanimate accusative noun. Besides, as the wh-word in Russian does not
carry the feature [animacy] in the employed contexts, it may not have the aiding effect

for L2 learners regarding their strategy in assigning the argument.

As splitting of the NP/DP is predominant in spoken registers of the Russian
language (Pereltsvaig, 2008b), L2 Russian learners lacking adequate conversational
input may fail to have fully acquired this phenomenon associated with the Copy
Movement and Distributed Deletion syntactic operation. Hence, they may erroneously
attempt to assign the wh-word to the closest argument, namely, the Goal, expressed by
a dative noun regardless of the wh-word inflectional morphology, which may be
demonstrable through increased preference for the Goal role.

Following Slabakova (2003), we assume that L.2 learners’ interpreting 80% o

f the items correctly suggests a successful acquisition of the functional category.

Herein we have tried to delineate the assumptions, constraints, and directions
for our enquiry based on the previous studies in the field of L2 acquisition of functional

morphology. The next section will present research questions that direct the current
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enquiry. Predictions of the working hypotheses and potential outcomes will also be
discussed.

D. Research Questions

As a result of reviewing current SLA literature in chapter 3, we have selected
the Bottleneck Hypothesis (BH) and the Full Transfer / Full Access Hypothesis
(FTFAH) as the Zero hypotheses. The competing hypotheses that may hold, should
the obtained results fail to corroborate the BH and the FTFAH, are the Interpretability
Hypothesis (IH) and the Shallow Structure Hypothesis (SSH). The FTFAH assumes
the utilization of the L1 language system as the initial attempt to construct the L2
system, and when issues are encountered, full access to UG, which ultimately results
in corrupted interpretation at lower levels of proficiency and native-like results as L2
learners reach higher levels. The BH predicts that the acquisition of adjective-noun
agreement and the adjectival morphology is challenging yet possible as L2 learners
approach native-like levels of proficiency. In contrast, the IH suggests that these
categories are unacquirable by the L1 Turkish / L2 Russian speakers since the
unintepretable features absent from the learners’ L1 cannot be internalized following
the critical age. The SSH predicts that long distance syntactic dependencies,
instantiated by split nominal phrases, will be comprehended erroneously due to a
shallower representation. As a result, L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners are predicted
to utilize semantic information and process split phrases as adjacent constructions.
Herein we assume that successful acquisition is demonstrated on condition that the
participants’ accuracy is above 80% (Slabakova, 2003). In order to test the above

hypotheses, the following research questions have been posed:

Research Question 1: Are L2 Russian speakers at higher levels of
proficiency as successful as L1 Russian speakers in comprehending
split d-linked wh-questions in Russian, which is demonstrable through
the correct comprehension of adjectival morphology (specified for
gender, number, and case) on the wh-word and the correct agreement
with the respective split NP (object concord with the noun)?

In our instrument, the participants have to employ the adjectival morphology
on the wh-word being the only grammatical cue for the participants to arrive at the
correct interpretation of the split d-linked wh-question in order to co-reference the wh-

word with the Goal (short-distance split) or the Theme (long-distance split).
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The Bottleneck Hypothesis predicts that L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners may
successfully acquire uninterpretable features and comprehend L2 Russian split d-
linked wh-questions, based on similar evidence and as attained in Slabakova (2008)
and Mikhaylova (2011). As has been shown in our previous pilot studies, L2 Russian
learners may converge with L1 Russian speakers in syntactic reflexes, as also claimed
in Nossalik (2009) and Dintrans (2011). According to Dintrans (2011), it is predicted
that as L2 learners reach higher proficiency levels, their performance on adjectival
morphology (the morphological reflex) is likely to converge with that of L1 controls’.
However, some difficulty is expected regarding assigning the wh-word to the correct
argument, as evidenced in Artoni & Magnani (2015), de Garavito & Otalora (2016).
According to the latest state of the BH, the investigated category constitutes “a
microparameter with complicated L1-L2 mapping” (Slabakova, 2019: 16), and poses
the utmost challenge for the L2 population due to the uninterpretable features
externalized as functional morphology, which is challenging to learn. To recapitulate,
based on the BH, the L2 participants are expected to acquire the morphological reflex
at higher levels of L2 proficiency, hence, this category is regarded as successfully

acquirable.

The Full Transfer / Full Access Hypothesis (FTFAH) in turn predicts that L2
Russian learners may fully acquire inflectional morphology and the operation of
splitting associated with split d-linked wh-questions through full access to UG

following the stage of full transfer from L1 (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996).

Should the obtained results demonstrate that the performance of the L2 learners
at higher levels of proficiency is considerably lower compared to the L1 controls’,
doubt may be cast on the tenets of the BH and the FTFAH in that this category of L2
Russian is acquirable. Conversely, it may support the claims of the Interpretability
Hypothesis (IH) and the Shallow Structure Hypothesis (SSH). The IH predicts that
features absent from the learners’ L1 cannot be internalized following the Critical Age.
The evidence to the claims of the above mentioned approach is presented in Tsimpli
& Dimitrakopoulou (2007), Tsimpli & Mastropavlou (2007), to mention a few. The
SSH predicts that L2 Russian learners will process sentences with split nominal
phrases through utilizing semantic and pragmatic cues but not syntactic information,
which will result in comprehending the split NPs as adjacent NPs. The claims of the
hypothesis are elucidated in Clahsen & Felser (2006).
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Regarding ultimate attainment, as argued by the Bottleneck Hypothesis, it is
problematic yet possible (Slabakova, 2003, 2018). We provisionally employ Hopp’s
(2010) position suggesting that native and non-native grammars are fundamentally
identical, whereas L2 systems may be less efficient in terms of processing due to L1
interference.

Research Question 2: Does L2 Russian learners’ proficiency level
positively affect the performance in comprehending split d-linked wh-
questions in Russian, which is demonstrable through the accuracy
thereof?

The Bottleneck Hypothesis along with the FTFAH predict an incremental
improvement in accuracy as the L2 participants’ proficiency level increases (Laleko,
2019; Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996; Slabakova, 2003). The BH claims that L2 learners
have a full access to syntactic and semantic knowledge at initial stages of exposure
whereas the FTFAH predicts a full transfer from the learner’s L1 at the initial stage,
which is followed by a full access to UG henceforth. Both hypotheses claim that
ultimate acquisition is possible as the learner reaches higher proficiency levels.
Specifically, we expect to observe higher optionality and residual indeterminacy in the
lower-intermediate level, and towards the advanced level the participants are
anticipated to be on par with the control group in terms of performance; the variability
in answers may be gone albeit not across the board, as asserted in Leal Méndez &
Slabakova (2014), Leal et al (2016).

Recall that no other cues are available for the participant to arrive at the correct
interpretation of the context except for the adjectival morphology, constituting the
manifestation of the bunch of uninterpreatable features on the wh-word. If the obtained
results demonstrate an unchanged accuracy rate regardless the level of the L2
population, or no approximation to the ultimate attainment threshold of 80%
(Slabakova, 2003: 285), the obtained data may suggest that the adjectival morphology
and L2 Russian adjective-noun agreement may constitute an unacquirable domain
providing support for the IH, which is evidenced in Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou
(2007), Tsimpli & Mastropaviou (2007). To reiterate, the corresponding
uninterpretable features [ugender], [ucase] are absent from the L2 Russian learners’
native tongue (Turkish) and are in no way externalized as an overt morpheme.
According to the IH, the features in question are predicted to be unacquirable. Instead,

L2 learners are expected to employ interpretable features in order to aid them in
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computing the meaning (Tsimpli, 2003; Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007). Similarly,
the SSH (Clahsen & Felser, 2006) suggests that the L2 group may not process syntactic
information on par with the L1 population, the former constructing only “shallow
representations”, hence, this domain in L2 Russian is expected to be unacquirable and
low accuracy is predicted. To recapitulate, we have designed the research instrument
in order for discourse-related cues to be of no avail, and only the inflection on the wh-
word will determine the felicitous response to the d-linked wh-question.

Research Question 3: Do L2 Russian learners attest variable accuracy

with respect to the distance of the split, and does the ratio of short-split

versus long-split accuracy change as the learners’ proficiency level
increases, which is demonstrable through the accuracy thereof?

This research question is based on the premises of the BH in that the syntactic
reflex (the splitting operation via the Copy Movement and Distributed deletion of the
copies) is internalized prior to the acquisition of the functional morphology
(Slabakova, 2003). Obtaining a relatively invariable accuracy regarding the distance
of the split may serve as strong evidence for the claim that the syntactic reflex is
completely internalized prior to the morphological reflex, as claimed by the BH
(Slabakova, 2003, 2006, 2018).

Notwithstanding, observing variability in accuracy related to the distance of
the split may pose new questions: may L2 Russian learners experience disjoint issues
when assigning the wh-word to the respective argument in the sentence? Specifically,
contrary to the claims of the BH (Slabakova, 2003), it may account for the incomplete
acquisition of the syntactic reflex, which was observed in Hawkins & Liszka (2003),
Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007). Alternatively, such a result may be caused by the
increased processing load and differentiated parsing strategies (Lichtman, 2009;
Sekerina, 1997; Sorace & Filiaci, 2006), as well as specific issues related to the order
of acquisition of different noun cases as suggested in Cherepovskaia & Slioussar
(2018). Since the design of the current study is not aligned to test the Processability
Theory (Pienemann, 1998), further enquiry in the relevant framework to test
processability issues in relation to split constructions in L2 might yield valuable
results. To recap, observing a gradually decreasing disparity in the accuracy of short-
distance versus long-distance conditions as L2 proficiency level increases may suggest
that the syntactic reflex is not completely acquired in lower proficiency levels and may
undergo restructuring and developing (Artoni & Magnani, 2015; Lichtman, 2009;
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Mikhaylova, 2011). This result may cast doubt on the claim of the BH in that the
syntactic reflex is in place long before the other two are acquired. Should we come up
with such outcomes, new directions to investigate the phenomenon may also be

required.

Additionally, the variability in accuracy related to the distance of the split may
support the claims of the BH in the following: 1. The dissociation of reflexes into at
least three types: the syntactic, the morphological, and the semantic (the ability of the
L2 learner to connect the wh-word with its restrictor according to the theta-role of the
argument); 2. The plausibility of the syntax-before-morphology view (Lardier, 1998;
White, 2003), which claims that syntactic reflexes are internalized before the meaning
and the form of the functional morphology are acquired; 3. The possibility of ultimate
attainment of L2 adjective agreement by learners, whose L1 does not have the

corresponding syntactic features.

The IH predicts that, on the one hand, L2 participants may opt for the default
form of the uninterpretable features to be assigned on the adjectival morphology,
which means that the preference should be for the accusative noun assignment
correlated with long-distance conditions. On the other hand, the IH predicts
employment of L1 strategy, namely, assigning the wh-word to the closest argument,
hence, the preference should be for short-distance conditions. We expect that this
paradox may result in increased residual indeterminacy and optionality, specifically,
checking both entailments. Since according to the tenets of the IH the L2
uninterpretable features are unacquirable, residual indeterminacy is expected to persist

into higher levels of L2 proficiency.

In this respect, the participant’s selecting both entailments may suggest
residual indeterminacy and optionality regarding the assignment of the wh-word to its
referent, which constitutes a syntactic reflex. This outcome may contradict the
predictions of the BH in that the syntactic reflex is internalized prior to the acquisition
of the morphological reflex, in this way negatively answering RQ3. However, it may
provide positive evidence for the IH in that L2 uninterpretable features absent from

the learner’s L1 cannot be acquired.

We have presented the research questions that direct our study and the
grounding to explain the probable outcomes. The next section will focus on the method
to be employed for eliciting data to answer the research questions.

117



E. Method

1. Subject Population

In order to test the Working Hypotheses with a view to answering the research
questions the experimental endeavour had two groups: the native Russian control

group and the L2 Russian experimental group.

The participants were searched for and recruited using social media platforms,
predominantly Instagram, as well as the resources of the portal uniting the Russian

speaking community of Turkey, www.ZdesVse.com, and also the author’s personal

friends and contacts. Additionally, Russian language programmes at Universities and
language courses in Turkey were contacted with a call to supply L2 Russian volunteers
to participate in the current study. The native Russian subjects volunteered to engage
in research out of their free will. The L2 Russian participants were offered an extensive
analysis of the results in the proficiency test with the directions to enhance their
language performance, of which they were informed prior to being shared the Internet
link for the experiment. No details were disclosed regarding the enquiry of the study
until the collection of data was finalized. Due to the challenges with the search for the
subjects, the gender distribution was not prioritized, and the participants were recruited
regardless.

a. Control group (L1 Russian participants)

The control group consisted of 56 native speakers of Russian (ages 19-52). The
entire L1 Russian milieu had been exposed to Russian since childhood and had
acquired it in a naturalistic setting. Since the instrument contains no ambiguous,
ungrammatical, or marginal forms and requires the knowledge of standard Russian
only, Russian speakers with the knowledge of other languages were also recruited for

the study.
b. Experimental group (L1 Turkish/L2 Russian participants)

The experimental group was composed of 64 subjects (ages 20-61), whose L1
is Turkish, and who had learned/acquired the Russian language in an academic
environment, either in Turkey or in a country where Russian is spoken as a major
community language (the Former Soviet Union countries). With a view to eliminate

the age of first exposure as a probable effect, only participants who started learning L2
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Russian following the Critical age for L1 acquisition were recruited. Since most
studies define the cutoff age regarding age-related effects to be between 12 and 15,

our cutoff of 17 seems a safe haven to be employed for the study.

The control group is represented by seven males and 49 femailes, whereas the

experimental group contains 37 males and 27 females.
With the above criteria the following populations were formed:

Group 1: Speakers of L1 Russian (Control): n = 56, ages 19-52, mean age =
31,52

Group 2: Speakers of L1 Turkish / L2 Russian (Experimental): n = 64, ages 20-
61, mean age = 30,82

2. Research Instrument: Tasks
The following tasks were used in our enquiry as the research instrument:

1. A language background questionnaire to obtain data about the participants’
linguistic and cultural profile;

2. A cloze test to obtain a separate measure of proficiency in Russian (only for
the L2 Russian speakers);

3. A Semantic Entailments task designed to obtain experimental data to answer
the research questions.

The instructions for all the tasks were presented in Russian. The respondents
were explicitly instructed to complete the tasks individually and without anyone’s
assistance, hence, this factor is a matter of their prudence. The participants were
informed that they could discontinue the participation at any time.

3. Language Background Questionnaire

The language background questionnaires for both populations are based on
Marian, Blumenfeld, & Kaushanskaya (2007). The prototypes were abridged and
altered to conform to the settings required for our study.

The subjects were required to confirm they agreed to participate in the study
and informed that the obtained results would be used solely for the purpose of the
study, and no personal information will emerge or be shared with any third party. Some

of the participants failed to tick the option stating their agreement to participate in the
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enquiry; consequently, the results of their performance were not visible to the author.
Hence, they were not included into the study. The author’s email and the telephone
number were provided, should any particiant wish to clarify the details regarding the

study.

The questions for both populations elicited information regarding the gender,
age, education level, native language, spoken languages and the order of their
acquisition, and whether the subjects had any impairments (eyesight, hearing, speech
related issues, learnability issues). Specifically, L1 Russian subjects were asked on
their preference regarding the use of Russian in aspects of daily speech and their stance
regarding which culture and linguistic background they attribute themselves with. The
L2 participants were asked questions concerning the age of first exposure to L2
Russian, the duration of learning the language, the duration of time spent in Russian-
speaking environments, the ages when whey could use different aspects of daily
Russian speech, the frequency of using different aspects of Russian speech, the reasons
that motivated them to learn the Russian language. Additionally, all the subjects were
offered an option to provide their contact information (telephone number) in case some

clarification of the details is required.

The language background questionnaire was designed using Google Forms and
administered online prior to directing the subjects to the actual experiment. In order to
access the questionnaire the participants used an Internet link, shared by the author

personally or on social media platforms.

The goal of the language background questionnaire was to obtain data on the
profile of the subjects and sort out the ones who do not meet the requirements of the
currect study regarding the language background characteristics. As stated above, 56
L1 Russian speakers and 64 L1 Turkish / L2 Russian speakers joined the experiment.
Since the questionnaires for the L1 Russian and L2 Russian populations were designed

in a distinct manner, the outcomes will be discussed separately.
a. L1 Russian controls

To recap, the L1 Russian subjects were recruited through several social media
platforms, primarily Instagram and WhatsApp, as well as among the authors’ personal
friends and acquaintances, and the portal uniting the Russian speaking community of

Turkey, www.ZdesVse.com. At the time of the experiment the subjects were residing
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in the Russian Federation, Republic of Belarus or in Turkey. The participants residing
in Turkey represented a milieu of varied backgrounds; notwithstanding, originally they
had all come from the Post-Soviet countries. All the participants had been exposed to

the Russian language since childhood and acquired it in a naturalistic setting.

The control group overall consisted of seven males and 49 females, aged
between 19 and 52, mean age 31,52, which is illustrated in Figure 11 below.

Figure 11 Gender Distribution for L1 Russian Group
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The first part of the questionnaire tackled the participants’ knowledge of
languages. Primarily, the answers were elicited regarding the participants’ knowledge
of languages starting with the dominant one. Out of the 56 subjects, 52 indicated
Russian as the dominant one, whereas only four indicated languages outside Russian
as the dominant ones, namely, three participants specified Kazakh and 1 participant
reported Kyrgyz as the dominant languages. When asked the order of acquisition of
the languages starting with the first to be acquired, only seven subjects indicated a
language other than Russian: Romanian (1), Azerbaijani (1), Abaza (1), Kyrgyz (1),
Kazakh (3). Yet, due to high measures in the Experimental task that these subjects
attained (ranges between 33 and 36 out of 36), it was decided not to exclude them from
the study. Overall, all the participants tend to associate themselves in a considerable

degree with Russian culture and language.

Figures 12 and 13 below present the composition of the L1 Russian group on
the basis of the time periods spent in formal education, and the highest level of formal
education attained prior to the experiment, respectively. Regarding the time spent in
formal education, only one participant has been receiving education for less than five
years (1,78%); another five subjects have spent 5-7 years in education (8,92%); four

subjects have been in education for 7-10 years (7,14%); 26 subjects have opted for 11-
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15 years (46,42%); and the remaining 20 have been in education for more than 16
years (35,71%). Only mandatory secondary school level has been finished by two
respondents (3,57%); three respondents have received mandatory school education
supplied by a professional training (5,35%); 16 are still undergraduate
university/college students (28,57%); 15 are University graduates (26,78%); five are
doing their MA (8,92%); 13 have received the MA degree (23,21%); and finally, two
participants have received a PhD degree (3,57%).

Figure 12 L1 Russian (Control) Group by Time Spent in Education
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Figure 13 L1 Russian Group by Level of Education
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A considerable number of the L1 Russian controls reported eye-related issues
(41,07%). Three subjects have speech related issues (5,35%), and one subject reported
education-related impairment (1,78%). Notwithstanding, as there was no time
constraint and due to the high scores these participants demonstrated, the above have
not been attested as an effect while performing the experimental task. Hence, the

results of the subjects were included into the pool of data.

Due to the challenges with the search for the subjects, the gender distribution

was not prioritized, and the participants were recruited regardless. A group of 56
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participants was recruited after opting out the subjects who did not comply with the
criteria required for the present study.

b. L1 Turkish / L2 Russian group

The experimental group consisting of L1 Turkish / L2 Russian subjects was
recruited among the authors’ personal friends and acquaintances, as well as through
several social media platforms, primarily Instagram and WhatsApp. Besides, language
schools and University programmes were contacted with a request to provide L2
Russian learners, who might volunteer to participate in the current study. The portal

for the Russian speaking community of Turkey, www.ZdesVse.com, was sent a similar

request. As a result, 64 participants were recruited following preliminary sorting out
in line with our criteria for participation in the study. All of the participants had
acquired Russian as a second language, namely, following the cut-off age of
approximately 16 years of age, when no native language effects are operational,
according to the present-day science. A requirement has been set by the author that L2
Russian should be acquired in an academic environment, and only such subjects were
recruited for the study. The L2 language phenomena tested herein, namely, the
adjective-noun agreement in different noun cases manifested in the related functional
morphology, are expected to be fully acquired as L2 Russian learners attain CEFR
level A2 (Adrjushina et al, 2009; Nahabina et al, 2001). With this in mind, a minimal
CEFR level of A2 is the threshold for the L2 subjects’ inclusion in the study, which is
defined based on the results of a proficiency test, previously employed in Slabakova
(2005).

The experimental group consisted of 37 males and 27 females, which is shown

in Figure 14. They are aged between 20 and 61, mean age 30,82.

123


http://www.zdesvse.com/

Figure 14 Gender Distribution for L2 (Experimental) Russian Group
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Primarily the participants were asked about their knowledge of languages.
First, the answers were elicited in view of the participants’ knowledge of languages
starting with the dominant one. Out of the 64 subjects, 51 indicated Turkish as the
dominant one, whereas 13 participants erroneously listed the languages they knew
excluding their mother tongue, which is evident from the next question regarding the
order of acquisition. The latter 13 subjects indicated Russian to be the first language
in the list, hence, the one following Turkish in terms of dominance. One subject
indicated the Zaza language to be her dominant one. Nevertheless, when contacted
following the completion of the test, she stated that Turkish was her dominant
language. Due to the challenges associated with searching for participants it was
decided to include subjects who supplied an answer other than Turkish in question 2
(languages in the order of acquisition) on condition that Turkish is their dominant
language. The languages reported to be acquired prior to Turkish were the following:
Azerbayjani (3) being a language of the same family as Turkish, Kurdish (1), Zaza (1),
Armenian (1). Besides, subjects with other L2s were also recruited for the study.

When asked about the period of time spent while receiving formal education,
nine participants reported they had been receiving education for less than five years
(14,06%). When contacted later, they added they had meant the education following
high school. Another nine subjects have spent 5-7 years in education (14,06%); one
subject has been in education for 7-10 years (1,56%); ten subjects have opted for 11-
15 years (15,63%); and the remaining 35 have been in education for more than 15
years (54,69%). Five respondents have finished mandatory high school level (7,81%),
however, they had acquired L2 Russian in an academic environment — in language

courses. Two respondents have received mandatory school education supplied by a
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professional training (3,13%); ten are still undergraduate university/college students
(15,63%); 28 are University graduates (43,75%); three are doing their MA (4,69%);
12 have received an MA degree (18,75%); and finally, four participants have a PhD
degree (6,25%). Information related to the overall time spent in formal education and
the highest level of formal education attained by the time of participating in the

experiment, is presented in Figures 15 and 16 below, respectively.

Figure 15 L2 Russian (Experimental) Group by Time Spent in Education
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Figure 16 L2 Russian (Experimental) Group by Level of Education
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In the L2 Russian experimental group 12 subjects reported eye-related issues
(18,75%). Five subjects experience speech related issues (7,81%), and seven subjects
reported education-related impairment (10,94%). Notwithstanding, the above have not
been attested as an effect while performing the experimental task as the task was not
time-constraint. Hence, the results of the above subjects were included into our data

pool.

For nearly half of the participants (31) Russian is a second language regarding
the order of acquisition, 24 subjects reported Russian to be their third language, and

for seven it is their fourth language. We adopt the view that any language acquired

125



following the cut-off age of 16 years of age, when the effects of the native tongue are
not operative, is a second language (L2). Hence, irrespective of the order of acquisition

by the Experimental population, we approach their L2 Russian uniformly.

When we delve into how long the Experimental group have been engaged in
learning the Russian language, the results are as follows: 14 subjects reported to have
been learning L2 Russian for up to two years; 15 have been learning it for 3-5 years;
another 25 have spent 6-10 years on L2 Russian; seven subjects have been acquiring
it for 11-20 years; and three participants have spent over 20 years on acquiring the

Russian language. The above information is graphically illustrated in Figure 17.

Figure 17 L2 Russian (Experimental) Group by Time Spent to Acquire L2 Russian
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With the criteria required to successfully conduct the current study and after
opting out the subjects who did not conform to the criteria we recruited 64 participants,

who are L1 Turkish / L2 Russian speakers.

4. L2 Russian Language Proficiency Test

The L2 population’s Russian proficiency level was measured using a Cloze test
employed by Slabakova (2005), who has kindly shared it for the current study. The L1
Russian subjects were exempt from the proficiency test due to the overall complexity
of the instrument, which in itself is quite time-consuming. To verify the plausibility of
the results provided by the L1 group, fillers were designed for the Semantic
Entailments task to elicit answers that could signify the participants’ attention to and

focus on the experiment.

The Cloze test is a short fairy tale about seasons of the year where participants
are required to select the best word (out of three options) in order to fill in 31 gaps

involving different aspects of L2 Russian grammar knowledge. The goal was to obtain
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a measure of the participants’ CEFR-based level of L2 Russian acquisition. Parallel
with the original study, the results ranging from 11 to 20 account for A2 level (lower
intermediate); results 21 through 26 suggest level B1 (intermediate); and the results of

27 points and over qualify for level B2 and higher (upper intermediate and advanced).

The proficiency test was designed using Google Forms and administered online
as a separate session after the participants had completed the language background
questionnaire with the experimental part to follow. Each L2 Russian subject was
shared the Internet link personally via email or WhatsApp. Several L2 subjects did not

complete the proficiency test, for which reason they were excluded from the data pool.

Figure 18 below illustrates the results of the proficiency test: 18 participants
performed with the measure of level A2 (ranges 11-20, mean=15.88); 23 subjects
qualified as B1 performers (ranges 21-26, mean=23.65); and another 23 performed at
level B2 and over (ranges 27-31, mean=28.30). Hence, a relatively representative L2

Russian population has been recruited to successfully conduct the present study.

Figure 18 Results of the L2 Russian Proficiency Test (Experimental Group)
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The next subsection elucidates details regarding the design of the experimental

task and the conditions employed for our study.

5. Experimental Task: Semantic Entailments Task

The semantic entailments task used as the research instrument in our study is a
partial reconstruction of the semantic entailments task employed in Mikhaylova’s
(2018) study. It is a comprehension task designed specifically to address the issue
whether the L2 Russian population correctly comprehend the stimulus (a split d-linked
wh-question) and correctly select the felicitous entailment. The d-linked wh-questions

are supplied with a preceding context (a short discourse situation) to facilitate the
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participants’ comprehension and parsing, as suggested in Leal Méndez & Slabakova
(2014), which was also corroborated by the results of a previous pilot study, where the
participants struggled with constructing a discourse situation. For each item subjects
could choose one of two probable entailments, or both. However, only one entailment
was felicitous. The possibility to select both options was activated for a twofold
reason: on the one hand, both options were plausible for some of the filler items; on
the other hand, we were curious regarding optionality and indeterminacy in L2

responses, which could be another effect to tackle.

Utmost effort has been made to design an instrument that would maximally
eliminate all collateral effects, such as discourse, d-linking, animacy, noun-gender
assignment issues, etc. We have tried to prepare the items in such a way that the
inflection on the wh-word is the only cue for the participants to arrive at the correct
interpretation of the d-linked wh-question in order to select the felicitous continuation,
namely, the response to the question.

The comprehension task is aimed at testing the interpretation of and sensitivity
to split d-linked wh-questions in Russian. It consists of 57 items in total: 36
experimental items distributed among six conditions, six items per condition; and 22
distractors of two types: 10 type I fillers with both options suitable and 11 type Il fillers
where only one option is grammatically appropriate. The type Il fillers serve to
measure whether the subjects complete the task rationally and with due attention. The
order of the experimental items and the distractors is organized with the intent to
maximally eliminate the chances for the participants to deduce the actual area of the
enquiry. Additionally, the correct answers within each condition are sequenced
throughout the test in the following manner: A — B — A — B — A — B. This design is
attained with a view to measure the possible effects of the participants’ bias in favour
of A or B options. Besides, the type | fillers were specifically provided for the
participants to be comfortable with selecting both options if need be.

The semantic entailments task was designed using Google Forms and
administered online immediately following the participants’ completion of the
language background questionnaire, as part of the same session. Hence, the Internet
link for the experimental task is the link for the language background questionnaire.

Prior to starting the task the subjects were provided with an instruction on how to
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complete the task and a sample item was given to show how they should mark the
selected option. The task is identical for the control and experimental populations.

a. Lexical items used in the comprehension task

All the vocabulary items selected for the research instrument constitute the
vocabulary of high frequency (top 5000 lemmas of the Russian Corpus, which cover
about 82% of word forms in texts, www.bokrcorpora.narod.ru). Additionally, we have

also utilized lexemes that are either representative of Russian culture and are acquired
at lower levels (e.g. names of food, common articles of clothing) or words that are
identical in the participants’ native language or are part of the contemporary reality
(e.g. blog, blogger, broccoli, theorem, agency, brochure). Hence, the subjects are not

expected to experience challenges regarding the interpretation of the items.

Furthermore, all the lexical items used in the experimental section belong to
the most common declensional classes and have phonologically transparent endings,
which makes predictions regarding gender assignment effortless. The distribution of
the Russian nominal lexicon regarding gender is as follows: about 46% are masculine
nouns, 41% are feminine nouns, and 13% of nouns are neutral (Polinsky, 2008: 4). In
addition, animate nouns (predominantly denoting humans and higher animals) are
assigned gender based on the natural gender and are usually supplied with the
respective inflection; the remaining nouns are assigned gender based on
morphophonological properties (with the exception of nouns of foreign origin). A
detailed account can be seen in Ceytlin (2005). Specifically, we have opted for nouns
of feminine gender ending in —a/ja, which constitute the majority of feminine nouns
in Russian. Similarly, all the selected nouns of masculine gender end in a non-
palatalized consonant with the zero suffix -@ (zero-ending, covertly expressed): these
nouns constitute the major and most ubiquitous masculine declensional class. In fact,
a comparatively large number of feminine nouns end in a palatalized final consonant
with a zero-ending; to be safe, only commonly used masculine nouns with a non-
palatalized final consonant and a zero ending were selected with a view to eliminate
the probable parsing difficulties by L2 learners (Laleko, 2019; Taraban & Kempe,
1999). Nouns of neutral gender, being non-transparent and often causing confusion
among L2 Russian learners (Polinsky, 2008; Schwartz et al., 2015; Taraban & Kempe,

1999) were excluded from our design.
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To recap, the noun morphology on the experimental items is maximally
transparent; transparency herein is understood as the extent of regularity in an
inflection (Dressler, 2007). Regarding salience of the adjectival inflection on the wh-
word kakoj ‘which’ and its derivatives, it is always salient due to bearing the word

stress.
b. Language phenomena used in the instrument: acquisition of reflexes

Herein we recall some of the theoretical grounds regarding the acquisition of
the adjective-noun agreement and adjectival morphology in the scope of our study,
and tackle the language phenomena utilized in our research instrument. As mentioned
above, in our study we adopt the system of functional category acquisition proposed
by Slabakova (2003), in that the acquisition of a functional category consists of at least

three reflexes to be acquired independently of each other:

1. morphological reflexes: knowledge of the inflectional morphology associated
with the category;

2. syntactic reflexes: knowledge of LF- and PF- movements induced by the
feature strength;

3. semantic reflexes: knowledge of the meanings computed when certain

categories are checked.

In relation to our study that focuses on the acquisition of adjective morphology
on the wh-word in split d-linked wh-questions in L2 Russian, we assume that the
morphological reflex is externalized through the inflectional morphology (a suffix,

or ending in Slavic lingustics) on the wh-word.

The syntactic reflex is externalized by the overt wh-movement of the wh-word
to the left periphery of the interrogative sentence. Russian, being a language with
extremely rich morphology where segmental stress determines the distribution of
topicalized and focalized arguments, allows multiple word orders. In the research
instrument, we utilize the linearization where the wh-word kakoj ‘which’ is in its
Canonical position (the left periphery) and the restrictor remains in its LF-derived
position, hence, the so-called split construction, which is a common phenomenon in
colloquial Russian (Pereltsvaig, 2007, 2008b; Podobryaev et al, 2009; Sekerina, 1997).
We also presume based on the Bottleneck Hypothesis that core syntactic operations

are universally available and are acquired automatically (Slabakova, 2003, 2016, 2018,
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among others). The syntactic operations employed in the derivation of splits in Russian
are the Copy Movement and the Distributed Deletion of the copies (Corver & Nunes,
2007; Fanselow & Cavar, 2002; Nunes, 1999; Pereltsvaig, 2008b), according to which
the moved constituent is copied and subsequently the portions of the copies are
distributively deleted. This type of derivation is a frequent phenomenon across
languages of the world (Butler & Mathieu, 2004; Franks, 2007); hence, it is regarded
as a core syntactic operation, which is likely to pose no challenge in acquisition. A
similar outcome has been suggested by a previous pilot studies: L2 Russian learners
performed on par with the native controls when the focus was on the operation of
splitting (the details of the pilot studies are presented in subsections 1V.B.1-3).

The semantic reflex of the adjective morphology is associated with the
meaning carried by the externalized inflection, which in turn activates co-referencing
of the wh-word with the distinct argument. For instance, in a d-linked interrogative the
inflection —omu on the wh-word refers it to goal expressed by a masculine dative noun,
whereas the inflection —uju binds it with a theme expressed by a feminine accusative

noun, etc.

We assume that the restrictor in a d-linked interrogative is specified for the LF-
uninterpretable feature [ucase], which is projected by the argument thematic role: in
our study it is either a goal (animate dative noun) or a theme (inanimate accusative
noun). These features are PF-interpretable since they are externalized via inflectional
morphology on the noun. The feature [gender], with respect to its status, can be
uninterpretable (grammatical gender) required only for syntactic derivation, as can be
seen in inanimate nouns: e.g. stol-g — table-M, knig-a — book-F, okn-o — window-N.
In nouns denoting human beings (names of professions, relations within a family, etc.)
and names of some higher animals specified for [animacy], the feature [gender] serves
as an interpretable feature and conveys the natural (lexical) gender of the noun, hence,
participates in meaning calculation at LF: e.g. pevec-& — male singer-M, pevic-a —
female singer-F. It is essential to point out that both types of nouns, namely, the ones
assigned grammatical gender, and the ones assigned natural (lexical) gender are
inflected in the same way. Compare: knig-a — book-F.NOM, pevic-a — female singer-
F.NOM, knig-u — book-F.ACC, pevic-u — female singer-F.ACC.

The only theta role where the feature [animacy] is surfaced as an overt marker
is the Theme instantiated by a masculine accusative noun. Compare: stol-¢@ — table-
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M.NOM/ACC, pevec-g — male singer-M.NOM/ACEC, pevc-a — male singer-
M.ACC/NOM. However, the feature [animacy] of the noun is not included into the

scope of this study but can suggest an interesting ground for further research.

The Russian wh-word kakoj (the default form) is assumed to comprise the LF-
and PF-interpretable feature [Q] participating in the derivation of interrogatives, and
the LF-uninterpretable features [ucase], [ugender], and [unumber], or phi-features,
which are checked and deleted in the process of co-referencing with the respective

noun, and subsequently spelled out at PF as an inflection.

As we focus on split d-linked wh-questions, the successful acquisition of the
inflectional morphology on the wh-word, according to the Bottleneck Hypothesis,
presupposes the acquisition of all the three reflexes associated with the related

functional category. To recap, L2 learners have to acquire the following:

1. Morphophonological reflexes, in our study it is the bunch of uninterpretable
features [ucase], [ugender], and [unumber] externalized as -omu, -0j, -uju
inflections on the wh-word;

2. Syntactic reflexes, which are assumed to be available universally and not to
pose difficulty in second language acquisition. The successful acquisition of
wh-movement along with the operations of the Copy Movement and
Distributed Deletion by L1 Turkish / L2 Russian learners has been
corroborated by the preliminary pilot study (IV.B.1-3), in which the
comprehension and production of split d-linked wh-questions with the wh-
word in the left periphery was on par with that of the control L1 Russian group.
Hence, our assumption is that L2 learners of higher levels have fully
internalized the syntactic operations of the Russian language;

3. The semantic reflex, namely, the co-reference of the externalized inflection on

the wh-word with a specific argument denoting a theta role.
c. Sentence design

All the experimental items in our research instrument have an identical surface
structure: it constitutes a split d-linked wh-question with a 3-predicate verb, such as
‘send, give, show, pass’, and the like. The initial left-peripheral position is occupied
by the wh-word that undergoes overt wh-movement. The agent follows the wh-word

and is instantiated by the pronoun ty ‘you-NOM.SG’; the two remaining arguments
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are linearized in the following order: Goal, expressed by an animate dative noun
(gender is manipulated); Theme, expressed by an inanimate accusative noun (gender
is manipulated). The verb follows the Goal and precedes the Theme. Finally, the right-
peripheral position is occupied by the Theme as can be seen in examples 60 and 61
below.
Example (60)
Lately I have had a lot of work to do, and | had to give part of it to one of our co-
workers. Now he is dealing with it [the work].
- Kak-omu ty sotrudnik-u peredal rabot-u?
which-M.DAT; you co-worker-M.DAT; pass  work-F.ACC
‘Which co-worker did you pass the work?’
- A. The co-worker who is in the office across. (CORRECT)
- B. The work related with the latest project.
Example (61)
We are making some changes in our company and yesterday | offered one of [our]
managers a nice idea.
- Kak-uju ty menedzer-u predlozil ideju?
Which-F.ACC;j you manager-M.DAT offer  idea-F.ACC;
‘Which idea did you suggest to the manager?’

- A. The manager who is in charge of sales.
- B. An/The idea of how to increase sales. (CORRECT)

The interested reader is referred to a detailed discussion of derivation of the

linearization above in subsection 11.B.3.a.
d. Manipulated factors to form test conditions

Based on the information above, we have decided to manipulate the following
factors in order to obtain the necessary test conditions:

1. The gender of the Goal expressed by a Dative noun: masculine vs. feminine.
In all experimental items the Dative noun is specified for [+animacy] and is
manifested by a noun denoting a human being with the thematic role of a Goal,
hence, the gender of the noun is lexical rather than grammatical. It should be
noted that the form of the wh-word is invariable regarding (in)animacy:
inherently it is underspecified for the feature [animacy].

2. The gender of the Theme expressed by an Accusative noun: masculine vs.
feminine. In all experimental items the Accusative nouns are specified for
[uanimacy] and denote inanimate objects, hence, possess grammatical gender,

an uninterpretable feature participating only in syntactic derivation.
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3. The Dative object concord vs. Accusative object concord as externalized
by the overt inflection on the wh-word: -omu for masculine dative concord
and —oj for feminine dative concord; —oj for masculine accusative concord and
—uju for feminine accusative concord, respectively. Thus, the adjective-noun
agreement is attained via the co-reference of the inflection on the wh-word and
the respective restrictor. It must be mentioned that the concord and the distance
of the split are always correlated: the Dative concord is represented by the
short-distance split whereas the long-distance split accounts for the Accusative

concord.

The manipulation of the inflection on the wh-word is aimed at testing the
morphological reflex in the L2 population: the accurate comprehension of the
inflection will suggest that the adjectival morphology is acquirable; subsequently, the
correct argument will be selected to co-reference the wh-word with. The following
inflections on the wh-word are used in our instrument:

Inflection —omu: the wh-word is specified for Masculine gender — Dative case —
Singular number (Object-concord with the Masculine Goal);

Inflection —oj: the wh-word is specified for Masculine gender — Accusative case —
Singular number (Object-concord with the Masculine Theme);

Inflection —oj: the wh-word is specified for Feminine gender — Dative case —
Singular number (Object-concord with the Feminine Goal);

Inflection —uju: the wh-word is specified for Feminine gender — Accusative case
— Singular number (Object-concord with the Feminine Theme).

The syntactic reflex is tested through the manipulation of the gender of objects
and the subsequent type of object concord as determined by the suffix on the wh-word.
The gender factor is manifested by Masculine (M) and Feminine (F) nouns, both for
the Goal and for the Theme. The initial argument in the surface structure to manipulate
is the Goal, and the Theme is the final one, hence, to reiterate, the co-reference of the
wh-word with the Goal will result in a short-distance split, whereas co-referencing

with the Theme entails a long-distance split.

Due to the correlation of three factors, namely, case, distance, and animacy, we
have the following combinations of factors to form test conditions:
distance/case/animacy versus the gender of the Goal and the gender of the Theme, the

resulting combinations being mapped on the wh-word as the inflection.
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F. Test Conditions

The manipulation of the factors listed above yields the following system of
experimental conditions (the inflections relevant to our study are boldfaced, the

felicitous and infelicitous entailments are supplied):

Masculine-Feminine Short (Condition 1): a short-distance split d-linked wh-
question with the wh-word co-referenced with the animate masculine goal expressed
by a dative noun; the theme is manifested by an inanimate accusative feminine noun:
Kak-omui ty  drug-ui dal  knig-u? (Masculine-Feminine Short)
which-M.DAT you friend-M.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which friend did you give the book?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (felicitous)

b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

Masculine-Feminine Long (Condition 2): a long-distance split d-linked wh-question
with the wh-word co-referenced with the inanimate feminine theme expressed by an
accusative noun; the goal is manifested by an animate dative masculine noun:
Kak-uju; ty drug-u dal  knig-u;? (Masculine-Feminine Long)
which-F.ACC you friend-M.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which book did you give to the friend?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

Masculine Short (Condition 3): a short-distance split d-linked wh-question with the
wh-word co-referenced with the animate masculine goal expressed by a dative noun;
the theme is manifested by an inanimate accusative masculine noun:

Kak-omui ty drug-u; dal  podarok-@? (Masculine Short)
which-M.DAT you friend-M.DAT gave gift-M.ACC

‘Which friend did you give the gift?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (felicitous)

b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

Masculine Long (Condition 4): a long-distance split d-linked wh-question with the
wh-word co-referenced with the inanimate masculine theme expressed by an
accusative noun; the goal is manifested by an animate dative masculine noun:

Kak-0j; ty  drug-u dal  podarok-@;? (Masculine Long)
Which-M.ACC you friend-M.DAT gave gift-M.ACC

‘Which gift did you give to the friend?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

Feminine Short (Condition 5): a short-distance split d-linked wh-question with the
wh-word co-referenced with the animate feminine goal expressed by a dative noun;
the theme is manifested by an inanimate accusative feminine noun:

Kak-oji ty podrug-e; dal  knig-u? (Feminine Short)
Which-F.DAT you (girl)friend-F.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which (girl)friend did you give the book?’

a. | gave it to Anna. (felicitous)

b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)
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Feminine Long (Condition 6): a long-distance split d-linked wh-question with the
wh-word co-referenced with the inanimate feminine theme expressed by an accusative
noun; the goal is manifested by an animate dative feminine noun:

Kak-uju; ty podrug-e dal  knig-u;? (Feminine Long)
which-F.ACC you  (girl)friend-F.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which book did you give to the (girl)friend?’

a. | gave it to Anna. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

Feminine-Masculine Short (Condition 7): a short-distance split d-linked wh-
question with the wh-word co-referenced with the animate feminine goal expressed by
a dative noun; the theme is manifested by an inanimate accusative masculine noun:
Kak-0ji ty podrug-ei dal  podarok-0? (Feminine-
Masculine Short)

which-F.DAT you  (girl)friend-F.DAT gave gift-M.ACC

‘Which (girl)friend did you give the gift?’

a. | gave it to Anna. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

Feminine-Masculine Long (Condition 8): a long-distance split d-linked wh-question
with the wh-word co-referenced with the inanimate masculine theme expressed by an
accusative noun; the goal is manifested by an animate dative feminine noun:

Kak-0jj ty podrug-e dal  podarok-@;? (Feminine-
Masculine Long)

which-M.ACC you (girl)friend-F.DAT gave gift-M.ACC

‘Which gift did you give to the (girl)friend?’

a. | gave it to Anna. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

It must be noted that Feminine-Masculine Short (Condition 7) and Feminine-
Masculine Long (Condition 8) are globally ambiguous: the inflection —oj on the wh-
word yields a globally ambiguous interpretation in contexts with feminine dative and
masculine accusative nouns. The closing version of the pilot study included globally
ambiguous interrogative sentences in virtue of primarily testing the behaviour of the
control group. The obtained results suggested that globally ambiguous contexts
substantially increase processing load and are difficult for comprehension, which
results in a considerable indeterminacy and variability even among L1 Russian
speakers. Considering this evidence, we have decided to exclude such contexts from
our study. However, future research on ambiguous interrogative sentences with split
NPs, especially in the Processability framework, could produce interesting results.
Sekerina (1997) tackled a similar issue, namely, processing of adjoint and split
scrambled phrases in her PhD Dissertation, and further enquiry, particularly in the
SLA perspective, could yield novel results. Since the globally ambiguous pair of
conditions with the gender mismatch is excluded, Masculine-Feminine Short

(Condition 1) and Masculine-Feminine Long (Condition 2), which also constitute a
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gender mismatched Masculine-Feminine pair, will be referred to henceforth as Gender
Mismatch Conditions, short and long, respectively.

We should also point out the locally ambiguous meaning of the inflection —oj
on the wh-word in Masculine Long (Condition 4) and Feminine Short (Condition 5).
This fact may result in increased processing load as the participants are likely to utilize
the Garden Path strategy (Clahsen & Felser, 2006), particularly in the Feminine Short
condition. As the inflection —oj primarily stands for the default and unmarked
grammatical form of the masculine nominative or inanimate accusative wh-word, the
participants are expected to experience a certain challenge while encountering a highly
marked feminine dative noun, which can also be co-referenced with this inflection.
This may impel the participant to reassess the sentence again, through another parsing,
a failure in which may result in an increased overall error rate. Should this be the case,
this issue should be approached from the Garden Path perspective to account for the

results.

To recap, the experimental items employed in our research instrument are
manifested by the 6 conditions and are as follows: Gender Mismatch (short and long),
Masculine (short and long), and Feminine (short and long). Each condition is
instantiated by 6 items, which in sum constitute 36 experimental items. Examples 62

and 63 below illustrate the way Experimental Items as presented to the participants.

(62) Gender Mismatch Short (Condition 1)
Lately | have had a lot of work to do, and | had to give part of it to one of our co-
workers. Now he is dealing with it [the work].
- Kak-omu ty sotrudnik-u peredal rabot-u?
which-M.DAT; you co-worker-M.DAT; passed work-F.ACC
‘Which co-worker did you pass the work?’
- A. The co-worker who is in the office across. (CORRECT)
- B. The work related with the latest project.
(63) Gender Mismatch Long (Condition 2)
We are making some changes in our company and yesterday | suggested one of [our]
managers a nice idea.
- Kak-uju ty menedzer-u predlozil idej-u?
which-F.ACC; you manager-M.DAT suggested idea-F.ACC;
‘Which idea did you suggest to the manager?’
- A. The manager who is in charge of sales.
- B. An/The idea of how to increase sales. (CORRECT)

Below we will discuss each condition separately and the plausible outcome in
relation to the Research Questions (subsection IV.D.).
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1. Gender Mismatch Short (Condition 1)%*

The Gender Mismatch Short (Condition 1) constitutes a short-distance d-linked
wh-question with the wh-word co-referenced with the animate masculine goal
expressed by a dative noun; the theme manifested by an inanimate accusative feminine
noun:

Kak-omui ty drug-ui dal  knig-u? (Masculine-Feminine Short)
which-M.DAT you friend-M.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which friend did you give the book?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (felicitous)

b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

The participant’s choice of the felicitous entailment suggests that the adjectival
morphology on the wh-word specified for the uninterpretable features [umasculine],
[udative], [usingular] has been acquired. This result affirmatively answers RQ1 and
provides support for the BH and FTFAH, which claim that both the syntactic and the
morphological reflexes can ultimately be acquired. If the participant chooses the
infelicitous entailment for the wh-question, the outcome answers RQ1 negatively and
contradicts the predictions of the BH whereas supporting the IH in that the L2
uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1 has not been acquired. It may
also support the SSH in that the L2 learners may not successfully construct deep

syntactic structures.

In relation to RQ2, the infelicitous entailment may support the predictions of
the BH in that functional morphology constitutes an extreme challenge for L2 learners
provided the response is produced by a participant at lower proficiency levels. It may
as well provide support for the SSH in that L2 Russian learners fail to construct a deep
representation of a long distance dependency. Should a lower proficiency level
participant supply the felicitous entailment, doubt is cast on the predictions of the BH
and IH in that the acquisition of uninterpretable features poses an extreme difficulty

for a L2 learner.

The participant’s selecting both entailments may suggest indeterminacy

regarding the assignment of the wh-word to its referent, which is a syntactic reflex.

24Tt is important to note that the word “mismatch” here does not mean an ungrammatical construction
but refers to the difference between the gender characteristics of the dative and the accusative nouns.
The dative noun is specified for masculine gender, and the accusative noun is specified for feminine
gender. Hence, the nouns demonstrate a gender mismatch.
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Hence, it may cast doubt on the predictions of the BH and FTFAH in that the syntactic
reflex is internalized prior to the acquisition of the morphological reflex, in this way
negatively answering RQ1. This result will provide positive evidence for the IH in that

L2 uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1 cannot be acquired.

2. Gender Mismatch Long (Condition 2)

The Gender Mismatch Long (Condition 2) constitutes a long-distance d-linked
wh-question with the wh-word co-referenced with the inanimate feminine theme
expressed by an accusative noun; the goal is manifested by an animate masculine
dative noun:

Kak-uju; ty drug-u dal  knig-u;? (Gender Mismatch Long)
which-F.ACC you  friend-M.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which book did you give to the friend?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

What makes it different from the previous condition (gender mismatch short)
is that the adjectival morpholody on the wh-word should cause the participant to co-
reference it with the accusative noun, but not the dative noun. The syntactic operation
constitutes a long-distance split. We provisionally regard long-distance splits to be
more demanding in terms of processability, hence, more challenging, as attested in
Lichtman (2009) and Sekerina (1997).

The participant’s choice of the felicitous entailment in the Gender Mismatch
Long condition will suggest that the adjectival morphology on the wh-word specified
for the uninterpretable features [ufeminine], [uaccusative], [usingular] has been
acquired. This result answers RQ1 affirmatively and supports the BH and FTFAH,
which claims that both the syntactic and the morphological reflexes can be acquired
successfully. Should the participant select the infelicitous entailment for the wh-
question, the outcome answers RQ1 negatively and casts doubt on the predictions of
the BH and FTFAH whereas supporting the IH in that the L2 uninterpretable features
absent from the learner’s L1 has not been acquired. It will also support the SSH in that
the L2 learners may not successfully construct deep structures for long syntactic

dependencies.

Nevertheless, in relation to RQ2 the incorrect entailment for the wh-question

may support the predictions of the BH in that functional morphology constitutes an
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exceptional challenge for L2 learners provided the response is produced by a
participant at lower proficiency levels. Additionally, erroneous entailment may
provide support for the SSH in that L2 Russian learners only construct a shallow
representation of a syntactic structure. On the contrary, if a lower proficiency level
participant supplies the felicitous entailment, the predictions of the BH and IH may be
contradicted in that the acquisition of uninterpretable features poses an extreme

difficulty for a L2 learner.

Just as we did in the previous condition, we view the participant’s choice of
both entailments as indeterminacy in relation to the assignment of the wh-word to its
referent, which is a syntactic reflex. This outcome may contradict the predictions of
the BH in that the syntactic reflex is internalized prior to the acquisition of the
morphological reflex, which negatively answers RQ1. However, it provides positive
evidence for the IH in that L2 uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1
cannot be acquired.

Assuming the short-distance split conditions to be less challenging compared
to long-distance conditions overall, as in Lichtman (2009), the failure to correctly
assign the wh-word to its referent in this condition may provide evidence for RQ3
when the ratio of accuracy between short splits and long splits is compared. This
outcome will support the FTFAH in that in initial stages of exposure L2 learners utilize
the L1 representation but as their proficiency level advances, correct L2 representation

can be formed through full access to the required UG parameters.

3. Masculine Short (Condition 3)

The Masculine Short (Condition 3) constitutes a short-distance d-linked wh-
guestion with the wh-word co-referenced with the animate masculine goal expressed
by a dative noun; the theme manifested by an inanimate masculine accusative noun:
Kak-omui ty drug-u; dal  podarok-0? (Masculine Short)
which-M.DAT you friend-M.DAT gave gift-M.ACC
‘Which friend did you give the gift?’

a.l gave it to Andrey. (felicitous)
b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

Similarly with the Gender Mismach Short (Condition 1), the functional
morphology on the wh-word pertaining to this condition is the —omu inflection, which

impels the participant to co-reference it with the masculine dative noun. The
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participant’s correct choice of the entailment suggests that the adjectival morphology
on the wh-word specified for the uninterpretable features [umasculine], [udative],
[usingular] has been acquired. This result affirmatively answers RQ1 and provides
support for the BH, which claims that both the syntactic and the morphological
reflexes can ultimately be acquired. Should the participant select the infelicitous
entailment for the wh-question, RQ1 is answered negatively, which contradicts the
predictions of the BH whereas supporting the IH in that the L2 uninterpretable features
absent from the learner’s L1 are unattainable. This outcome will also support the SSH
in that the L2 learners do not successfully construct deep syntactic structures.

Regarding RQ2, the infelicitous entailment may support the predictions of the
BH in that functional morphology is challenging for L2 learners provided the response
is produced by a participant at lower proficiency levels. It will also provide support
for the SSH in that L2 Russian learners fail to construct a deep representation of a long
distance dependency. Should the felicitous entailment be provided by a lower
proficiency level participant, the predictions of the BH and IH may be contradicted in
that the acquisition of uninterpretable features constitutes extreme difficulty for a L2

learner.

If both entailments are selected, indeterminacy is observed in relation to the
assignment of the wh-word to its referent. This outcome may provide negative
evidence for the predictions of the BH in that the syntactic reflex is internalized prior
to the acquisition of the morphological reflex, in this way negatively answering RQ1
and supporting the IH in that L2 uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1

are unacquirable.

4. Masculine Long (Condition 4)

The Masculine Long (Condition 4) constitutes a long-distance d-linked wh-
question with the wh-word co-referenced with the inanimate masculine theme
expressed by an accusative noun; the goal is manifested by an animate masculine
dative noun:

Kak-0jj ty drug-u dal  podarok-@;? (Masculine Long)
which-M.ACC you friend-M.DAT gave gift-M.ACC
‘Which gift did you give to the friend?’

a.l gave it to Andrey. (incorrect)
b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)
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The functional morphology on the wh-word is the only cue for the participant
to form the correct decision in co-referencing it to the masculine accusative noun rather
than to the masculine goal in dative. We regard this condition more challenging
compared to the masculine short (Condition 3) due to the increased processing load,

just like in the gender mismatch long (Condition 2).

The participant’s choice of the felicitous entailment in the Masculine Long
condition will suggest that the adjectival morphology on the wh-word specified for the
uninterpretable features [umasculine], [uaccusative], [usingular] has been acquired.
This result affirmatively answers RQ1 and provides support for the BH, which claims
that both the syntactic and the morphological reflexes can be acquired successfully. If
the participant selects the infelicitous entailment for the wh-question, RQ1 is answered
negatively, which casts doubt on the predictions of the BH whereas supporting the IH
in that the L2 uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1 are unacquirable.
This result will also support the SSH in that the L2 learners do not successfully

construct deep structures for long syntactic dependencies.

In relation to RQ2 the incorrect entailment for the wh-question may support
the predictions of the BH in that functional morphology constitutes an exceptional
challenge for L2 learners on condition that the response is produced by a lower
proficiency level participant. Infelicitous entailments also support the provisions of the
SSH in that L2 Russian learners fail to construct a deep representation of a long
distance dependency. On the contrary, if a lower proficiency level participant supplies
the felicitous entailment, the predictions of the BH and IH may be refuted in that the

acquisition of uninterpretable features poses an extreme difficulty for a L2 learner.

The participant’s choice of both entailments is interpreted as indeterminacy in
relation to the assignment of the wh-word to its referent, hence, a syntactic reflex. This
outcome may cast doubt on the predictions of the BH in that the syntactic reflex is
internalized prior to the acquisition of the morphological reflex, which answers RQ1
negatively. Nonetheless, it adds to the positive evidence for the IH in that L2

uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1 cannot be acquired.

As stated in the Gender Mismatch Long (Condition 2), the failure to correctly
co-reference the wh-word with its referent in this condition may provide evidence for

RQ3 following the comparison of the ratio of accuracy between short splits and long
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splits. This outcome will support the FTFAH in that in initial stages of exposure L2
learners resort to the L1 representation but as their proficiency level advances, correct

L2 representation can be attained through full access to the required UG parameters.

5. Feminine Short (Condition 5)

The Feminine Short (Condition 5) constitutes a short-distance split d-linked
wh-question with the wh-word co-referenced with the animate feminine goal
expressed by a dative noun; the theme is manifested by an inanimate feminine
accusative noun:

Kak-0ji ty podrug-e dal  knig-u? (Feminine Short)
which-F.DAT you  (girl)friend-F.DAT gave book-F.ACC
‘Which (girl)friend did you give the book?’

a.l gave it to Anna. (felicitous)
b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

The Feminine Short (Condition 5) displays a local ambiguity of the inflection
—0j on the wh-word, which is disambiguated on the feminine dative noun. Recall that
this inflection on the wh-word is “marked”. On the other hand, —0oj, being the default
adjectival inflection, is normally co-referenced with masculine nouns in Nominative
or Inanimate Accusative. This fact may result in increased processing load as the
participants disambiguate the Garden-path sentence (Clahsen & Felser, 2006), which
may cause participants to reassess the sentence again, through another parsing, a
failure in which may result in an increased overall error rate. Should this be the case,
this issue should be approached from the Garden Path perspective to account for the

results.

The participant’s choice of the felicitous entailment in the Feminine Short
condition will suggest that the adjectival morphology on the wh-word specified for the
uninterpretable features [ufeminine], [udative], [usingular] has been internalized. This
result affirmatively answers RQ1 and provides support for the BH, according to which
both the syntactic and the morphological reflexes can ultimately be acquired. If the
participant chooses the infelicitous entailment for the wh-question, the outcome
answers RQ1 negatively and casts doubt on the predictions of the BH whereas
supporting the IH in that the L2 uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1
cannot be acquired. It will also support the SSH in that the L2 learners may only

construct shallow syntactic structures. In addition, as mentioned above, increased
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processing load due to resolving a garden-path context may also be evaluated,
especially in relation to the L2 milieu.

Regarding RQ2, the incorrect entailment may support the predictions of the
BH in that functional morphology poses an extreme challenge for L2 learners provided
the response is produced by a participant at lower proficiency levels. Should a lower
proficiency level participant provide the correct entailment, the predictions of the BH
and IH may be contradicted in that the acquisition of uninterpretable features is
extremely challenging for a L2 learner. Erroneous co-reference of the wh-word and
the restrictor may also provide support for the SSH in that L2 Russian learners fail to

construct a deep representation of a long distance dependency.

The participant’s selection of both entailments may suggest an indeterminacy
regarding the assignment of the wh-word to its referent, which is a syntactic reflex. As
a result, it may cast doubt on the predictions of the BH in that the syntactic reflex is
internalized prior to the acquisition of the morphological reflex, in this way negatively
answering RQ1. This result may also suggest positive evidence for the IH in that L2

uninterpretable features absent from the learner’s L1 cannot be acquired.

6. Feminine Long (Condition 6)

The Feminine Long (Condition 6) constitutes a long-distance split d-linked wh-
question with the wh-word co-referenced with the inanimate feminine theme
expressed by an accusative noun; the goal is manifested by an animate feminine dative
noun:

Kak-uju; ty podrug-e dal  knig-u;? (Feminine Long)
which-F.ACC you  (girl)friend-F.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which book did you give to the (girl)friend?’

a.l gave it to Anna. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

Just as we have discussed the preceeding long-distance split conditions,
provisionally we assume it to pose higher challenge compared to the Feminine Short
condition due to additional processing load (as in Lichtman, 2009). However, the
feminine accusative inflection on the wh-word is supposed to be internalized at

proficiency level A2.

The participant’s selecting the felicitous entailment in the Feminine Long

condition will suggest that the adjectival morphology on the wh-word specified for the
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uninterpretable features [ufeminine], [uaccusative], [usingular] has been acquired.
This result provides an affirmative answer to RQ1 and supports the BH, according to
which both the syntactic and the morphological reflexes can be acquired successfully.
If the participant chooses the infelicitous entailment for the wh-question, the outcome
answers RQ1 negatively, the result contradicting the predictions of the BH whereas
supporting the premises of the IH in that the L2 uninterpretable features absent from
the learner’s L1 are unacquirable. This outcome may also support the SSH in that the
L2 learners do not successfully construct deep structures for long syntactic
dependencies.

Nonetheless, the infelicitous entailment for the wh-question in relation to RQ2
may support the predictions of the BH in that functional morphology constitutes an
ultimate challenge for L2 learners provided the response is produced by a participant
at lower proficiency levels. Deminished accuracy across proficiency levels will also
provide support for the SSH in that L2 Russian learners tend to construct only shallow
representations of L2 syntactic structures. However, should a lower proficiency level
participant provide the felicitous entailment, the predictions of the BH and IH may be
casts doubt on in that the acquisition of uninterpretable features constitutes an extreme
challenge for a L2 learner.

Similarly to the previous conditions, we regard the participant’s choice of both
entailments as indeterminacy in relation to the assignment of the wh-word to its
referent, which constitutes a syntactic reflex. This result may cast doubt on the
predictions of the BH in that the syntactic reflex is internalized prior to the acquisition
of the morphological reflex, which negatively answers RQ1. On the other hand, it may
supply positive evidence for the IH in that L2 uninterpretable features absent from the

learner’s L1 cannot be acquired.

In relation to RQ3, the failure to correctly assign the wh-word to its referent in
the Feminine Long condition may provide data after comparing the ratio of the
participants’ accuracy on short splits and long splits. Decreased accuracy on long splits
and higher accuracy on short splits in initial proficiency levels, and a gradual change
for improved accuracy on long splits in higher proficiency levels will support the
FTFAH in that in initial stages of exposure L2 learners utilize the L1 representation
but as their proficiency level advances, correct L2 representation can be formed

through full access to the required UG parameters.
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G. Distractors

There are 21 distractors in the instrument. All the distractors have a similar
syntactic structure with the experimental items. They are in fact d-linked wh-
questions: the left periphery is the wh-word with inflections utilized for the current

study. However, none of the distractors are split.

The distractors are represented as two distinct types. Type I fillers (n = 10) are
designed to yield both options correct for the purpose of creating an artificial
challenge, where subjects are likely to ponder whether to select both entailments
(equally felicitous) or just one. Example 64 below presents an idea of Distractor Type
I
Example (64)

When | was making plans for the holiday, | went to an agency and luckily bought a
tour to the mountains.
- Kak-uju poezdk-u ty kupil v agentstv-e?
which-F.ACC tour-F.ACC you bought in agency-N.LOC
‘Which tour did you buy at [in] the agency?’
- A. At/[in] the agency | bought a tour to/[on] the Alps. (CORRECT)
- b. At/[in] the agency I bought a tour to/[into] the Alps. (CORRECT)

Type 1l fillers (n = 11) contain elementary structures, which pose little
challenge for both populations. They entail only one felicitous option and are utilized
not only to divert the participants’ attention from the actual enquiry but also to
ascertain that the subjects complete the task rationally and with due attention. Example
65 below represents Distractor Type II:

Example (65)
We moved into another building and now we have a new office. | put a new PC
there.
- Kak-oj komp yuter-dty postavil v ofis?
which-M.ACC PC-M.ACC you put into office-M.ACC
‘Which PC did you put into the office?’

- A.IputaSamsung PC into the office. (CORRECT)
- b. *I put a Samsung PC on the office.

Table 16 graphically illustrates the items that the research instrument contains.
Specifically, there are filler items designed to divert the participants’ attention from
the actual focus of the study and check that participants pay due attention to the task
(n = 21). Both entailments are appropriate for Type I filler items; this is designed to

show the participants that both options can also be selected. There are six experimental
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conditions to address the RQs of the study; each experimental condition is represented
by six tokens. The total number of tokens is 57.

Table 19 Items of the research instrument by condition and type

Research Instrument Items Number
of tokens
Fillers  Typel both entailments correct 10
Type Il elementary structures with a single correct entailment 11
Experi- Condition Wh-word ‘Wh-word Type of Co-reference Gender of Gender of
mental inflection inflection Split with: Goal Theme
Items specified for:
Gender -omu M.DAT short- Goal M F 6
Mismatch Short distance
(Condition 1)
Gender -uju F.ACC long- Theme M F 6
Mismatch Long distance
(Condition 2)
Masculine -omu M.DAT short- Goal M M 6
Short distance
(Condition 3)
Masculine Long  -0j M.ACC long- Theme M M 6
(Condition 4) distance
Feminine Short  -0j F.DAT short- Goal F F 6
(Condition 5) distance
Feminine Long -uju F.ACC long- Theme F F 6
(Condition 6) distance
Total number of 57
tokens
Procedure

As elucidated above, the instrument was administered to the L2 Russian
subjects online in two separate sessions; the L1 Russian speakers had only one session.
The sessions were not time-constraint. The participants accessed the sessions using an
Internet link, which was present on several social media platforms, or shared by the
author individually. The first session included the consent form, the background

questionnaire, and the Semantic Entailments task.

The second session comprised a L2 Proficiency test. As mentioned above, it
was performed only by the L2 Russian population using a separate link. The L2
subjects were individually sent the Internet link on completing the first session. All the
parts of the research instrument were designed using Google Forms. The collection of
data was conducted between 12.2019 and 05.2021.

1. Task Scoring System

Following the collection of data, Excel spreadsheets were extracted from the
Google Forms database. The background questionnaire and the semantic entailments

task were merged: two separate files were obtained for the L2 and the L1 Russian
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populations. The proficiency test spreadsheet was generated only for the L2 group as
the L1 Russian milieu were exempt from it. The grading of the L2 proficiency test was
attained automatically by the Google Forms software. The performance of the
participants on the Semantic Entailments task was also graded by the Google Forms
software. However, it did not take into consideration the details regarding the research
questions relevant for our study, and the obtained spreadsheet was processed using a
frequentist approach to statistical analysis. Namely, R software (version 4.1.0, R Core
Team, 2021) was utilized to run the necessary tests. The particulars of the attested

outcome will be presented in the results chapter.

This chapter has discussed the methodology behind our study, specifically
focusing on the participants, the tasks that constitute the research instrument, and the
items included into the experimental part of the instrument. Detailed information has
been provided regarding the manipulated factors and the attained conditions, as well
as distractors. The items utilized in the Semantic Entailments task have been
instantiated. The next chapter introduces the results obtained during the data collection

period.
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V. RESULTS

In this chapter we will discuss the results of the main research instrument,
namely, the Semantic Entailments task. Specifically, the data will be presented with a
view to address the Research Questions (subsection 4.D.). Group analyses and item

(condition) analyses will be reported in this regard.

A. Semantic Entailments Task (Comprehension Test)

The Semantic Entailments task, being the major source of experimental data,
provided us with materials to perform statistical analyses. Following the exclusion of
the participants who failed to meet the requirement criteria for the study, we obtained
a pool of 4,320 tokens of the critical stimuli (120 speakers x 36 experimental items).
The tokens were distributed in the following way: 2,016 were elicited from the L1

Russian milieu, and 2,304 came from the L2 Russian group.

To recap, the conditions utilized in the study were formed on the basis of the

following factors:

a. Distance of the split (short vs. long, distance is always correlated with the
concord and animacy: short distance/goal/animate vs. long
distance/theme/inanimate);

b. Gender of the Goal (masculine vs. feminine),

c. Gender of the Theme (masculine vs. feminine).

The underlying semantic representation surfaces as an inflection on the wh-
word. As a result of the above manipulations, we have obtained the following

experimental conditions (repeated for the reader’s convenience as in IV.F.):

1. Gender Mismatch Short (Condition 1)

Kak-omui ty drug-u; dal  knig-u? (Masculine-Feminine Short)
which-M.DAT you friend-M.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which friend did you give the book?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (felicitous)

b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

2. Gender Mismatch Long (Condition 2)
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Kak-uju; ty drug-u dal  knig-u;? (Gender Mismatch Long)
which-F.ACC you  friend-M.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which book did you give to the friend?’

a. | gave it to Andrey. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

3. Masculine Short (Condition 3)

Kak-omui ty drug-ui dal  podarok-@? (Masculine Short)
which-M.DAT you friend-M.DAT gave gift-M.ACC

‘Which friend did you give the gift?’

a.l gave it to Andrey. (felicitous)

b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

4. Masculine Long (Condition 4)

Kak-0j; ty drug-u dal  podarok-@;? (Masculine Long)
which-M.ACC you friend-M.DAT gave gift-M.ACC

‘Which gift did you give to the friend?’

a.l gave it to Andrey. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

5. Feminine Short (Condition 5)

Kak-0ji ty podrug-ei dal  knig-u? (Feminine Short)
which-F.DAT you  (girl)friend-F.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which (girl)friend did you give the book?’

a.l gave it to Anna. (felicitous)

b. It is a book about adventures. (incorrect)

6. Feminine Long (Condition 6)

Kak-uju; ty podrug-e dal  knig-u;? (Feminine Long)
which-F.ACC you  (girl)friend-F.DAT gave book-F.ACC

‘Which book did you give to the (girl)friend?’

a.l gave it to Anna. (incorrect)

b. It is a book about adventures. (felicitous)

Extensive discussion on each condition was presented in subsections 1V.F.1-6.

While performing the analyses and the calculations, the sum was coded as 1
(felicitous entailment) and O (infelicitous entailment). Indeterminant responses, when
the respondent selected both options, were analysed as a separate body of data but
were extracted from the other analyses. Accuracy across the particiant groups and the
experimental conditions was calculated using R software (version: 4.1.0., R Core
Team, 2021), plots and tables were generated accordingly. Due to the limited number
of participants in each proficiency level (n < 30), non-parametric tests were preferred.
In order to interpret the results in terms of significance, the Kruskal-Wallis Test was

utilized for three and more group comparisons; the T-test was used for normally
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distributed pairs; for non-normally distributed pairs the Mann-Whitney U Test was
used. The Shapiro-Wilk test was employed prior to performing the comparison in order
to check for normality of distribution. If Kruskal-Wallis test result proved significant
(p < 0.05), post hoc analyses were implemented: a pairwise analysis was conducted
using a Dunn’s test. Since all the results regarding the groups were significant, a
Dunn’s test was utilized for all the results following the Kruskal-Wallis Test; the

Bonferroni method was performed for p-value adjustment.

The tables below demonstrate the estimated proportions of correct entailments
regarding diverse factors including the standard error, which is a standard deviation of

the sampling distribution.

Only essential information regarding statistical analyses has been provided in
the text. The raw test data associated with the analyses and the related plots are

presented for the interested reader in the Appendix.

B. Group Analyses

1. Accuracy Results of L1 Russian Group vs. L2 Russian Group

Fugures 19.1-6 below illustrate accuracy in experimental conditions across the
control group and the L2 Russian experimental group on the six conditions: the means
are demonstrated as bars and the numerical values are provided inside the respective
bar; the standard error is shown as a vertical line through the respective graph. The y-
axis demonstrates mean accuracy, 100 amounting for 100%; the x-axis shows the

conditions.
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Figures 19.1-6 Accuracy in experimental conditions by group (L1 Russian group vs.
L2 Russian group)
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As can be seen, the performance of the L1 group is over the top on all
conditions, ranging from 97% to 99.7%. Conversely, the L2 group attained lower
accuracy overall, ranging from 62.9% to 87%. Specifically, a stark difference in
accuracy can be observed between short-distance and long-distance conditions. Long-
distance splits display considerably lower accuracy (62.9%-63.5%) compared to short-
distance splits (81.7%-87%).
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Table 17 below demonstrates the statistical significance of the difference
between the two participant groups (L1 Control and L2 Experimental) on all the
conditions globally and on separate conditions. The significance is defined on the basis
of the p-value: p < 0.05 renders the comparison significant. The lower and upper
confidence intervals

Table 20 Results of a Mann-Whitney U test comparing L1 and L2 populations’
performance globally and on separate conditions

Statistc
Comparison Conf.low Conf.upp p.value

(U value)
LlvsL2 3.5 13.5 2957.5 <0.01*
Gender mismatch short: L1vsL2 0 1 2393 <0.01*
Gender mismatch long: L1 vs L2 1 25 2878.5 <0.01*
Masculine short: L1 vs L2 0 0 2340 <0.01*
Masculine long: L1 vs L2 0.5 3 2788.5 <0.01*
Feminine short: L1 vs L2 0 1 2534 <0.01*
Feminine long: L1 vs L2 0 25 2687 <0.01*

Figures 19.1-6 and Table 17 above suggest a steady advantage of the L1
Russian group compared to the Experimental milieu: the L1 Russian speakers have
performed homogenously over the top in all conditions regardless the gender of the

arguments or the distance of the split.

Compared to the homogenous over-the-top performance by the control group,
the L2 Russian group’s accuracy displays a stark disparity between short-distance and
long-distance splits in all conditions. L2 accuracy in short-distance conditions is
considerably higher (Figures 19.1, 3, 5), and this domain can be regarded as
completely acquired by the L2 Russian learners based on the view attested in
Slabakova (2003) — the rates range between 81.7% and 87% with the threshold being
80%, which suggests a successful acquisition of a phenomenon. Conversely, long-
distance conditions have proved to be substantially more challenging with accuracy
rates between 62.9% and 63.5%. Though slight, there is a variance regarding the
Feminine conditions: they attest somewhat lower accuracy in the experimental group
compared to the Gender Mismatch and Masculine conditions. The statistical
significance of the obtained results come from the comparison of the L1 snd L2 groups
via utilizing a Mann-Whitney U test: the p-value is < 0.01, hence, the difference is

significant, as presented in Table 17.
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Below we will tackle the accuracy in the L1 and L2 populations regarding
separate conditions.

a. Gender mismatch short (condition 1): L1 Russian group vs. L2 Russian

group

The obtained results on this condition suggest a statistically comparable
outcome for the L1 and the L2 Russian milieus. The control group performed with an
accuracy of 97.9%, which is over the top. The experimental group’s accuracy of 85.4%
may serve as evidence that the uninterpretable features [ucase: Dative], [ugender:
Masculine], and [unumber: Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-word can
be acquirable. Specifically, the relatively correct assignment of the inflection on the
wh-word with its Masculine Dative Singular referent, which is split from the
antecedent, implies that functional morphology can be successfully acquired by L2
learners. This outcome provides positive evidence regarding L2 Russian acquisition
of the Dative case and the related functional morphology, which is sometimes attested

as substantially challenging.

However, as the results of the Mann-Whitney U test (p-value < 0.01) suggest
the difference between the populations is statistically significant (Table 17). This
indicates that the groups are likely to approach the Gender Mismatch Short condition

in a different manner.
b. Gender mismatch long (condition 2): L1 Russian group vs. L2 Russian group

The accuracy of 97.9% on the Gender Mismatch Long in the control group,
which is the same as on the corresponding short condition, indicates that L1 Russian
speakers do not treat short and long splits differently. A significant divergence in how
the L2 Russian group approaches the Gender Mismatch Long condition in contrast
with the short one is evident with an accuracy of 63.5%. It implies that the
uninterpretable features [ucase: Accusative], [ugender: Feminine], and [unumber:
Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-word constitute an immence challenge
for L2 Russian learners. The inflection —uju on the wh-word is supposed not to pose
extreme difficulty per se and is to be acquired at level A2, however, other factors such
as the distance of the split resulting in an increased processing load may play a certain

role as also attested in Lichtman (2009). Hence, this condition not reaching the 80%
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threshold may be regarded as incompletely acquired by the experimental group

overall.

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test (p-value < 0.01) indicate that the
difference between the populations is regarded as statistically significant (Table 17).
This suggests that the groups may approach the Gender Mismatch Long condition
differently.

c¢. Masculine short (condition 3): L1 Russian group vs. L2 Russian group

The Masculine Short condition (Condition 3) displays the highest rates of
accuracy for both groups: 99.7% for the control group and 86.9% for the experimental
group. The uninterpretable features [ucase: Dative], [ugender: Masculine], and
[unumber: Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-word are attested to be
successfully acquirable. Likewise, the Masculine Dative Singular inflection —omu on
the wh-word is evidenced to have been acquired completely. This result provides
positive evidence that adjectival morphology in L2 Russian may not be regarded as

completely unacquirable.

As can be suggested by the results of the Mann-Whitney U test (p-value < 0.01,
the difference between the populations is statistically significant (Table 17). This
implies that the groups are likely to interpret the Masculine Short condition in a

different manner.
d. Masculine long (condition 4): L1 Russian group vs. L2 Russian group

Contrary to the previous condition, the Masculine Long Condition (Condition
4) has posed a considerable challenge for the L2 Russian population, whose accuracy
Is 63% versus the over-the-top performance by the L1 group (98.2%). Hence, it is
supposed not to be successfully acquired by the L2 Russian group overall. The
uninterpretable features [ucase: Accusative], [ugender: Masculine], and [unumber:
Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-word constitute a serious challenge for
L2 Russian learners. Nevertheless, as can be seen in V.B.2.b., there is no significant
difference in the L2 Russian accuracy between the Gender Mismatch long and the
Masculine long-distance split conditions, which implies that L2 Russian learners treat
the wh-word specified for the gender features [Feminine] and [Masculine] uniformly.

This outcome indicates that either the uninterpretable features externalized as an
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inflection are processed in a similar fashion, or that the long distance creates a specific
challenge for L2 learners.

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test (p-value < 0.01) suggest that the
difference between the L1 and the L2 groups is statistically significant (Table 17). This
indicates that the groups are likely to resolve the Masculine Long condition differently.

e. Feminine short (condition 5): L1 Russian group vs. L2 Russian group

It must be noted that the Feminine Short condition (with the locally ambiguous
wh-word inflection) has not demonstrated a considerably lower accuracy in the
Control group compared with the other conditions. In subsection IV.F.5. a contrary
outcome was hypothesized even for the L1 Russian group due to a local ambiguity,
which is resolved through the Garden Path strategy (Clahsen & Felser, 2006).

Contrary to the L1 Russian group’s accuracy, we can observe a certain drop in
the accuracy of the experimental group in this condition compared to the other short-
distance conditions. This may suggest that L2 Russian learners may experience
additional challenges during the parse. Nevertheless, more precise data could only be
obtained, should the participants undergo a time constrained task. Overall, the
evidenced outcome can be accounted either for the Garden Path-related processing
workload, or other underlying reasons, which will be discussed in the next chapter.

The attested accuracy rate of 81.6% suggests that the Feminine Short Condition
is successfully acquired by the L2 Russian learners as the accuracy exceeds the 80%
threshold. Normally, the adjectival inflection —oj is strongly associated with the
masculine gender, whose default form it represents; this inflection is operational in
nominative and accusative (inanimate) cases. In spite of the above, we may observe
that in general the marked adjectival inflection —oj on the wh-word specified for the
uninterpretable features [ucase: Dative], [ugender: Feminine], and [unumber:

Singular] has been internalized by the L2 Russian learners.

As can be seen in Table 17, the results of the Mann-Whitney U test (p-value <
0.01) suggest that the difference between the populations is statistically significant.

This implies that the groups may approach the Feminine Short condition differently.
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f. Feminine long (condition 6): L1 Russian group vs. L2 Russian group

The accuracy of the control group on the Feminine Long Condition (Condition
6) is slightly lower than in the other conditions, namely, 97%, which is nevertheless
over the top. The performance of the experimental group is slightly lower regarding
the other conditions with long-distance splits accounting for 62.9%. Nevertheless, this
outcome does not produce a completely novel picture in relation to the acquisition of
long-distance splits. By and large the uninterpretable features [ucase: Accusative],
[ugender: Feminine], and [unumber: Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-
word are attested to constitute a considerable challenge for L2 Russian learners. Even
though the resulting inflection —uju on the wh-word is to be acquired at level A2,
similarly with the Gender Mismatch Long, the distance of the split may play a certain
role in aggravated accuracy. The L2 group’s accuracy in this condition not reaching
the 80% threshold may suggest an incomplete acquisition of the L2 Russian adjective

agreement.

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test (p-value < 0.01) suggest that the
difference between the L1 and the L2 groups is statistically significant (Table 17). This
demonstrates that the groups are likely to resolve the Feminine Long condition in a

different manner.

The next subsection will explore accuracy across the L2 proficiency levels.

2. Accuracy by L2 Proficiency Level in L2 Russian Group

Figures 20.1-6 below present accuracy in each of the six conditions in relation
to each of the proficiency levels (L2 group - A2, B1, B2-C2) and the L1 Russian
controls: the means are demonstrated as bars and the numerical values are provided
inside the respective bar; the standard error is shown as a vertical line through the
respective graph. The y-axis demonstrates mean accuracy, 100 amounting for 100%;

the x-axis shows the conditions.
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Figure 20 Accuracy on experimental conditions by L2 Russian proficiency level
compared to the L1 Russian group
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As can be seen, the performance of the A2 group is relatively acceptable on all
short-distance splits (68.1%-75%) but falls considerably short on long-distance splits
(36.6%-41.7%). B1 group displays better results compared to the A2 group with
accuracy rates for short-distance splits ranging from 80.1% to 89.5%, and 59.1% to
65.2% for long-distance splits. Hence, inflectional morphology on short splits is
successfully acquired at level B1 but not long splits. The B2-C2 group’s accuracy is
comparable to L1 Russian controls’: morphology on short splits is correct from 93.9%

to 94.9% whereas accuracy on long splits ranges from 82.2% to 85.1%, which suggests
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that this domain of L2 Russian albeit challenging can be successfully acquired.
Accuracy on the Feminine Short condition is slightly lower across all proficiency

levels, supposedly due to the local ambiguity on the wh-word.

As can be observed in Figures 20.1-6 above, the consistent trend is a gradual
improvement of accuracy from the low intermediate through advanced levels. Aside
from the Feminine Short Condition (Condition 5), the other short-distance conditions
exhibit a comparatively successful acquisition of adjectival morphology and adjective-
noun agreement in split contexts even in the Low Intermediate level participants,
which is nevertheless below the 80% threshold . The accuracy in the Feminine Short
condition (Condition 5) is manifested by a considerably lower rate (66.1%), which
may provisionally be related to the local ambiguity. The possible causes will be

discussed in the Discussion chapter.

All the long-distance conditions display an average accuracy below 40% for
the Low Intermediate level, which suggests it to be a challenging domain in L2
Russian. The reasons for such low performance may lie in a considerably higher
processability load compared with the short-distance splits. Specifically, it should be
noted that the L2 Russian participants have extremely low rates of indeterminacy (they
had an option to check both variants): there have been 42 incidents of checking both
options, which constitutes 1.82% of the 2304 tokens. This fact may imply that the
syntactic operation of splitting is internalized, and other mechanisms are at play while
making the decision of which argument to co-reference with the wh-word — the wrong
strategy resulting in selecting incongruous continuations. The possible reasoning will
be evaluated in the Discussion chapter. Another explanation for a a declined
performance on long-distance splits may be accounted for the type of argument rather

than the distance, which will also be discussed in the next chapter.

It is apparent that High Intermediate and Advanced L2 Russian speakers’
accuracy regarding short-distance splits can be regarded as native-like, whereas the
performance on long-distance splits is lower but comparable to that of the L1 Russian
controls. This result may be explicable by the reduced processing load in the Control
milieu. Hence, the predictions of the BH hold and are fully corroborated by the
obtained results. Meanwhile, it can be claimed that this domain of the L2 Russian can
be successfully acquired by L2 Russian learners, whose mother tongue lacks
respective morphology externalized by certain inflection markers.
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Table 18 below presents results of a Kruskal-Wallis test designed to measure
the significance between different proficiency levels across the experimental
conditions. Related to the Kruskal-Wallis test, the following values are presented: H
value, degrees of freedom (group number minus one), and p-value. Post-hoc tests were
run on condition that Kruskal-Wallis test results are significant. Due to the significance
of all the Kruskal-Wallis test results, a post-hoc Dunn’s test was utilized for all group
combinations. Related to the Dunn’s test, the following is presented: Z value, p-value
(adjusted as follows the implementation of the Bonferroni method for p-
value adjustment due to multiple analyses). The significance of the difference among
group combinations is attained based on the adjusted p-value (p < 0.05). The interested
reader can access the raw data regarding the tests in the Appendix.

Table 18 Results of Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test and post-hoc tests on

experimental conditions: comparison across L2 Russian proficiency levels and the
L1 Russian group

Condition Hvalue >\ lue  Group Degreesof ~ P-value p.adj
Test name (K-wW -

tested Test) (D Test) comparison freedom (K-W test) (D Test)

All conditions _I}ggtskal—Wallls 63.7 3 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -7.10 A2 vs L1 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -5.35 BlvsLl <0.01*
Dunn's Test -2.04 B2-C2vs L1 0.25

Gender

Mismatch Kruskal-Wallis 30.74 3 <0.01*

Short Test

(Condition 1) Dunn's Test -4.95 A2vs L1 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -3.5 BlvsLl <0.01*
Dunn's Test -0.84 B2-C2 vs L1 1

Gender

Mismatch Kruskal-Wallis 63,06 3 <0.01*

Long Test

(Condition 2) Dunn's Test -6.83 A2vs L1 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -5.68 BlvsLl <0.01*
Dunn's Test -2.06 B2-C2vs L1 0.24

g/lhisrctu“ne Kruskal-Wallis  38.99 3 <0.01*
Test

(Condition3)  Dunn's Test -6.07 A2 vs L1 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -2.83 BlvsLl 0.03*
Dunn's Test -1.22 B2-C2vs L1 1

t/loar?gcullne Kruskal-Wallis 58.54 3 <0.01*
Test

(Condition 4) Dunn's Test -7.25 A2vs L1 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -4.31 BlvsLl <0.01*
Dunn's Test -2.31 B2-C2vs L1 0.13
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Table 18 Results of Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test and post-hoc tests on
experimental conditions: comparison across L2 Russian proficiency levels and the
L1 Russian group. Continue

Femini
Sﬁomrltnme Kruskal-Wallis 42.65 3 <0.01*
Test
(Condition 5) Dunn's Test -5.92 A2 vs L1 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -3.98 BlvsLl <0.01*
Dunn's Test -1.02 B2-C2vs L1 1
Long T KiuskabWallis 5393 3 <001
Test
(Condition 6) Dunn's Test -6.8 A2vs L1 <0.01*
Dunn's Test -4.33 BlvsLl <0.01*
Dunn's Test -1.54 B2-C2vs L1 0.75

Below we will tackle the accuracy in the L2 proficiency levels regarding
aggregate conditions and separate conditions.

a. Aggregate conditions by L2 proficiency level

As Table 18 above suggests, the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test demonstrated
a statistically significant difference in the performance regarding all the proficiency
levels: H(3) = 63.7, p < .01*. Thus, post hoc Dunn’s tests were performed, and
Bonferroni method was used for p-value adjustment. Specifically, no significant
difference has been attained between proficiency level B2-C2 and the L1 controls (p
=.25). The obtained results suggest a successful acquisition of adjectival inflections
and split d-linked wh-questions in higher proficiency levels.

b. Gender mismatch short (condition 1) by L2 proficiency level

As can be seen in Figure 20.1, the obtained results on this condition suggest a
gradual and steady increase in accuracy as the participants’ level goes up. The A2
proficiency group’s accuracy is 75%, which cannot yet be regarded as complete
acquisition of the domain. B1 participants have demonstrated an accuracy of 84.1%.
The highest proficiency group’s accuracy is 94.9%, which falls just a little short of the
control group’s accuracy of 97.9%. Hence, the obtained results may serve as evidence
that the uninterpretable features [ucase: Dative], [ugender: Masculine], and [unumber:
Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-word can be acquired. Specifically, the
correct assignment of the inflection on the wh-word to its masculine dative singular
referent, which is split from the antecedent, implies that functional morphology can be
successfully acquired by L2 learners, the process of acquisition being a steady upward

trajectory. This provides positive evidence regarding the L2 Russian acquisition of the
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dative case and the related functional morphology, which is sometimes attested as
substantially challenging.

As demonstrated in Table 18, the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test showed a
statistically significant difference in the performance between the groups: H(3) =
30.74, p < .01*. To this end, post hoc Dunn’s tests were run and Bonferroni method
was used for p-value adjustment. A pairwise post-hoc Dunn’s test indicated no
significant difference between proficiency level B2-C2 and the L1 controls (p = 1).
The obtained results imply a nativelike acquisition of the gender mismatch short

condition in higher proficiency levels.
c. Gender mismatch long (condition 2) by L2 proficiency level

Figure 20.2 suggests a gradual increase in accuracy as the participants’ level
goes up. The A2 proficiency group’s accuracy is 41.7% and the accuracy of the B1
proficiency group is 59.1%, which is considerably below the 80% threshold standing
for the complete acquisition of the domain. However, the B2-C2 proficiency group’s
accuracy is 85.1%, which suggests that the uninterpretable features [ucase:
Accusative], [ugender: Feminine], and [unumber: Singular] assembled as an inflection
on the wh-word can be acquired by L2 Russian learners at higher levels of proficiency.
Meanwhile, the accuracy of the control group constitutes 97.9%. The inflection —uju
on the wh-word is not likely to pose extreme difficulty and is normally to be acquired
at level A2, however, other factors such as the distance of the split resulting in an

increased processing load may produce a certain detrimental effect on accuracy.

As Table 18 shows, the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test demonstrated a
statistically significant difference in the performance between the groups: H(3) =
63.06, p < .01*. Due to this result, post hoc Dunn’s tests were run and Bonferroni
method was utilized for p-value adjustment. A pairwise post-hoc Dunn’s test indicated
the absence of statistically significant difference between proficiency level B2-C2 and
the L1 controls (p = .24). This outcome suggests that the gender mismatch long
condition has a tendency to be acquired as L2 Russian learners approximate L1
speakers whereas the acquisition of this condition by A2 and Bl learners is

problematic.
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d. Masculine short (condition 3) by L2 proficiency level

Figure 20.3 suggests a gradual increase in accuracy on the masculine short
condition as the participants’ level goes up. The A2 proficiency group’s accuracy is
73.6%, which cannot be regarded as successful acquisition of the domain. The B1
group has attained an accuracy of 89.5%, and the B2-C2 proficiency group’s accuracy
is 94.9%, which is rather close to the control group’s accuracy of 99.7%. This data
implies that the uninterpretable features [ucase: Dative], [ugender: Masculine], and
[unumber: Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-word can be fully acquired.
The correct reference of the inflection on the wh-word with its masculine dative
singular referent, which is split from the antecedent, implies that adjectival
morphology and adjective agreement can be successfully acquired by L2 learners, the
process of acquisition being a steady upward trajectory. Just like with the Gender
Mismatch Short condition, this result provides positive evidence regarding the L2
Russian acquisition of the dative case and the related functional morphology.

As demonstrated in Table 18, the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test showed a
statistically significant difference in the performance between the groups: H(3) =
38.99, p < .01*. As a result, post-hoc Dunn’s tests were run and Bonferroni method
was used for p-value adjustment. A pairwise post-hoc Dunn’s test demonstrated that
L2 proficiency level B2-C2 and the L1 controls are not significantly different (p = 1).
The obtained results suggest a nativelike acquisition of the masculine short condition

in higher proficiency levels.
e. Masculine long (condition 4) by L2 proficiency level

As can be seen in Table 18 and Figure 20.4, there is a gradual increase in
accuracy as the participants’ level goes up. The A2 proficiency group’s accuracy is
36.7%, the accuracy of the B1 proficiency group is 65.2%, and the B2-C2 proficiency
group’s accuracy is 82.3%. The obtained results suggest that the uninterpretable
features [ucase: Accusative], [ugender: Masculine], and [unumber: Singular]
assembled as an inflection on the wh-word can be successfully acquired by L2 Russian
learners only at highest levels of proficiency. The accuracy of the control group
constitutes 98.2%. The inflection —oj on the wh-word is not likely to constitute extreme
difficulty and is expected to be acquired at level A2. However, other factors such as
the distance of the split, which results in an increased processing load, may negatively
affect accuracy.
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As Table 18 shows, the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test demonstrated a
statistically significant difference in the performance between the groups: H(3) =
58.54, p <.01*. For this reason post-hoc Dunn’s tests were run and Bonferroni method
was utilized for p-value adjustment. No statistically significant difference was
observed between proficiency level B2-C2 and the L1 controls (p =.13). This outcome
suggests that the masculine long condition is likely to be acquired as L2 Russian
learners attain higher levels whereas the acquisition of this condition by A2 and B1

learners is problematic.
f. Feminine short (condition 5) by L2 proficiency level

In line with the previously discussed short-distance-split conditions, Figure
20.5 suggests a gradual increase in accuracy on the feminine short condition as the
participants’ level goes up. Nevertheless, the accuracy of the A2 proficiency group is
considerably lower than on the other short-distance splits, namely, 68.1%, which is
below the successful acquisition threshold. The B1 group has attained an accuracy of
80.1%, which is slightly above the threshold. This outcome may account for a local
ambiguity on the wh-word. However, the accuracy of the B2-C2 proficiency group
(93.8%) is similar to the other short-distance conditions: 94.9% for the gender
mismatch short and 94.9% for the masculine short conditions. The accuracy of the
control group constitutes 97.9%. This data implies that the uninterpretable features
[ucase: Dative], [ugender: Feminine], and [unumber: Singular] assembled as an
inflection on the wh-word can be fully acquired only at the highest levels of L2
proficiency. The correct co-reference of the inflection on the wh-word with its
feminine dative singular referent implies that adjectival morphology and adjective
agreement can be acquired by L2 learners, the process of acquisition being an upward
trajectory, where B2 learners are likely to make a substantial leap. This result provides
positive evidence regarding the L2 Russian acquisition of the highly marked feminine
dative singular inflection and the related agreement.

As demonstrated in Table 18, the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test showed a
statistically significant difference in the performance between the groups: H(3) =
42.65, p <.01*. Subsequently, post-hoc Dunn’s tests were run and Bonferroni method
was used for p-value adjustment. No significant difference has been observed between

proficiency level B2-C2 and the L1 controls (p = 1). The obtained results suggest a
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nativelike acquisition of the feminine short condition but only in higher proficiency

levels.
g. Feminine long (condition 6) by L2 proficiency level

As can be observed in Figure 20.6, there is a gradual increase in accuracy as
the participants’ level goes up, which is similar with all the other conditions. The A2
proficiency group’s accuracy is 36.6%, which is slightly higher than in the other long-
distance conditions. The accuracy of the B1 proficiency group is 61.6%, and the B2-
C2 proficiency group’s accuracy is 84.8%. The obtained results suggest that the
uninterpretable features [ucase: Accusative], [ugender: Feminine], and [unumber:
Singular] assembled as an inflection on the wh-word may be successfully acquired
only by L2 Russian learners at highest levels of proficiency. The accuracy of the
control group constitutes 97%. Similarly with the gender mismatch long condition, the
inflection —uju on the wh-word is not supposed to constitute extreme difficulty and is
expected to be acquired at level A2. However, the distance of the split and the ensuing

increased processing load may have a negative effect on the L2 accuracy.

As Table 18 shows, the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test demonstrated a
statistically significant difference in the performance between the groups: H(3) =
53.93, p <.01*. Consequently, post-hoc Dunn’s tests were performed and Bonferroni
method was utilized for p-value adjustment. Ultimately, no significant difference was
observed between proficiency level B2-C2 and the L1 controls (p =.75). This outcome
suggests that the feminine long condition is likely to be acquired by L2 Russian
learners at highest proficiency levels whereas the acquisition of this condition by A2

and B1 learners is restricted.

h. Acquisition of split d-linked wh-questions across L2 proficiency levels:

summary

As can be deduced from the accuracy rates on the experimental conditions
above, the acquisition of the short-distant splits and the related functional morphology
is not successful at lower proficiency levels, namely, A2. Specifically, the accuracy on
the Feminine Short condition in A2 level subjects is slightly lower, which may be
related to the highly marked character of the —oj inflection employed: being a default
singular masculine nominative or accusative (inanimate) adjective marker, in this

condition it is utilized as the singular feminine dative marker. This local ambiguity
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may confuse the participant and cause her either to employ the garden-path strategy,
or yield a disruption in parsing. Regarding the short-split condition, B2-C2 learners
are expected to maximally approximate L1 speakers, which is suggested by the

statistical significance tests.

The acquisition of the three long-distance conditions is represented by a
trajectory of a similar configuration. However, the accuracy at A2 proficiency level
constitutes on average 38%, the B1 level participants’ accuracy is approximately 62%.
It is only at higher levels (B2-C2) that we can observe a successful acquisition of long-
distance splits (average accuracy — 84%). The result implies that uninterpretable
features associated with long-distance splits are not internalized prior to B2

proficiency level.

Overall, the conducted analyses demonstrate that this domain of L2 Russian is
acquirable by speakers of a language where the respective uninterpretable features and
the associated functional morphology are not realized.

The next subsection will provide item (condition) analyses discussing the
accuracy across conditions in relation to the L1 and L2 populations including

proficiency levels.

C. Item (Condition) Analyses

In this subsection we will compare the results of the Semantic Entailments Task
across conditions with participant groups constituting the invariable. This is done in
order to explore a potential difference between the conditions utilized in the research
instrument. We will first discuss a pairwise comparison of short-distance split
aggregates and long-distance split aggregates for each population in order to determine
whether there is a statistically significant difference between them. Based on the
outcome, we will discuss the significance of the differences between short-distance
conditions and long-distance conditions for each milieu. In order to define the
significance between the three short-distance versus the three long-distance
conditions, a Kruskal-Wallis Test was utilized for each population and proficiency
level. A two-sample independent T-test was conducted to compare normally
distributed datasets. The difference is attested to be significant when the p-value <
0.05.
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Figure 21 visually presents the average number of items answered correctly by
each group (L1, L2, A2, B1, and B2-C2). The barcharts present the total number of
items in the short-distance conditions (n=18) and those in the long-distance conditions
(n=18). As can be observed, the control group performed over the top, the result of the
aggregate L2 group demonstrates a considerably lower accuracy on long-distance
splits. Regarding the proficiency levels, short-distance splits may be acquired at level
B1; nonetheless, the accuracy of the B2-C2 level participants on both types of splits
approximates that of the L1 group.

Table 19 demonstrates the statistical significance of the difference between the
short-distance and long-distance conditions regarding each participant group being the
result of a Mann-Whitney U test. The significance is defined on the basis of the p-
value: p < 0.05 renders the comparison significant. The lower and upper confidence
intervals are also indicated.

Figure 21 Average number of items (n=18) answered correctly by each group:
comparison of short-distance splits versus long-distance splits

Average Number of Items Answered Successfully (n=18)
17.717.6 17.0

18.0
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12.0 11.2 11.2
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8.0 6.8
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4.0

2.0

0.0

L1 L2 aggregate A2 B1 B2-C2

Short-distance splits M Long-distance splits

Table 19 Results of a Mann-Whitney U test comparing performance on short-distance
vs. long-distance conditions by participant group

Group Statistc

Comparison Conf.low Conf.upp — p-value
P tested PP (U value) P
Short-distance vs. | 4 0.00 0.00 1599 0.50
Long-distance
L2 0.50 6.00 2733 <0.01*
A2 3.50 9.00 2715 <0.01*
B1 0.00 7.00 370.5 0.02*
B2-C2 0.00 1.00 321 0.18
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1. Short-Distance Splits versus Long-Distance Splits

As Figure 21 suggests, compared to the performance on long-distance
conditions, performance on short-distance splits is markedly higher for each
proficiency group, in contrast to the L1 population, where we observe no difference in
accuracy between short and long-distance conditions. According to the result of a
Mann-Whitney U test (Table 19), the distribution between the short-distance and long-
distance splits differs significantly as shown by the performance of 64 L1 Turkish L2
Russian participants, Mann-Whitney U = 2733, n; = n = 18, p <.01. On the contrary,
no significant difference is attested between short and long-distance conditions in the
56 L1 Russian subjects, Mann-Whitney U = 1599, n =n, =18, p = .5.

a. Short-distance splits versus long-distance splits: L1 russian group

As Figure 21 suggests, the L1 Russian group performed in nearly the same
manner on the long-distance conditions as it did on the short-distance conditions. The
results of a Mann-Whitney U test in Table 19 demonstrate that the distribution between
the short-distance and long-distance splits across the control population has no
significant difference as shown by the performance of 56 L1 Russian subjects, Mann-
Whitney U = 1599, n; =n2 =18, p = .5.

b. Short-distance splits versus long-distance splits: L2 russian group

As Figure 21 suggests, the L2 Russian group performed considerably lower on
the long-distance conditions than on the short-distance conditions. The results of a
Mann-Whitney U test in Table 19 suggest that the distribution between the short-
distance and long-distance splits across the L2 population has a significant difference
as shown by the performance of 64 L2 Russian participants, Mann-Whitney U = 2733,
ni=n2 =18, p<.0l.

c. Short-distance splits versus long-distance splits: A2 proficiency level

The bar charts of Figure 21 imply that the A2 proficiency level participants
within the L2 Russian group performed considerably lower on the long-distance
conditions compared to the short-distance conditions. This outcome suggests that long
splits and the associated functional morphology are considerably more challenging and
are not acquired at level A2. The results of a Mann-Whitney U test (Table 19)

corroborate the above outcome that the distribution between the short-distance and
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long-distance splits across the A2 mllieu is significantly different as shown by the
performance of 18 subjects, Mann-Whitney U = 271.5, n1 = n, =18, p < .01.

d. Short-distance splits versus long-distance splits: B1 proficiency level

Figure 21 demonstrates that overall the Bl proficiency level participants
performed somewhat lower on the long-distance conditions compared to the short-
distance conditions; nonetheless, the difference is not as stark as for level A2. The
results of a Mann-Whitney U test in Table 19 suggest that the distribution between the
short-distance and long-distance splits across the Bl population is significantly
different as shown by the performance of 23 subjects, Mann-Whitney U = 370.5, n; =
n. =18, p=.02.

e. Short-distance splits versus long-distance splits: B2-C2 proficiency levels

Contrary to proficiency levels A2 and B1, the performance of the B2-C2
participants on the long-distance conditions compared to the short-distance conditions
is almost equal, as implied by Figure 21. As can be seen in Table 19, the results of a
Mann-Whitney U test demonstrate that the distribution between the short-distance and
long-distance splits across the B2-C2 mileu is not significantly different as shown by

the performance of 23 subjects, Mann-Whitney U = 321, ny = n, = 18, p = .18.
f. Acquisition of short-distance splits versus long-distance splits: summary

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test in Table 19 as applied to all the
proficiency levels suggest that L2 Russian learners fail to internalize long-distance
splits until they reach higher levels of attainment, namely, at least B2. The evidence is
the p-value of 0.18, which yields no statistical difference between short-distance and
long-distance splits in the B2-C2 milieu. In this respect we can see that this domain of
L2 Russian grammar can be acquired by speakers of a language that has no respective

uninterpretable features externalized as functional morphology.

2. Separate Short-Distance Conditions Across All Groups

Figure 22 below visually presents the average number of correctly answered
items (n=6) by each group (L1, L2, A2, B1, and B2-C2) across the short-distance
conditions: Gender Mismatch, Masculine, and Feminine. The L1 group performed
over the top, the aggregate result of the L2 group demonstrates a moderately lower

accuracy on all the conditions. Regarding the proficiency levels, accuracy on the
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feminine short condition is somewhat lower compared to the other two conditions in
levels A2 and B1. Nonetheless, the accuracy of the B2-C2 level participants
approximates that of the L1 group across all the short-distance conditions. When all
the short-distance conditions are compared, no striking difference is attested.

Figure 22 Average number of items (n=6) answered correctly by each group across
short-distance conditions

Average Number of Items (n=6) Across Short-Distance Conditions
Answered Successfully by Each Group
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Table 20 below demonstrates results of a Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test, which
is a test for 3 conditions compared. The test was run on short-distance conditions.
Related to the Kruskal-Wallis test, the following values are presented: H value,
degrees of freedom (condition number minus one), and p-value. The results suggest
that the difference between the conditions involved is not significant. The significance
is based on the p-value (p < 0.05). The interested reader can access the raw data
regarding the tests and the related box plots in the Appendix.

Table 21 Results of a Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test: comparison across short-distance
conditions by participant group

Conditions H Group Degrees of

compared value tested freedom p-value

Short-distance  5.25 L1 2 0.07
3.63 L2 2 0.16
0.93 A2 2 0.63
3.56 Bl 2 0.17
0.77 B2-C2 2 0.68

As can be observed in Table 20 and Figure 22 above, no significant difference
has been attested in relation to separate short-distance conditions when any of the

populations are involved, which is suggested by the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test
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result. Specifically, there is no significant difference condition-wise for the L1 milieu:
H(2) =5.25, p = .07, and the L2 population either: H(2) = 3.63, p = .16. Similarly, the
same is reported regarding the short-distance conditions in any of the proficiency

levels within the L2 group:

A2 population: H(2) = 0.93, p = .63;
B1 population: H(2) = 3.56, p = .17.
B2-C2 population: H(2) =0.77, p = .68.

Hence, the results suggest that there is no statistically significant difference

between any of the short-distance conditions, and they can be treated equally.

In spite of the local ambiguity on the wh-word in the Feminine Short condition
and somewhat reduced accuracy in proficiency levels A2 and B1, the performance at

proficiency level B2-C2 converges on all the three conditions.

3. Separate Long-Distance Conditions Across All Groups

Figure 23 below demonstrates the average number of correctly answered items
(n=6) by each group (L1, L2, A2, B1, and B2-C2) across the long-distance conditions:
Gender Mismatch, Masculine, and Feminine. The L1 group performed over the top,
whereas the aggregate result of the L2 group demonstrates a considerably lower
accuracy on all the long conditions. The A2 group shows quite low accuracy on all the
conditions. The accuracy gradually improves in the B1 participants, and approximates
the L1 level in the B2-C2 participants. No salient difference is observed between the

conditions in any of the populations.
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Figure 23 Average number of items (n=6) answered correctly by each group across
long-distance conditions

Average Number of Items (n=6) Across Long-Distance Conditions
Answered Successfully by Each Group
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Table 21 below demonstrates results of a Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test, which
is a test for 3 conditions compared. The test was run on long-distance conditions only.
Related to the Kruskal-Wallis test, the following values are presented: H value,
degrees of freedom (condition number minus one), p-value, and statistical
significance. The results suggest that the difference between the conditions involved
is not significant. The significance is based on the p-value (p < 0.05). The interested
reader can access the raw data regarding the tests and the related box plots in the
Appendix.

Table 221 Results of a Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test: comparison across long-
distance conditions by participant group

Conditions H Group Degrees of

compared value tested freedom p-value

Long-distance  0.16 L1 2 0.92
0.06 L2 2 0.97
062 A2 2 0.73
0.71 Bl 2 0.70
0.24  B2-C2 2 0.89

As can be observed in Table 21 and Figure 23, no significant difference has
been found between separate long-distance conditions when any of the experimental
populations is involved, which is suggested by the Kruskal-Wallis chi-square test
result. Specifically, no significant difference condition-wise has been attested for the
L1 milieu (H(2) = 0.16, p = .92), and for the L2 aggregate: H(2) = 0.06, p = .97.
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Similarly, the same is reported regarding the conditions in any of the proficiency levels
within the L2 group:

A2 population: H(2) = 0.62, p =.73;
B1 population: H(2) = 0.71, p = .70.
B2-C2 population: H(2) = 0.24, p = .89.

To recapitate, no statistically significant difference has been attested between

any of the long-distance conditions, and they can be treated uniformly.

4. Feminine Short versus Feminine Long: the Case of Local Ambiguity

The wh-word in the Feminine Short condition is inflected with the suffix —oj,
which is the externalization of the uninterpretable features: [ucase: Dative], [ugender:
Feminine], and [unumber: Singular]. Generally it is assumed to constitute the default
inflection for the nominative and inanimate masculine accusative forms of the
adjective. Nevertheless, in this condition it is highly marked — by default it may not be
associated with a dative feminine meaning. As mentioned above in subsection IV.F.5.,
this creates an effect of a local ambiguity, which is resolved as the participant reaches

the feminine accusative noun (the Theme), and the Garden Path strategy is activated.

Figure 24 visually presents the average number of correctly answered items
(n=6) in the feminine short versus feminine long conditions by each group (L1, L2,
A2, B1, and B2-C2). The L1 group performed over the top in both conditions, whereas
the aggregate result of the L2 group demonstrates a considerable difference between
the feminine short and feminine long conditions. The A2 group shows the most
substantial difference between the conditions, in level B1 the accuracy is overall
higher, and the difference is less massive. The accuracy in the B2-C2 group
approximates the L1 level, and the difference between the feminine short and long

conditions is not significant.
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Figure 24 Average number of items (n=6) answered correctly by each group in
feminine short versus feminine long conditions

Average Number of [tems (n=6) in Feminine Short vs. Feminine Long
Conditions Answered Successfully by Each Group
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Table 22 below demonstrates the statistical significance of the difference
between the Feminine Short versus Feminine Long conditions regarding each
participant group. The significance is defined on the basis of the p-value: p < 0.05
renders the comparison significant. The lower and upper confidence intervals are also
indicated.

Table 23 Results of a Mann-Whitney U test (T-test for the A2 group) comparing
performance on Feminine Short vs. Feminine Long conditions by participant group

. Group Statistc

Comparison Conf.low Conf.upp p-value

tested (U value)
Feminine Shortvs. | 0.00 0.00 1523 0.92
Feminine Long

L2 0.00 2.00 2536 0.01*
A2 0.83 2.94 3.65 (T value) <0.01*
Bl 0.00 2.00 324.5 0.17
B2-C2 0.00 0.00 288.5 0.52

As can be observed in Figure 24, the difference of the accuracy on the Feminine
Long condition across the L2 populations is diminished relatively to the Feminine
Short condition, which is not attested when compared to the L1 Russian performance.
The results of a Mann-Whitney U test and the T-test (Table 22) will be discussed

below.
a. Feminine short versus feminine long: L1 russian group

As Figure 24 suggests, the L1 Russian group performed equally well on
Feminine Short and Feminine Long conditions. The results of a Mann-Whitney U test

imply that the distribution between Feminine Short and Feminine Long conditions
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across the control population does not differ significantly as shown by the performance
of 56 L1 Russian subjects, Mann-Whitney U = 1523, n1 = n, = 6, p = .92. Likewise,

the accuracy on the L1 group is over the top.
b. Feminine short versus feminine long: A2 proficiency level

As can be observed in Figure 24, the accuracy of the A2 proficiency group on
the Feminine Short condition is considerably higher than on the Feminine Long
condition. According to the result of a T-test in Table 22 above, the difference between
Feminine Short and Long conditions is significant as shown by the performance of the
18 A2 level participants, t(10) = 3.64, p < .01.

c. Feminine short versus feminine long: B1 proficiency level

Figure 24 demonstrates that the B1 proficiency level participants performed
somewhat lower on the Feminine Long condition compared to the Feminine Short
condition. The results of a Mann-Whitney U test in Table 22 suggest that the
distribution between the Feminine Long and Feminine Short conditions across the B1
population is not significantly different as shown by the performance of 23 subjects,
Mann-Whitney U = 324.5,n1=n, =6, p =.17.

d. Feminine short versus feminine long: B2-C2 proficiency levels

Regarding the performance of the B2-C2 proficiency level participants on the
Feminine Long and Feminine Short conditions, Figure 24 implies that there is a slight
difference. The results of a Mann-Whitney U test in Table 22 demonstrate that the
distribution between the Feminine Long and Feminine Short conditions across the B2-
C2 population is not significantly different as shown by the performance of 23
subjects, Mann-Whitney U = 288.5, n1 =n, =6, p = .52.

e. Feminine short versus feminine long: summary

The analysis of the Feminine Short and Feminine Long conditions across
different populations has demonstrated that L2 Russian learners are likely to
experience equal challenges with the short and long types of the Feminine condition
at lower proficiency levels. The challenge may lie in the highly marked character of
the inflection on the wh-word. However, as L2 learners advance, ultimate attainment

is expected as they reach proficiency levels B2 and higher.
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D. Indeterminacy in Responses

We assumed in IV.D. that inability to select a single felicitous entailment may
constitute an issue pertaining to internalizing the syntactic reflex as part of the
acquisition process. To this end, while performing the semantic entailments task,
participants had an option of picking both entailments, which would serve as evidence
that the syntactic reflex is not yet in place. To encourage the L2 population to opt for
both variants, type 1 fillers were designed for both entailments to be felicitous.
Nonetheless, the L2 Russian participants attested 42 incidents of checking both
options, which accounts for 1.82% of all the tokens in the L2 Russian group (total
number of tokens = 2304). This result fails to provide significant statistical data.
Hence, this outcome may imply that L2 learners may not experience difficulties

regarding the syntactic operation per se.

E. Results. Summary

This chapter has presented the results obtained in the course of data collection
based on the Semantic Entailments task, which is the major source of experimental
data. Certain patterns have been attested related to the inflections on the wh-word,
argument characteristics, and the distance of the split (the combinations of the three
are utilized as conditions). Accuracy rates have been explored regarding various

factors and significance levels have been attained.

The L1 group has been attested to perform uniformly over the top on all
conditions. The L2 group in general performs considerably lower compared to the
controls. Nevertheless, as separate L2 proficiency levels are observed, we can see that
mean accuracy on short-distance conditions is below 80% in level A2 but continues to
go up in higher levels. However, accuracy on long-distance splits is about 40% in level
A2. The accuracy both on short- and long-distance conditions gradually increases as
L2 learners advance, and approximates the L1 controls’ accuracy at levels B2 and
higher. Specifically, no statistical difference is attested between the L1 and B2-C2

populations.

It must be noted that by far have we presented the data associated with the
statistical analyses. As previously mentioned, the interested reader can access the raw

test data and the concurrent plots and tables in the Appendix. The next chapter will
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examine the obtained results in the view of the current state of SLA enquiry;
implications and suggestions in relation to further research will be discussed.
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V1. DISCUSSION

This study examined whether L2 Russian learners can successfully acquire
uninterpretable features associated with adjectival morphology and adjective
agreement in split d-linked wh-questions, as well as the effect of proficiency on the
acquisition of these L2 features. The results of the Semantic Entailments task suggest
that the L2 population follows a course of a trajectory reaching levels statistically

indistinct from those of the L1 population.

Slabakova (2003, 2005, 2016) proposes that the acquisition of a L2 and
specifically the acquisition of L2 categories constitutes the acquisition of features,
which are manifested as reflexes, namely, syntactic, morphological, and semantic
reflexes. In the Bottleneck Hypothesis she argues that syntactic and semantic reflexes
are internalized effortlessly due to their universal status, whereas the morphological
reflex is the locus of interlanguage difference and for this reason it poses a major
challenge. In other words, it is the functional morphology that has to be learnt lexically.
The Bottleneck Hypothesis asserts that following the acquisition of the morphological
reflex, the category in question is fully internalized automatically. As the
morphological reflex is expressed via functional morphology, it is the latter that
constitutes the central part of L2 acquisition, hence, it poses the utmost challenge for
the learner, being the “bottleneck™ that suppresses L2 acquisition. In line with the
updated version of the Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2019), the locus of our
enquiry constitutes “a microparameter with complicated L1-L2 mapping” (p.16),
which is regarded as the most challenging type of domain to acquire. The prediction
is that the syntactic and the semantic reflexes will pose no issues in L2 acquisition
whereas the morphological reflex is likely to compose a serious issue into higher
proficiency levels and has to be lexically learnt. Specifically, L2 learners at lower
levels of proficiency may erroneously assign the wh-word (specified for
uninterpretable case, gender, and number features externalized as an inflection, i.e.
functional morphology) to the argument. As their level advances, the L2 group is
predicted to gradually approximate the L1 population. Ultimate attainment is possible

though not across the board.
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The Full Transfer Full Access Hypothesis (Schwarz & Sprouse, 1996) suggests
that at the initial stages of L2 acquisition the learner resorts to her L1 grammar system
to process the L2 input, and when incompatibility of the grammar systems is
encountered, full access to UG is available. The building and reconstruction of the L2
grammar system is related to several factors, such as the initial state, input, UG
apparatus, and learnability factors (Schwarz & Sprouse, 1994: 41). The prediction is
that on the onset the approach to the L2 domain will be based on the L1 system, later
the L2 structure gradually emerges through full access to UG, hence, accuracy
incrementally enhances. The final stage of the Interlanguage is not corrupt in terms of
representation whereas the production can reach either a fossilized state or be realized

with precision: ultimate attainment is not disregarded.

On the contrary, the Interpretability Hypothesis (Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou,
2007; Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007) claims that L2 learners are unable to internalize
L2 uninterpretable features absent from their ambient language, whereas interpretable
features being realized in the logical domain, are acquired relatively easily. In this
respect L2 learners are expected to utilize interpretable features to aid them in
calculating the meaning. Hence, the predictions of the IH regarding our study are as
follows: uninterpretable features realized as adjectival morphology (the inflection on
the wh-word specified for gender, case, and number) as well as the splitting operation
may not be acquired in a L2 since the respective features are not realized in the
learner’s L1 at LF and PF. Specifically, the accuracy in comprehending the inflection
on the wh-word will be significantly different from that of the L1 group. Besides, since
the splitting operation may not be acquired, increased residual indeterminacy is
expected to be exhibited in the L2 learners selecting both entailments as the response

to experimental stimuli.

Similarly, the Shallow Structure Hypothesis (SSH) (Clahsen & Felser, 2006)
proposes that L2 processing is primarily based on semantic rather than syntactic
information, and predicts that L2 learners are less sensitive to structural constraints,
and will be directed by semantic and pragmatic cues. Consequently, the L2
representation will be shallower compared to that in L1 speakers. Regarding our study,
the SSH predicts that long distance syntactic dependencies, examplified by split

nominal phrases, will be processed erroneously due to a shallow representation.
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Instead, the experimental group is expected to process split phrases as adjacent ones,

which will result in decreased accuracy.

Recall that the current research tackles the following issues: 1. Potential L1-L2
differences (at highest proficiency levels) with respect to Russian adjective
morphology and NP splits; 2. The role of L2 proficiency with respect to Russian
adjective morphology and NP splits across L2 levels; 3. Potential short-distance and
long-distance differences with respect to NP splits across participation groups.
Additionally, in the course of investigation our current enquiry also focused on
potential L1-L2 differences in resolving a local ambiguity via the Garden-path strategy
and L2 preference of default interpretation of morphemes in contexts with a marked

inflection.

A. L1-L2 Accuracy on Russian adjective morphology and Split NPs

The first research question addressed potential differences in the
comprehension of split d-linked wh-questions by L1 and high intermediate and
advanced L2 populations, which is demonstrable through the correct comprehension
of adjectival morphology (specified for case, gender, and number) on the wh-word and
the correct assignment of the wh-word to the appropriate object (Dative or
Accusative), which is split from its headword. It is attained via the correct
comprehension of uninterpretable features externalized as an inflection on the wh-

word, and felicitous agreement.

L1 Russian speaker data revealed a homogenous over-the-top accuracy on all
experimental conditions regardless the distance type of the NP split or the inflection
on the wh-word (over 97%). In contrast, the aggregate L2 Russian group reported
noticeably lower accuracy rates (68% through 91%), similar results reported in
Mikhaylova (2011, 2018) on telicity markers. This outcome supports the predictions
of the updated version of the Bottleneck Hypothesis (Slabakova, 2019) in that
morphological reflexes associated with externalization of uninterpretable features
comprise a microparameter and may indeed pose serious difficulties for the L2 learner.
The same predictions have been put forward by the IH (Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou,
2007; Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007) and by the SSH (Clahsen & Felser, 2006),

hence, these predictions are supported.
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However, another perspective emerges as we compare the highest proficiency
L2 milieu and the L1 controls. The results clearly suggest that uninterpretable features
externalized as an inflection on the wh-word and adjective agreement are acquired
successfully (82,3-94,9% accuracy), and the accuracy thereof is statistically
indistinguishable from the L1 group (p=.25 for all conditions, B2-C2 and L1
compared), which is in line with the results in Slabakova (2003) and Nossalik (2008,
2009) with regard to the acquisition of L2 Russian telicity and the outer aspect,
respectively. Our finding clearly shows that L2 uninterpretable features realized as
functional morphology and absent from the learners’ L1 can be successfully acquired
at higher levels of proficiency, which refutes the provisions of the IH and the SSH and
supports the BH and the FTFAH. Hence, we can argue that split d-linked wh-questions
are fully acquirable in L2 Russian. Recall that the inflection on the wh-word is the
only cue to arrive at the correct interpretation of the wh-question; no interpretable
feature can aid the participant in selecting the felicitous entailment.

Attesting the 80% threshold as the measure for a successfully attained
grammatical category, we can observe that L2 participants at higher levels of
attainment converge with the L1 group regarding accuracy on short-distance splits
(accuracy on separate conditions ranges from 93,8 to 94,9%). This clearly indicates
that the uninterpretable feature [ucase: Dative] reassembled with [ugender: Masculine
or Feminine], and [unumber: Singular] does not pose an insurmountable challenge for
L2 learners, also reported in Artoni & Magnani (2015). Similar results were obtained
in Isurin & lvanova-Sullivan, 2008; Nossalik, 2008, 2009; Slabakova, 2003. Leal et al
(2016) and Leal Méndez & Slabakova (2014) also reported successful acquisition of
uninterpretable features absent from the L2 learners’ L1, which evidently confirms the
predictions of the BH and the FTFAH in that features absent from the learner’s L1 can
be accessed and acquired. This refutes the claims of the IH in that uninterpretable
features are Critical age-constrained, results reported in Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou
(2007), Tsimpli & Mastropavlou (2007), Cherepovskaia & Slioussar (2018), to name
a few. Specifically, our finding may cast doubt on the claim in Cherepovskaia &
Slioussar (2018) that the Russian case system poses a serious challenge to the L2
population, where Dative was reported to be incorrectly used in 23% of contexts by
advanced L2 Russian learners (a production task). Our results confirm the predictions
of the BH in that the challenge is primarily contained in the morphological reflex, i.e.
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the inflection itself, rather than the syntactic or semantic reflexes, which may be fully
internalized. Similar outcomes are presented in de Garavito & Otalora (2016) in
relation to the acquisition of gender and number agreement under nominal ellipsis in
L2 Spanish as well as in Isurin & lvanova-Sullivan (2008) regarding both aspectual
and case morphology in L2 Russian. Besides, our findings cast doubt on the claims of
the SSH in that L2 learners fail to construct deep structure representations and long
distance dependencies, and instead are only directed by semantic and pragmatic cues,
as asserted in Clahsen & Felser (2006). Similar accounts against these provisions of
the SSH are reported in Smith (2016) and Tucciarone (2022).

Together with that, it is worth reporting that the conditions where L2 subjects
were tested on assigning the wh-word on the Accusative noun demonstrated
considerably lower accuracy compared to assigning the wh-word on the Dative noun.
The Accusative inflection on the adjective is supposed to be internalized prior to the
Dative one (Andrjushina et al, 2009; Nahabina et al, 2001). This fact also finds
evidence in the previous research on the acquisition of L2 Russian cases, for instance,
Artoni & Magnani (2015), Cherepovskaia & Slioussar (2018). Recall that the co-
reference of the wh-word with the Accusative object is correlated with long-distance
splits. It seems that primarily the challenge is comprised not by the uninterpretable
feature [ucase: Accusative] or the associated morphology per se, as much as by the
distance between the antecedent (the wh-word) and the referent, which was reported
in the previous research. For instance, Lichtman (2009) claims that longer distance
effect increases processability costs (Pienemann, 1998) as observed with regard to
agreement in beginners and intermediate subjects. Since no high intermediate or
advanced group was recruited in Lichtman’s enquiry, our study effectively closes that
gap. Our finding evidently suggests that the L1 group and the L2 milieu at higher
proficiency levels are statistically indistinguishable in terms of comprehending
uninterpretable features on the wh-word, which is in line with Lichtman’s (2009)
outcome. These results are against the predictions of the IH in that L2 learners may be
significantly different from the L1 population regarding agreement, and conversely,
the BH predictions are confirmed. Processing of long-distance splits is incrementally
more effective as L2 learners advance, and tackling the issue in the processability

framework may yield interesting results.
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B. Accuracy on Russian adjective morphology and Split NPs across L2 levels

Employing three populations of gradually advancing L2 Russian learners (low
intermediate (A2) through high intermediate/advanced (B2-C2) levels), we can clearly
observe that the utilized conditions demonstrate a steady increase in accuracy. The
increasing trajectory pertains to the morphological characteristics of the inflection on
the wh-word, which will be addressed later. In line with the predicitons of the BH, it
can be argued that uninterpretable features that are absent from the L2 learners’ native
tongue and constituting “a microparameter with complicated L1-L2 mapping”
(Slabakova, 2019:16), indeed pose a serious challenge at lower levels of attainment
but can be successfully acquired as L2 learners advance. For example, similar results
are reported in Leal et al (2016) and Leal Méndez & Slabakova (2014) with regard to
accepting/rejecting resumptive pronouns by L2 English / L1 Spanish learners. It is
important to note that our result partly supports the propositions of the IH in regard to
lower proficiency levels but evidently contradicts the predictions regarding higher
levels, as attested in Tsimpli & Dimitrakopoulou (2007), Tsimpli & Mastropavlou
(2007), Cherepovskaia & Slioussar (2018), to name a few.

The predictions of the FTFAH are confirmed in that the L2 population at lower
levels of proficiency may display considerably lower accuracy than the L1 group,
which is accounted for the L1-transfer approach at initial stages of L2 acquisition, as
reported in Schwartz & Sprouse (1996), Schwartz et al. (2015), and Nossalik (2008).
This is evident regarding the reassemblance of the uninterpretable features [ucase],
[ugender], and [unumber] on the wh-word externalized as an inflection. However, no
such effect was observed regarding the splitting operation: very little residual
indeterminacy was reported as demonstrated by the participants selecting both
entailments (1,82% of all experimental tokens elicited). The FTFAH is confirmed in
that high intermediate through advanced L2 participants demonstrate native-like
performance regarding the correct assignment of the wh-word to the respective object.
Similar results were reported in Nossalik (2008, 2009) in relation to Russian outer

aspect, which is sometimes claimed unattainable (Laleko, 2010; Mikhaylova, 2018).

When separate proficiency levels are considered, the obtained result clearly
suggests that the operation of splitting and the uninterpretable features externalized as
an adjectival inflection on the wh-word, which are absent from the L2 learners’ L1
(Turkish), can be fully internalized. The experimental group did not successfully
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perform on short-distance splits at level A2 (mean accuracy=72%), but was successful
at level Bl (mean accuracy=84%), whereas the accuracy on nominal split
constructions in the B2-C2 group constitutes over 84% across all conditions. This

result is statistically indistinguishable from the L1 group (Z value = -2.04, p=.25).

The feminine short condition comprising a local ambiguity on the wh-word
revealed lower L2 accuracy with respect to the other short-distance conditions, a
similar outcome reported in Lichtman (2009), the study pertaining to the distance
between the noun and the adjective (with predicatively used adjectives). Specifically,
the accuracy of the A2 group is 68,1% and the accuracy of the B1 group is 80.1%,
which can be accounted for a failure to effectively reassess the sentence as a Garden-
path context. This outcome may be regarded as the prediction of the BH in that this
domain constitutes a microparameter in the scope of functional morphology and poses
extreme difficulty for L2 Russian learners: the inflection —oj on the wh-word is the
default form specified for [ucase: Accusative], [ugender: Masculine], and [unumber:
Singular]. Its interpretation as [ucase: Dative], [ugender: Feminine], [unumber:
Singular] is “marked”. Hence, it is the functional morphology that constitutes
difficulty. As L2 learners advance, their performance gradually converges with that of
the control group: the accuracy of the B2-C2 proficiency group is 94.2%, which is
indistinguishable for other short-distance splits. No statistical difference is attested
between proficiency level B2-C2 and the L1 controls (p = 1). Hence, at higher levels
L2 learners can use garden-path strategies at native-like level, which confirms the
predictions of the BH and FTFAH in that this domain is acquirable and rejects the IH
in that L2 cannot acquire it. In addition, the provisions of the SSH in that L2 learners
permanently process syntactic information in a “shallower” fashion compared to the
L1 group, do not hold either. Contrary to the above hypotheses arguing for the
representational deficit, positive evidence in favour of the BH and FTFAH is reported
in Slabakova (2003) and Nossalik (2008, 2009) with regard to the acquisition of L2

Russian verbal domain.

Regarding the Masculine long condition, the IH predicted that L2 learners
might erroneously co-reference the —oj inflection on the wh-word, specified for [ucase:
Accusative], [ugender: Masculine], and [unumber: Singular] with a dative animate
masculine noun in constructions of the following kind: Kakoj ty drugu podaril
podarok? ‘Which gift did you give to your friend?’. It is important to note that the
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same form (Kakoj) is the default form for the wh-word. This prediction arises from the
premise of the IH suggesting that adult L2 speakers are not likely to acquire
uninterpretable formal features not realized in the L1 grammar (Franceschina, 2001,
2003, 2005; Tsimpli & Mastropavlou, 2007). Should this claim be operational, L2
Russian learners would have erroneously assign the default masculine form of the wh-
word to the closest masculine noun regardless of the case it is specified for. A similar
result was observed in Cherepovskaia & Slioussar (2018), where low-level L2 Russian
learners tended to utilize default morphology when utilizing nouns and adjectives to
compose texts, nevertheless, no higher proficiency group was employed. Albeit L2
participants at lower levels of proficiency display decreased accuracy (35,6% for A2,
65.2% for the B1 group) — which is in line with the BH and the FTFAH — no such
outcome has been observed in the higher proficiency group: the B2-C2 proficiency
group’s accuracy is 82.2%. This result is over the threshold accounting for a successful
acquisition of a functional category according to Slabakova (2003: 285). Besides, it is
very similar with the accuracy regarding other long-distance conditions (Gender
Mismatch Long - 85.1% and Feminine Long 84.8%, no statistically significant
difference is found between the conditions: H value = 0.24, p=.89). This outcome
clearly indicates that the predictions of the IH do not hold.

C. L1-L2 Accuracy on Short vs. Long Russian Split NPs

As the L1 group is considered, no statistical difference has been attested with
regard to the distance of the split in d-linked wh-questions (U value = 1599, p=.5). The
L1 population’s performance on short- versus long-distance splits is virtually
indistinguishable (above 97% on average), which suggests they approach these

contexts uniformly.

In contrast to the over-the-top performance by the L1 milieu, the L2 population
demonstrated a stark difference with a view to the distance of the split: the accuracy
on short-distance conditions (except for the Feminine Short due to a local ambiguity
case requiring the Garden-path strategy) is quite satisfactory even at level A2.
Conversely, long-distance splits have proved extremely challenging for the L2

population: it is only at higher levels that they can be regarded as fully acquired.

Taking into account the fact that the difference between the short-distance and

the long-distance conditions is statistically insignificant (see Tables 20 and 21 above),
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Is it possible to compare the short-distance and the long-distance conditions as
aggregates. Specifically, at level A2 the average accuracy on short splits constitutes
77.2% versus 37.9% on long splits. Hence, short splits are challenging but can
provisionally be regarded as acquired, whereas long splits are still insurmountably
hard. Intermediate L2 learners demonstrated the average accuracy of 85,2% on short
splits versus 67.8% on long splits. This result implies that short-distance splits and the
associated functional morphology are successfully acquired whereas long-distance
splits still lag behind. At levels B2-C2 the average accuracy for short splits is 94.7%
and 84.2% for long splits, which is close to the accuracy of the L1 population.
Ultimately, no statistical difference is attested within the B2-C2 group with regard to
short- and long-distance conditions: U value = 321, p=.18. Again it is clear evidence
that at higher levels of attainment L2 Russian leaners can converge with the L1 group,
and the interpretation of long-distance splits is on par with the interpretation of short-
distance splits. Hence, the BH and the FTFAH are strongly confirmed whereas the

predictions of the IH are cast doubt on.

Primarily we attested this outcome to the probable reassemblance of
uninterpretable features (the morphological reflex) and issues assigning the
externalized inflection on the wh-word with the necessary argument (the syntactic
reflex). However, it seems to be attributed to the processing load rather than language-
internal causes (Pienemann, 1998). The research by Lichtman (2009) presents similar
data in relation to the agreement of attributively and predicatively used adjectives with

nouns.

Recall our assumption that the L2 learners’ tendency to select both entailments
would suggest that the syntactic reflex is not yet in place, thus casting doubt on the
prediction of the BH in that the syntactic reflex is internalized prior to the
morphological one. In contrast to this provisional conjecture, we have obtained only
42 incidents of L2 Russian learners selecting both options, which accounts for 1.82%
of all the tokens pertaining to the L2 Russian group (total number of tokens = 2304).
This result clearly indicates that L2 learners have successfully internalized the
syntactic reflex and are not likely to experience challenges regarding the syntactic
operation per se. Hence, no residual indeterminacy and optionality in regard to
selecting both entailments. This outcome corroborates the tenets of the BH in that the
syntactic reflex is acquired early on. In contrast, the predictions of the IH do not hold
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in that the uninterpretable features not instantiated in the L2 learners’ L1 are

unacquirable.

The most important point here is that L2 learners have demonstrated
considerably higher accuracy on short-distance split type correlated with assigning the
wh-word inflection on Dative nouns, which are “marked”. On the other hand,
assigning the wh-word inflection on Accusative nouns, which are acquired first
(Andrjushina et al, 2009; Nahabina et al, 2001), has turned out noticeably more
challenging due to the distance effect, which is also reported in Lichtman (2009). This
fact can clearly be accounted for increased processing cost associated with parsing
split NPs rather than issues related to the acquisition of functional morphology or
adjective agreement. This radical finding may direct SLA theorists to develop
strategies in order to enhance L2 learners’ processability abilities instead of focusing
on language-internal structures: the language system has a high potential to be fully
acquired regardless of overt instruction, which is evident with split constructions in L2
Russian. To reiterate, split constructions are never ever taught in any L2 Russian class,

hence a PoS situation.
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VII. CONCLUSION AND PROPOSALS

A. Conclusion

The results of the analysis, both across the groups and the experimental
conditions, suggest that split d-linked wh-questions may pose a serious challenge for
L2 Russian learners. Short-distance splits are expected to be unrepresented at level Al
and start to emerge at proficiency levels A2 through B1. They tend to be acquired at
level B1 whereas long-distance splits fail to be completely internalized until L2
learners reach higher levels of proficiency (B2 and up), which confirms the predictions
of the BH and the FAFTH and casts doubt on the IH and the SSH. The important
finding has been that uninterpretable features realized as functional morphology on the
wh-word and adjective agreement can be acquired successfully despite being absent
from the learners’ L1, which refutes the tenets put forward by the IH. Specifically, our
evidence suggests that uninterpretable features are not developmentally constrained
and can be acquired following the Critical Age. The syntactic operation of splitting
per se is not likely to pose extreme challenge, which supports the BH and refutes the
SSH in that L2 learners cannot process long-distance dependencies. Additional factors
such as a local ambiguity, which may activate a Garden path strategy (Clahsen &
Felser, 2006), and the distance of the split are likely to have a detrimental effect on the

L2 learner’s performance.

B. Implications and Suggestions for Future Research

Instead of testing the (non)grammaticality judgment in an explicit way, and for
the purpose of testing the underlying representation implicitly, we have decided to
employ responses to a d-linked interrogative, which would elicit two different
behaviours from the learners: either to co-reference the wh-word with the animate
Goal expressed by a Dative noun, or with the inanimate Theme expressed by an
Accusative noun. This design provided us with the insight into the strategies employed
by L2 learners, and allowed us to further analyse L2 competence regarding the
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acquisition of the uninterpretable features, which are required in calculating adjective

agreement.

Since the research instrument in the current enquiry was not time-constrained,
no comprehensive data have been obtained regarding the processability load
experienced by the participants. Approaching the acquisition of adjective morphology
on the wh-word in split contexts from the processability framework could yield
interesting results. Additionally, the processability issues of globally ambiguous
conditions, which were disregarded from the current study, can also be tackled in
further research. Our enquiry employed only transparent inflections that are discerned
fairly easily, for this reason a replication of the current enquiry with opaque

morphology may provide additional evidence.

Our study focused on the interpretation but not the production of split d-linked
wh-questions by L2 Russian learners. In this respect, it might be useful to conduct
further research on split nominal phrases, which would also include production or
grammaticality judgment tasks. A grammaticality judgment task would be an effective
tool in order to measure L2 learners’ sensitivity to grammatical and ungrammatical
wh-word reference in the scope of split d-linked questions. There can be a separate
split d-linked question or a discourse situation containing a split d-linked question

utilized as a test item.

C. Limitations of the Current Study

In section I11.E. we stated that comprehension constitutes the main locus of our
study to test the BH. Owing to the complexity of the instrument design required to test
production, it was decided not to include a production task into the instrument.
Besides, in line with the evidence presented in Kempe & MacWhinney (1998) and
Mikhaylova (2011), considerable variability and residual indeterminacy in globally
ambiguous contexts may be expected even in higher proficiency levels, which can
considerably encumber our enquiry. Due to these reasons and the inferences suggested

by the Pilot studies, globally ambiguous contexts are not in the scope of our research.

Due to the complexity of the research instrument manifested in multiple testing
stimuli, we also had to limit the range of noun classes to be used. Specifically, we have

decided not to utilize nouns of the neutral gender, which only account for about 13%
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of the Russian lexicon (Polinsky, 2008: 4); and nouns with non-transparent endings,
which cause most issues for L2 Russian learners in terms of gender assignment
(Laleko, 2019). It is plausible that the results might have been different, should the
aforementioned categories of nouns have been included in the instrument design. It is
safe to claim, though, that the performance of the L2 population would decline
significantly since nouns of neutral gender and nouns with non-transparent endings are
somewhat marginal and constitute challenging domains in L2 Russian acquisition
(Schwartz et al., 2015; Taraban & Kempe, 1999). Nevertheless, acquisition of
marginal domains of L2 Russian could become a perspective field for future research.

Apart from the above, since our enquiry was designed in the Generative syntax
framework, we did not delve into issues related to processability. Needless to say, had
we approached split d-linked wh-questions in L2 Russian from the Processability
Theory position (Pienemann, 1998), the research instrument and the interpretation of
the obtained results would have been completely different.
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APPENDICES

Language Background Questionnaire (L1 Russian group)

YBakaemsle Apy3bs,

bnaromapro Bac 3a cornmacue npuHATh y4aCTHE B HAYYHOM MCCIEA0BAHUU, KOTOPOE
BIIOCJIEZICTBUH IIOMOKET CTYJEHTAM-MHOCTPAHLIaM B OBJIAJICHUM PYCCKON
IrPaMMaTHKOM.

[Tpory oOpaTuTh BHUMAaHUE, YTO IIEJIb - HE IPOTECTUPOBATh Baiy 3HaHus, a
YIYYIIUTh METOAOJIOTHIO TIPEIIOIaBaHUS PYCCKOTO S3bIKa KAK HHOCTPAHHOTO.
[Tony4yeHHbie aHHBIC OYAYT 00pabOTaHbI B PaMKax JIOKTOPCKOM JMCCEPTAIIMU TI0
obmeit Teme «OBIaICHUE PYCCKUM SI3bIKOM KaK MHOCTPAHHBIM.

JIroObIe BOIPOCHI 11O CO/ICP’KAaHUIO AaHKETHI U TECTOB BBI MOXeTe MOITy4InuTh 1O
tenepony/Whatsapp:

(+90) 534 744 8636 wunu no snexkTporHoi nmoure: dimakulsha@yahoo.com.
JAmutpuit Kynbiia.

[Moxanyiicra, ykaKuTe IeHCTBUTEIBHBIA apec 3JeKTPOHHOM moutsl: Email
51 cornacen/cornacHa NpUHATH y4acTHe B HAy4YHOM HcciaenoBanuu Jla / Her
Jara 3aronHeHus:

AHKeTa OMbITa U 3HAHUS SI3bIKOB
Nwms

Bo3zpacr: JeT

[Tom: M /K

(1) Toxanyiicra, nepeyncinuTe BCe SI3bIKU, KOTOPHIE BBl 3HAETE, 110 YPOBHIO
BJIAJICHUS B TIOPsi/IKE YOBIBAHUS:

(2) HO)I(&HYIZCTS., MEPCUUCIIUTE BCC A3bIKHW, KOTOPBIC BBl 3HACTC, B IOPAJAKE UX
HN3YUCHUA, HAYNHAA C pOAHOTO:

(3) IoxanyiicTa, MEPEYUCITUTE, CKOJIBKO BPEMEHH B MPOIEHTHOM COOTHOIIICHUH BBI
B CPEHEM TOJIb3YETECh KKBIM SI3bIKOM B HacTosiiiee BpeMs. ([IpomeHThl TOKHBI
B cymme naBaTh 100%). ITpumep: pycc.-70% anrn.-30%

(4) Ilpu ureHuu TeKcTa, JOCTYITHOTO HAa BCEX SA3bIKAX, KOTOPHIMU BBI BIIAJICETE, B
KaKOM TMPOILIEHTHOM OTHOIICHUH BBI ObI MPEATNIOYWIN YUTATh Ha KAXKJIOM SI3bIKE?
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[pencTaBbTe, YTO OPUTHHAT OBLT HAMMCAH HA HEM3BECTHOM BaM si3bike. (IIporieHThI
ToJkHBI B cyMMe aaBath 100%). [Ipumep: pycc.-70% anri.-30%

(5) IIpu BBIOOpE sI3BIKA 1151 OECEABI C YETOBEKOM, KOTOPBIA OJTMHAKOBO XOPOIIO
TFOBOPUT HAa BCEX SA3bIKaX, KOTOPBIMHU BbI BJaJIe€Te, B KAKOM IIPOLIEHTHOM
COOTHOILIEHUH BEI OBI MMPpCATIOWIN PA3roBapruBaThb Ha KaXXJI0M U3 SI3BLIKOB?
[Toxanyiicta, yka)kKuTe NpOLEHT BpEMEHU B COBOKYNHOCTHU. (IIpoueHTh! 0KHBI B
cymme naBath 100%). ITpumep: pycc.-70% anri.-30%

(6) Ha mkane ot HyJIs 10 MATH, TOXKAIYHCTa, OLICHUTE, B KAKOW Mepe BbI ce0s
OTHOCHTE K KaXXJJIOMY S3bIKY U KYJIbTYpe (HOpsI0K, Kak B Bompoce 5). 0 - Her
NPUHAAIEKHOCTH, 5 - a0COIIOTHAS IPUHAJICKHOCTD

[lepBblii S3BIK U KYJIBTYpa 0-1-2-3-
BTtopoii s3b1K 1 KynbTypa
Tperuii A3bIK U KyJIbTypa
YeTBepThId A3BIK U KYJIbTypa
ITATBIi A3BIK U KYJIBTYpa

(7) CxonbKo BCero JIET Bbl 00y4alich B 00pa30BaTEIbHOM YUPEKICHUN?
Menee 5 ner/ 5-7 ner/ 7-10 mer / 11-15 et / 16 net u 6ombie

OTMmeThTe, MoKaIyiicTa, KAaKOW CaMblil BRICIINI YPOBEHb 00pa30BaHUs BBl HUMEETE:
MEHee, 4YeM cpeiHee obiiee / cpeHee odIiee / cpeiHee CrenuaabHOe/ TEXHIIeCKOoe /
HEOKOHYEHHBIN OakayiaBpuar / Bbiciiee/0akagaBpuaT / HEOKOHYEHHAs] MarucTpaTypa
/ marucTpaTypa / KaHAUJaT HayK/TOKTOp HayK

(8) ¥ Bac korga-nmubo OblIH MPOGIIEMBI CO CIIYXOM__, 3p€HHEM _, HapyIIEHUs
peyu__, WM HelIoCTaTouHas crienududeckas ooyuyaeMocTs 7 (BbIOEpUTE BCE, YTO
MTOXOMT).

Ecnu na, moxxanyiicra, 00bsacHUTE (BKJIHOYask CPEACTBA, KOTOPBIE BBl UCIOIb3YyETe
JUTSL KOPPEKIMH, HallpUMEp, OUKH, CITyXOBOW anmnapar u T.I1.)

Cnacub6o 3a otBeThl. Tenepp npucTynante K TECTY.
Language Background Questionnaire (L2 Russian group)

YBaxaeMble 1py3bs,

OT0 Hccae10BaHue MPOBOINUTCS B paMKaX JOKTOPCKOM JuccepTaluu 1o olIiei Teme
«OBnajieHue PyCCKUM SI3bIKOM KaK HHOCTpaHHBIMY». [Ipoiry oOpatuTh BHUMaHHE,
YTO 1eJIb - He MPOTEeCTUPOBaTh Baly 3HaHU, a yIydlIuTh METOA0JIO0THIO
IIpenoAaBaHus pycCcKOro sA3blKa Kak HHOcTpaHHOro. [lonyueHHsie B pe3yibTaTe
JaHHBIE IOMOT'YT CTYIGHTaM, KOTOPBIE C TPYJIOM OCBAWBAIOT PYCCKYIO IPAMMATHUKY.
Bripaxkaro Bam npu3HaTEIbHOCTD 3@ COTJIACHE IIOMOYb.

JItoOble BOMpOCHI O CO/IEPKAHNIO AHKETHI M TECTOB Bl MOXkeTe MoIyduTh MO
TenedoHny:

(+90) 534 744 8636 uu 1o 3ekTponHoi moute: dimakulsha@yahoo.com.
Jmutpuit Kynsiua.

[Toxanyicra, yKaxXUTe NeUCTBUTEIBHBINA apeC dJICKTPOHHOU ITOYTHI:
Email
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OcraBbTe, MOKAITYHCTa, CBOM KOHTAKTHBIM HOMED TeleoHa UITH IPYroi
MECCEHKEp U1l BO3MOXKHBIX YTOUHEHUH (HeoO0s3aTeIbHO)

S cornacen/cornacHa MpUHSITH y9acTue B HAy9YHOM uccienoBannu Jla / Het
Jlara 3anmonHeHuUs .

AHKeTa OmbITa ¥ 3HaHUS SI3BIKOB (MOXKETE UCTIOJIb30BATh JIATUHUILY)
Nms

Bo3spacr: JeT

Iom: M /K

(1) Tloxanyiicra, nepeyncinTe BCE SI3bIKU, KOTOPHIE BBl 3HAETE, 10 YPOBHIO
BJIAJICHUSI B IOPsi/IKE YOBIBAHUA:

(2) Toxanyiicta, mepeyucInTe BCe SI3bIKK, KOTOPHIE Bl 3HAETE, B MOPSAKE MX
W3y4eHUs1, HAUMHAas C pOAHOTO:

(3) CxomnbKo Bcero JIeT Bbl 00y4aiich B 00pa30BaTeIbHOM YUPEKICHUN?
Meunee 5 ner/ 5-7 ner/ 7-10 mer / 11-15 ner / 16 ner u 6onbie

(4) OrmetbTe, MOXKATYiCTa, KAKOM CaMblii BBICIINN YPOBEHb 00pa30BaHHMs BbI
uMeeTe:

MeHee, 4YeM cpeiHee obiiee / cpeHee odIiee / cpeiHee CrenuaabHOe/TEXHUIeCKOoe /
HEOKOHYEHHBIN OakayiaBpuar / Boiciiee/0akanaBpratr / HEOKOHYCHHAs] MarucTpaTypa
/ marucTpaTypa / KaHAuJaT HayK/TOKTOp HayK

(5) ¥ Bac koraa-nmubo ObLIH POOIEMBI CO CIIYXOM __, 3pCHUEM _, HAPYILICHUSI
peyu__, Wi HelocTaTouHas crienududeckas ooydyaeMocTs 7 (BbIOepUTE BCE, YTO
MTOJXOMT).

Ecnu na, moxanyiicra, o0bsicHUTE (BKITIOYasl CPEACTBA, KOTOPBIE BBl HCIIOIb3YETe
JUISL KOPPEKINH, HAPUMEpP, OUKH, CITyXOBOH anmapar H T.I1.)

Bce Bonpocs! ke otHOCcsTCs K 3HaHUI0O PYCCKOI'O SA3BIKA KAK
NHOCTPAHHOI'O (PKN).

Pycckunii s13bIK - 3TO MOM SI3BIK

MIEPBBII

BTOPOU

TpeTui

YETBEPTHIN

(1a) Bospacr (;1eT), korzia Bbl HaUaJId U3y4aTh PYCCKUH SI3BIK

(16) Bospacrt (11et), korz1a BB CMOTJIN OETII0 TOBOPUTH MO-PYCCKHU

(1B) Boszpacr (J1eT), koraa Bbl HA4aJdl YUTATh MO-PYCCKH

(1r) Bozpacrt (;1er), korja Bel CMOTJIH O€rJI0 YUTaTh MO-PYCCKU

(2) Tloxanyiicra, OTMETHTE KOJIMUECTBO JIET, KOTOPBIE BbI IPOBENIN B KaXKA0U
SI3BIKOBOM Cpelie.

Rows: mensiue rona / 1-2 rona / 3-4 rona / 5-6 ner / 7-8 ner / 9-10 ner / 6onpire 10
JeT

Collumns:
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Crpana, T71e TOBOPSIT HO-PYCCKH

CeMbs1, B KOTOPOH pa3roBapHBaIOT MO-PYCCKU

MecTo y4eOb! n/nnm MecTo paboThl, TJie Pa3rOBapPHUBAIOT MTO-PYCCKU
Crpana, rie TOBOPST MO-PyCCKU

CeMmbsi, B KOTOPO# pa3roBapuBaioT MO-PyCCKU

Mecto y4eObl 1/iiu MeCTO paboThI, TJI€ pa3roBapUBAOT IO-PYCCKH

(3) Ha mikane ot HyJIs 10 TSITH, TIOKAIyCTa, ONPEAeIUTEe Balll ypOBEHb MOHUMAaHMUS,
TOBOPEHUS U YTCHHS HA PYCCKOM sA3bIKe. 0 - HyJIeBOM, 5 — COBEPILICHHBII
[Tornmanwue 0-1-2-3-4-5

I'oBopenue 0
Urenne 0-

(4) Ha mikane ot HyJIS 10 TISITH, TIOKaTyiCTa, OTMEThTE, B KAKOM CTETICHU
HUKETpUBEIeHHBIE ()aKTOPHI MOBIUSIIM HAa U3YUYE€HUE PYCCKOTO si3biKa. () - He
MMOBIIUSIO, 5 - CHIILHOE BIHUSHUE
OO61eHue ¢ Ipy3bsMH 0
OObmenue ¢ cembeit 0
Urenue 0-
Wurepuer/camoodyuenne 0 —
[TpocmoTp TeneBu3opa 0
[TpocnymmuBanue my3bikun 0

HI—‘HI—‘HI—‘

-2-3-4
-2-3-4-
-2-3-4-
-2-3-4
-2-3-4
-2-3-4

o1 o1 01 O1 01 O1

(5) oxamyiicTa, OTMEThTE, B KAKOW CTENIEHU B HACTOSIIIEE BPEMS BbI HCTIONB3yeTe
PYCCKHUU S3BIK B CIEAYIOIIUX CUTyaluusX. ) - He UCMOJb3YI0, 5 - TOCTOSHHO
HCIIOJIB3YIO

OO61enue ¢ Ipy3bsiMH 0
OObmenne ¢ ceMbeit 0
Urenue 0-
Wntepuer/camoodyuenne 0 —
[IpocmoTtp TeneBuzopa 0
[TpocnymmuBanue my3bikn 0

|—\|—\|—\|—\|—\|—\

-2-3-4
—-2-3-4-
-2-3-4-
-2-3-4
-2-3-4
-2-3-4

o1 o1 01 O1 01 O1

Crnacu6o 3a otBeTsl. Teneps npucTynanTe K TECTY.

L2 Russian Language Proficiency Task

The following test, kindly shared with me by Rumyana Slabakova, was utilized in
order to assess the L2 Russian proficiency level of the L1 Turkish participants. The
test was administered using the online platform, Google Docs.
IHopsl roga
Koraa npumuio Jlero, Becna emié ve (1 A.mpuria b.ymura B.yxoauna). Jleto
npuHecTo eif 60bIIoi OyKeT TroNbnaHoB U (2 A.po3 b.po3sl B.po3a) u ckazano: “S

106510 Te6s1, Mustast BecHa, moeps (3 A.mue b.menst B.MHOi1), HEe yx0/11, OcTaBaiics
co mHoi#1!” Ho Becna ymuna. (4 A.Ono b.Ona B.OH) He nro6uina Jlero.
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Jleto Tak paccTpomiiock, uto (5.A.nmpu b.y B.w1st) Hero moaHsiach
temriepatypa. (6 A.m b.Ero B.Emy) crano ouens xapko. Uepe3 HekoTopoe Bpemsi
npunuia Ocenb, kotopas moduna Jleto. “He yxonu, (7 A.npuxoau b.ocranbcs
B.Bo3Bpaiaiicst) co MHOH, s 10010 T€Os1, Mustoe JIeto”, — ckazana OceHb u
oceimaia (8 A.ero b.emy B.um) ¢ Hor 10 ronossl (9 A.ppykram b.dppykramu
B.¢dpykros). Ho Beap Jleto mobmio (10 A.BecHoii b.Becna B.Bechy) u moaromy
ono yuuto. OceHb 3arakana u Tak 10iaro u yacto (11 A.3amnakana b.norakana
B.1mtakana), 9To mpoMOKIIM Jieca U OIS, YIUIIBI U IIOIIaI1, 1oMa i qopord. OHa
rpyctuna ¢ yrpa (12 A.ot b.no B.y) Bedepa. Ho Jlero Tak u He BepHYJIOCH.

Cxkopo npumia ceaast 3uma co cBouM ceiHOM (13 A.Mopoza b.Mopozom
B.Mopo3), koTopslii 1r00u U oueHb xoteln Bunetb Ocenb. OH ckazan: “He miausb,
3os0otasg Ocenb! S (14 A.HenaBuxy b.1ro6mto B.6orock) €04, 51 He MOTY )KUTh 0€3
(15 A.te6st B.to60o1i B.Teb6e), Oyap co mHOM! S mocTporo Tebe JIeAsHOM qBOpell,
caenato (16 A.nmpocexku b.noporu B.mMocTsI) uepe3 moryuue peku, Oyay mnets Tede
kpacuBsble (17 A.cka3ku b.tanuel B.necun).” Ho 3onotas Ocenp mobuia Jleto u He
ocranack ¢ Moposom. ITocie (18 A.atum B.atoro B.aTot) Mopo3s paccepaucs:
nomiéi CHer, 3a 0JIHy HO4Yb BCE BOKpYT cTaio (19 A.6ensim b.0esoe B.0enas),
MOJIHSJICS BETEP, Haualnach BbIOTA.

“He paccrpauBaiics, cbiHOK,— (20 A.cka3zana b.orBeuana B.mpurnamana)
eMy Matb, —‘nocrapaiics (21 A.3acrath b.3anmomuuts B.3a0bITh) Ocens. Beap Tebs
mo0uT KpacaBuia Becna”. “SI 6orock (22 A.eli b.eé B.ona”,— ckazain Mopo3s. Ho Bot
B OJIMH TpeKpacHsblii AeHb (23 A.ynerena b.mpuserena B.pputerena) Becna. Ona
npunecna (24 A.3umoit b.3ume B.3umy) rony6sie noacHexxHUKH. “CkaxH,
6alyiika 3uma, rae TBoi cblH Mopo3?” — (25 A.ynbiOHyBIIMCH b.ynbi0asch
B.yneiOHYyThCS) cripocuiia oHa. “Moit cbiH 6outcst TeOs1, He (26 A.roBopu b.umm
B.ocTaBs) ero”, — cka3ana 3uma U, B3sIB CblHa, y1uia ot (27 A.Becna b.BecHbl
B.BecHoi).

C atoro aus (28 A.morpyctuna b.rpycruna B.3arpycruna) Becna. Ona crana
miakatb. OHa IJ1akana JeHb, /1Ba, a moToM (29 A.cMmotperna b.mocMmoTpena
B.paccmotpera) BOKpyr, yibIOHymack u nogyMana: “Uro s miauay? Bens s Monofas,
KpacuBas, u y MeHst MHOTO (30 A.nena b.ien B.nenos). U Bcé Hamo ycners cienars,
(31 A.mosTomy b.uT0068I B.uT0) X0pommo Berperuts Jleto”. Ckazana 3To, mepecraia
IUTAKaTh M C 3TOM MUHYTHI B3sUIACh 3a JIENI0: Cpa3y pacTasil CHET, MOOeXalu PyUbH,
3a3elieHeNa TpaBa, 3allBeJid AepeBbs, MPUIIETENN U Ha4yall MeTh NTHIIbL.

Entailments Task Items

Ipumep:
Y Hamux aerei B cagy Obli1 YPok pucoBaHus. OAUH U3 MAJBLYUKOB MONPOCHT
MeHd IIOMOYb €My J10PHCOBATH KAPTHHY.
- Kakoil majgp4uk mnompocusa tedsi 10pHCOBATH KAPTHHY?
Bb1 Ob1 oTBeTHIIN:
A.- OH monpocuJ MeHs.
b.- Maabunk Cama.

IIpaBunbHbIi oTBeT b.
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1. Moii cTapslii pabouuii mopTdens mopBajics, s MPUIILUIOCH CITUTh HOBBIN. OH
000111€JICSI MHE JOCTaTOYHO J10POTO.

- Kakoii mopr¢ens Thl CHIMI 1J5 Ppad0ThI?

- A. 4 Ha paborty cumi moptdensb u3 Koku. (Correct)

- b. 5l nna pabotsl curw noptdens u3 Koxu. (Correct)

2. B mocneanee BpeMsi y MEHsI CKOITMJIOCh MHOTO Pa0OThI, M YaCTh MHE MPHIILIOCH
nepenaTb OJHOMY M3 HAIlUX COTPYJHHUKOB. Terepb OH 3TUM 3aHUMAETCH.

- Kaxomy TbI cOTpyaHHKY nepenaJ padory?

- A. CotpyaHuky, KOTOpbIil B oprce HampoTuB. (COrrect)

- b. Paboty, cBs3aHHYIO C TIOCIIETHUM ITPOESKTOM.

3. HenaBHo y Hac ObUT 9K3aMEH 10 UCTOPHH, U JJIsl IOJTOTOBKU K HEMY A
MCIIOJIH30BaJI BCETO OJIMH YYEOHHK, U TIPEKPACHO CIIAT IK3aMEH.

- Kakoii yueOHMK ThI HCII0JIB30BAJI IS IK3aMeHa?

- A. Jlist 5K3aMeHa st HCIoJib30Basl yueOHuk MBaHnoBa. (Correct)

- b. Ha sx3amen s ucnionp3oBain yueOHuk MBanosa. (Correct)

4. B KOHIIE Ka)XJI0r0 ypoKa 5 CTYJEHTaM 3a/1ato 3a1auy-sonpoc. [IpaBna, nanexo He
BCE MOT'YT OTBETUTH ITpaBUiIbHO. CerojiHs 3a1ajl BOIPOC, HA KOTOPbINA OTBETHII
TOJIBKO OJIUH CTYJEHT.

- Kakoii Tl cTyIeHTy 3ajaj Bonpoc?

- A. Bompoc o ucropuu Cpeaaux BekoB. (COrrect)

- b. Ctynenry, KOTOpbIi NOCTOSIHHO YPOKH MPOMYCKAET.

5. Buepa cpazy y AByx MOUX MOJpyT ObLT IeHb poxkaeHus. C 0JTHON U3 HUX
MOJIyYUJIOCh YBUJIETHCS, U S MOJAPUI € KHUTY.

- Kakoii TeI moapyre nogapui KHUry?

- A. Moeii moapyre Tane. (correct)

- b. IHTEpECHYIO KHUTY ITPO ITyTELIECTBUS.

6. MBI nepeexainu B Ipyroe 3/1aHue, U Terepb y Hac HOBBIN oduc. S Tyna nocraBui
HOBBI KOMITBIOTED.

- Kakoii koMnboTEep THI NOCTAaBUJI B 0uc?

- A. S mocraBuia B odpuc kommbiotep CamcyHr. (correct)

- b. Sl nocraBun Ha oduc komnbrorep CaMCyHTr.

7. Bo BpeMs OCIIETHETO HArpa)JAe€HWsI MHE TTOBE3JI0: 51 CaM BBIIIEIT HA CIIEHY U
BPYUMJI CTATYITKY JTIOOUMOMY aKTepy.

- Kakyo TbI akTepy Bpy4MJ CTaTy3TKy?

- A. CraryaTKy, KOTOpas BRITJISANT, Kak «Ockapy. (correct)

- b. Axtepy, koTopslif cHuMazcs B puiibMe «Jleto».

8. Tak Kax st HOTepsI KJIF0Y OT OJHOTO U3 HAIKX O(HCOB, MHE MPHUIILIOCH
3aKa3bpIBaTh ce0e HOBBII.

- Kakoii k1104 ThI 3aKa3aJ 1js opuca?

- A. 4 ot oduca 3akazan CeKpeTHBIN Kirod. (COrrect)

- b. S nns oduca 3akazan cekpeTHbId Kintod. (COrrect)
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9. HakoHel 3aKOHYMIINCH DK3aMEHbI U CTYIEHTHI MOT'YT OTAOXHYTh. Buepa s
POYK3aMEHOBAI TPEX CTYIACHTOB U IBYX CTYAeHTOK. OIHa CTYAEHTKA MOIyqniIa
OYEHb HU3KYIO OIIEHKY.

- Kakyio TbI CTy/IeHTKe MOCTABUJI OLEHKY?

- A. Sl eii mocraBua mATh OAJIOB M3 ABaauaTH. (COrrect)

- b. Crynenrke, KOTOpas IpOIYCTHIIA TOYTH BCE 3aHATHI.

10. M&I Bcerzia cTpeMUMCs BCE 3aKa3bl BBIIIOJIHATH B CPOK. Buepa ogHoMy U3
3aKa34MKOB MbI OTIIPABUJIU NTAKET B MOJHOYb.

- Kaxkomy TbI 3aKa34UKYy OTHPaBUJI aKeT?

- A.3aka3umky u3 MuHcka. (correct)

- b. Ilaker ¢ HOBbIMU O00Opa3iiaMu TKaHEH.

11. S pemrwt Kynmuth 4TO-HUOYAH HOBOE ISl MY3BIKH U TTO€XaJl B Mara3uH TEXHUKH.
Tam BbIOpan mapy Bemei.

- Kakylo TexHuky Thl BbIOpasa B Mmarazune?

- A. Sl BbIOpan Ha MarasuHe KOJIOHKU U YCHJIUTENb.

- b. 5 BeIOpas B Mara3uHe KOJOHKH U YCHJIUTEIb. (COrrect)

12. Hamr otesib HeaIeKo OT [EHTPA, ¥ TYPUCTHI YaCTO OCTABIISAIOT y HAC Oarax Ha
XpaHeHue. Buepa oMH TYpHCT XOTET OCTABUTH MOJI03PUTEIBLHYIO CYMKY, HO 5 €€ HE
IPHHSLUI, OTa] 0OPATHO.

- Kakomy ThI TYpHCTY 0TAQJ CYMKY?

- A. CymKky, koTOopast Obl1a TOKPHITa MAaCIOM.

- b. Typucry, kotopslii rpybo ceOst Bexn. (Correct)

13. [l TOro utoObl paboTaTh ¢ GOIBIIUM KOJIMUYECTBOM JIAHHBIX, 5 KYITUII
CIEUAJIBHYIO

nporpaMMy. Cam ee yCTaHOBUJI, BCE HAa KOMIIbIOTEPE pabOTaeT.

- Kakyio nporpaMmy Thl YCTAHOBHJI HA KOMIIbIOTEP?

- A. 5l ycTaHOBWIJI HA KOMIIBIOTEPE MPOrPaMMy-YCKOPUTEIb.

- b. 51 ycTaHOBUI Ha KOMITBIOTEpP POrPaMMy-YCKOpHUTEb. (COrrect)

14. Tak kak MHE CPOYHO MOHAJO0MIIUCH IE€HBIH, S PELIMI IPOJaTh OJUH U3 CBOMX
JOMOB. Tak MOIy4nII0Ch, YTO €0 KYIHJI COCEI.

- Kakoii TbI coceay nmpoaaJ qom?

- A. Coceny, KOTOpbIit BOOOIIIE cOOMpaICs MAIIMHY MOKYIaTh.

- b. Jlom, koTOpbIit 0KOJIO peuku. (Correct)

15 M&I nepeexanu B HOBYIO KBapTUPY, U S KYITUJI HEMHOTO HOBOM mMebenu. CeroaHs
IPUHEC TUBAH B CHAIBHIO.

- Kakoii AuBaH Thl NPHHEC AJI CHIAJIbHHA?

- A. Sl npuHec KpacHBI MBaH B CajbHU. (COrrect)

- b. S npuHec kpacHbIi quBaH T CriajdbHU. (COrrect)

16. B cany octanuch aBe I€BOYKH, U3 KOTOPHIX OFHA ObLiIa TOJIOTHOM, U 5 el
MoKapuia KOTJIETY.

- Kakoii Tl 1eBOYKe MOKAPHIA KOTJIETY?

- A. Kotnery, KoTopyto s Hanwia B X0JIOJUIbLHUKE.

- b. lleBouke, MamMa KOTOpOIi paboTaeT B mIKose. (COorrect)
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17. Mbl B KOMIIAHUU TTPOBOJIUM PsiZi K3BMEHEHUM, U BUEpa sl OJJHOMY U3 MEHEIKEPOB
MIPEIOKHIIT XOPOIIYIO UJIEHO.

- Kakyio Tbl MeHeKepy NpeaioKuI uaer?

- A. MeHenxepy, KOTOPbIH 3aHUMAETCS IPOIaXKaMH.

- b. Unero, kak MOXHO YBEJIMUYUTH IPOAaKu. (COrrect)

18. Tonbpko BuUepa MOHSI, UTO y HAC COBEPIICHHO IMTYCTOM 0aJKOH, U PEIINI KYITUTh
HUBETOK. JIJ1s1 3TOro CXOoAui B XO35IMCTBEHHBINA Mara3uH.

- Kaxoii nBeToK Thl KynuJ st 0ajakona?

- A. 4 ms GankoHa KyIIHII I[BETOK B ropiike. (Correct)

- b. 5l Ha GaynkoH KymIuI IIBETOK B Topiike. (COrrect)

19. Koraa s sxnan cBoeid ouepein, 4To0bl 3aiTH K JJOKTOPY, B KOPUJIOPE UTpasia
neBouka. S pemmi qath e KoHdeTy, HO ee MamMa paccepaAnIach Ha MEHs.

- Kaky1o TbI 1eBouKe 1a)1 KOHpeTy?

- A. Toli 1eBOUKE B KPAaCHOM ILJIaThe.

- b. [llokonaanyro KoH}ETy, OUeHb BKYCHYIO. (COrrect)

20. Bo Bpemst 10/1T0# Oe31KM B TAKCH BOJAUTENb MHE PaccKa3all HECKOJIbKO
WCTOPUI U3 CBOEH KU3HU. Sl TOKE eMy pacckaszal OJIUH Cly4ai.

- Kakoii Tl TAKCHCTY paccka3aJ ciry4aii?

- A. Cnyuaii, xorjaa s He ycren Ha peiic. (correct)

- b. Takcucry, KOTOpBII MEHS OTBO3WJ B a3pOIOPT.

21. ITpu Bre3ae B Poccuto s 3am0THAI BhE3THBIE IOKYMEHTHI, TaM OblIa TOJIEKO
oJiHa (opma.

- Kakyro ¢opmy TbI 32am10/1HHT HA TpaHKne?

- A. 5l 3amonHMII Ha TpaHHUIlE CTPaxoBKYy. (Correct)

- b. Sl 3anosnHun B rpaHuLie CTPaxoBKYy.

22. B ojuce Ob1710 04€HB KapKO, U BO BPEMSI HHTEPBbIO OJMH U3 KaHAHUJIaTOB
MOTIPOCHJI MEHS HAJIUTH BOJLY.

- Kakomy Tbl KaHAUAATY HAJUJI BOAY?

- A. Kannuaaty, KOTOpBIN ipuexai u3 Jpyroro ropoza. (Correct)

- b. Bony u3-noa kpana, notomy He ObLIO BOJbI B OyTHUIKAX.

23. Ha ypoke s 00BsICHUI YUSHUKAM HOBYIO TeMY, HO OJIHA YYEHHIIA TOMPOCHIIa
MOBTOPUTH MPOIILIYIO TEMY, U S 9TO CHIeJIal Ha IIEPEMEHE.

- Kakoii TbI yuyeHune nopTopuia temy?

- A. YdyeHnurie, KoTopast Bcerja onaszpiBact. (COrrect)

- b. Ilagex CcyliecTBUTENbHBIX.

24. Bo BpeMs MPOILIO BEICTABKU I BHIOPA TOJIBKO OJTHY KapTHHY, KOTOPYIO XOTEI
ObI MPUOOPECTH.

- Kakyw kapTuHy Thl BHIOpPaJ Ha BbICTABKe?

- A. U3 BbICTaBKY 5 BEIOpaJI KAPTUHY C MOPCKUM BUIOM.

- b. Ha BrIcTaBKE 51 BRIOpaa KapTHHY C MOPCKHAM BHI0M. (COITect)

25. OK0J10 MEHSI OCTAaHOBUJIOCH TAKCH, M TAKCUCT MOMPOCHJI IIOKa3aTh EMY AOPOTY.
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- Kakyo Tbl TakcHCTY MOKAa3aJ1 qopory?
- A. Jlopory B aspomopT. (correct)
- b. Takcucry «Y6epan.

26. MBI B ceMbe MHOTIa YUTAEM APYT APYTY UCTOPUM UM paccKasbl. Buepa s pemmn
IPOYHUTATh PacCKa3 OAHOMY U3 OpaTheB.

- Kakomy TbI OpaTy npounTan pacckas?

- A. Paccka3 npo nByx apyseit uz Unauu.

- b. Camomy mnammemy 6pary, kak 00bI4HO. (COrrect)

27. B aT0lt KOMHaTe y Hac 0ObIYHO OYEHb JKapKO, U BUepa 51 HAKOHEIl TOCTABUII Ty/a
BEHTHUJISITOP.

- Kaxkoii BeHTHJISTOP ThI MOCTABWJI ISl OXJIAXKIEHUs?

- A. 4l Ha oxJTaXKIeHHE [TOCTABUJI MOIIHBIN BEHTUIATOD. (COrrect)

- b. 5l nna oxnaxkaeHust MOCTaBUII MOIITHBIN BEHTUIISITOP. (COrrect)

28. 5 npeniogaBaTenb By3a. Bo Bpemst KUK g TOKa3all OJJHOU U3 CTYACHTOK OY€Hb
CJIOKHYIO TEOpEMY.

- Kaky1o TbI cTyIeHTKe 10Ka3a] Teopemy?

- A. Teopemy mpo yribl TpeyroibHuKa. (COrrect)

- b. Crynentke, koTopast Bcerja yuacTBYeT B TUCKYCCHSX.

29. Ha ypoke Mbl pacCMOTPEJIA HECKOJIBKO IPUMEPOB U OTBETOB K HUM. O1H
YUEHUK HE TIOHSII TEMY, U sI eMy OOBSICHUII BCE Ha NepeMeHe. S CHOBa pa3bsCHUI
OTBET.

- Kakoii Tbl y4eHUKY pa3bsiCHUJ OTBeT?

- A. YdeHuKy, KOTOPBIH MMOCTOSTHHO YTO-TO HE TTOHUMAET.

- b. OtBer Ha npuMep npo u3MeHeHHe naBneHus. (COrrect)

30. Kora jsenai miansl Ha OTITYCK, TO TI0€XaJl B areHTCTBO M yAaYHO KYITHIT TIOE3KY
B TOPBHI.

- Kakyio Tl 0€31Ky KyIHJI B areHTCTBe?

- A. S5l B areHTCTBE KYITWII TIOE3/KY Ha AJIBITBI.

- b. 5l B arentcTBe Kynui moe3aky B AJbIbl. (COrrect)

31. Oyenp yacTo 6a0yLIKK BSXKYT OAEKAY JUISI CBOMX JIeTel U BHYKOB. BoT 1 4
cBsi3aa KOQTY AJIsl OJHOTO U3 CBOMX BHYKOB.

- Kaxomy TbI BHYKY cBsi3as1a KOPTy?

- A. Terutyto KodTy U3 YUCTOU HIEPCTH.

- b. BHyky, koTOpHIii )xuBeT B Mockae. (correct)

32. YV ogHO# 13 MOUX JToYepelt AeHb POXKACHUS, U sl BUEpa Yac MOTPATHI, YTOOBI
BBIOpATh €ii B MOAPOK UTPYIIKY.

- Kakoii TbI 104Ke BbIOpa] HTPYLIKY?

- A. Urpymuiky — GOJBIIIOTO MIIOMIEBOTO MEIBE/SL.

- b. Jlouke, KOTOpO# MCIOTHHUIOCH TISTH JeT. (Correct)

33. Msl m100uM MUTH Yail ¢ KOHpETaMu WM ¢ mokosiagoM. Ha 3ToT pa3 s npucnan
IIIOKOJIaJl, @ HE KOH(ETHI.
- Kakoii moxosax Tel npucan s yas?
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- A. Jlns yas s npuciian YepHsii mokoma. (correct)
- b. Ha yaii s npucan yepuslii mokoman. (correct)

34. Buepa Ha cOOpaHUH MBI OTOMPATIA OPOIIIOPHI IS TIeUaTh. S mpeIoKu
JUPEKTOPY OJIHY U3 HOBBIX OpOIIIOP.

- Kakyo Tbl IUPEKTOPY NPeNJI0KII Opo1nopy?

- A. Jlupektopy 1o nepcoHany.

- b. Bpourtopy, koTopyro nmoxaroroBui Bagum. (correct)

35. Buepa Bo BpeMs UTPHI 5 yIa4HO AaJl [IaC UTPOKY, KOTOPbII 3a0MJI TOII.
- Kaxkomy TbI HTpPOKY Aaj nac?
- A. Urpoky, KOTOpBI IpHUIIIEN K HaM Ha npouuioi Heaene. (Correct)
- b. D10 ObLT AIMHHBIN TIAC.

36. Buepa BeuepoMm st BO3BpAIAJICs YCTABIIMKI ¢ padOTHI JOMOM Ha aBTOOycCe U
OCTaBWJI TaM CYMKY.

- Kakylo cymKy TbI ocTaBuI B aBTO0yCe?

- A. 4 octaBuin Ha aBTOOYCe KpPAaCHYIO CYMKY.

- b. 5 ocraBun B aBTOOYCE KpacHyio CyMKYy. (Correct)

37. Ha xoH(epeHnu MHOT0 KTO oOpaluaics o NoBoAy paboThl — y Hac €CTh OJJHA
BakaHcus. S moobeman paboTy OJTHON TaJaHTIMBOM JIEBYIIIKE.

- Kakyw TbI 1eBymke noodemasa padory?

- A. JleBymike, KOTOpast y)Ke IpUChIIaia pe3oMe.

- b. Paboty, cBs3aHHYIO C MHOCTPAHHBIMH KJIHEHTaMu. (COrrect)

38. Bo Bpems nocienHero oocyx1eHus: Oyaynux iaHOB KOMIIAHUU S IPEACTaBUI
HAYaJbHUKY UHTEPECHBIN MPOEKT.

- Kakoii Thl HAYAJBLHUKY MPEACTABUJ MPOEKT?

- A. TIpoekT mocTpoiKku HOBOTO Kopiyca. (Correct)

- b. HavyanbsHuky Haiero otzena.

39. Bo Bpems noe3axu no Muauu g ¢pororpadupoai Ha Kamepy, a IOTOM
UCIIOPTHIIaCh OaTapesi, ¥ MPUIILIOCH UCIIOIb30BaTh TeIehOH i OOJIBIION PEeKH.
- Kakyo pexy TbI poTorpadpuponas Ha tenedon?
- S B Tenedon pororpaduponain pexy I'anr.
- Sl ma renedon pororpaduposan peky [anr. (correct)

40. ITocne npekpacHO MPOBEIECHHON ONepaluy s MoJapui T0KTOPY OCOOEHHYIO
KapTUHY.
- Kakyo Tbl 10KTOPY NOAAPHUJI KAPTUHY?
- A. KapTuHy, HaIMCaHHYIO TAJAHTIMBBIM PYCCKUM XYI0KHUKOM. (COrrect)
- b. JlokTOpY, KOTOPBIN [1€1aJl ONIEPALIUIO Ha IIIeYe.

41. OauH 13 HAIIMX MAIMEHTOB HA JIMeTe, U sl CBapuJjia JUIl HEro OCOOCHHYIO Kay.
- Kaxkomy Thl manueHTy cCBapuja Kamry?
- A. Tlamuenty u3 BTOpoii manatsl. (Correct)
- b. Kykypy3nyto Kaury, nepBblil pa3 Takyto €ll.
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42. Koraa Mbl ceMbel €3/I1JM 3a TOKYIIKaMH, Ha CTOSIHKY PSIZIOM C TOPTOBBIM
LEHTPOM IMPUIIAPKOBAIIA OUYE€Hb KPACUBYIO MAIIUHY.

- Kakywo mammHy Tbl BHJeJ HA CTOSIHKe?

- A. A B crosHke Buaen «Boiry» naTuaecaTbix rojios.

- b. 5l na crosake Bugen «Boyry» natuaecsaTeix roaos. (COrrect)

43. Bo BpeMs IPOTYJIKU 51 yBUJEN cOOaKy M OpOCHII €if KyCOK KOI0achl, KOTOPBIN
CJlyyaliHO OKa3aJicsl y MEHs B pyKe. A OHa MEHs 4yTh HE YKyCHJIa.

- Kakyo TbI cofake Opocu koJidacy?

- A. Konbacy, kKoTopyro Kynui Ha yxuH. (COrrect)

- b. Peoxeii cobake, KoTopast 0ObIYHO OKOJIO HAIIEro MOAbE3 1a.

44. 51 KONIeKUMOHUPYIO MOHETHI, U Ha MPOLLION HeJlese ObUT MOHETHBIN ayKIIMOH. S
TaM BBIUTPAJl OYEHb PEAKYIO MOHETY.

- Kakywo MOHeTy Thl BBINTPAJI HA AyKIHOHe?

- A. 4 Ha aykuuone Bbiurpan Monety Kpura. (correct)

- b. 51 B aykumone Beiurpas Monetry Kpura.

45. OnuH 13 peakTOPOB HAIIIETO KypHaJla JaBHO MPOCUJT MEHS HaIlKUCcaTh YTo-
HUOYAb U1 u3aanus. HakoHer yaanoch HamucaTh HEOONIBIION pacckas.

- KakoMy Tbl pe1aKkToOpy HanmucaJ pacckas?

- A. Pacckas npo nosiet k CosHiry.

- b. Penpakropy otaena «Ilyomurmctukay. (correct)

46. 51 paboTtaro B Oyxrantepuu, 1 Mbl BbIJIaeM 3apIulaTy B KoHIe Mecsua. Ho oqHoi
paboTHUIIE BBIIJIATY OYEHB 3aJepXKalli, U sl €l BbLaJ 3apIljiaTy TOJIBKO BUepa.

- Kakoii TbI pa0doTHHIIE BBIAAJ 3apIIaTy?

- A. PabotHuIe U3 MalIMHHOTO OTeNeHus. (COrrect)

- b. 3apnnary 3a nocineaHue 1Ba Mecsua.

47. Hamemy pebeHKy MbI Bcerzia Ha 00e TOTOBUM cyIl. Buepa s permin
IPUTOTOBUTH OUYE€Hb HEOOBIYHBIN CYITI.

- Kakoii cyn TsI npUroToBu 1Jis1 pedenka?

- A. S npuroroBui pebeHKY cym u3 stitna. (correct)

- b. S npuroroBuin mis pebeHka cym u3 siidna. (Correct)

48. Bo BpeMs ceMUHapa OJIMH U3 CTYJICHTOB HE MMOHUMAJI, KaK PEIINTh 3a7a9y, U MHE
MPUIILIOCH JBA Yaca MOTPATUTh, YTOOBI OH €€ HaKOHEI] TTOHSI.

- Kakomy TbI CTyIeHTY 00bSICHHJI 32124y ?

- A.3agauy 1o MexaHHKe.

- b. Crynenry Broporo kypca. (correct)

48. Korna s mostyyasn 3apmiiaTy, OAMH U3 KaCCHPOB BbIIa] MHE CyMMY OOJIbIIIe, YeM
HYkHO. HakoHer, s cMOT BO3BpaTUTh pa3HHUILY.

- Kakyo TbI Kaccupy BO3BpaTHJ/ PasHHUIY?

- A. Pazuauny B 400 py6ueii. (correct)

- b. Kaccupy, koTopslii paboTaeT yrpom.

50. Ceronnst OyneT coOpaHue KOMUCCHH, YTOOBI BHICTYIIATh HAIITA OTBETHI
KacaTeJIbHO HOBOM IPOrPaMMBl.
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- Kakoii oTBeT ThHI NOATOTOBHUJI IJISI KOMHUCCHH?
- A. 4 1 KOMHCCHH TIOATOTOBHIT PACIIMPEHHBINH 0TBET. (COrrect)
- b. Sl komuccu OArOTOBUII PACIIUPEHHBIN OTBET.

51. Buepa y ofHOTO U3 MOUX JIpy3€i ObLI FOOMIICH, U s eMy cJienall HeOOIbIIOHi
CIOpPIpHU3.

- Kakoii TI ApYTY caesaj croopnpus?

- A. Jlpyry, KOTOpbIi MEHS NIPUHSUI HA padoTYy.

- b. Cropnpus — 6uieT Ha TOpHOJIBDKHBIN KypopT. (correct)

52. Korza MHe He XBaTtajo Ha MOKYIKY TEJI€BU30pa B IPOLLIOM rO/ly, OJUH U3
JIpy3€i MEHS BBIPYYMII M 1)1 B3akiMbl. HakoHel, s cMOT BEpHYTh JOJIT.

- Kakomy TbI 1pyry BepHyJ 10jr?

- A. Jlpyry, ¢ KOTOpbIM Te0s1 3HAKOMHIJI BeCHO#. (COrrect)

- Bb. Joar 6su1 mpumepHo 5000 pyoitei.

53. Korna pabota yxe Obl1a cjienana, st IpoCTO BCTAJ M3-3a CTOJIA | OIS IOMOH.
TonpKO MOTOM BCIIOMHUII, YTO OCTABUJI TaM CBOIO JTIOOMMYIO PYUKY.

- Kakyio pyuky Thbl ocTaBWJI Ha cToJie?

- A. 4l Ha cToNe ocTaBWII YepHYIO PyUKy. (Correct)

- b. 51 B crone octaBuil 4epHYIO PYUKY.

54. B mkose g 4acTo MoKa3blBato JETAM pa3Hble Urpbl. Buepa onHO yuenule
N0Ka3aJjla XOpOIIYIO UIpy.

- Kakyo Tl yyeHnue noxkasana urpy?

- A. YdeHuue, KOTOpast HEAENIO Ha3a/ MIPUILLIA.

- b. Urpy, koTopoii Tel MeHs Hayum. (COrrect)

55. Mbl pemmiy cenaTh B KOPUJIOpE pEMOHT U IOMEHSATH Bee IKadbl. Teneps Tam
Oyner onuH mkad. S cam ero codpa.

- Kakoii mkad 161 cOOpan 1Js1 kopuaopa?

- A. llIxad ms kopugopa u3 Uken. (correct)

- b. llIxa¢ xopunopy u3 Uken. (correct)

56. Ha paGoTe MHe Bcera nmoMoraet ofgHa cotpyanuma. S pemmn e€ oToaro1apuTh
Y KNI €1 XOPOIIYIO KHHUTY.

- Kakoii TbI COTpyIHHILIE KYITHJ KHUTY?

- A. CorpynHuiie, KOTOpasi MEHSI HHOT/Ia 3aMEHSIET 110 BBIXOHBIM. (COIrect)

- b. HoByto kHury e€ mo0uMoii nucaTenbHUIIBI.

57. Y Hac B aBTOIapKe BCET/Ia BO3BPAILAIOT BEIH, KOTOPHIE MMACCAKHUPHI 3a0bIBAIOT B
aBToOyce. Ha nHsx, HanpuMmep, o1MH naccakup 3a0bu1 Kouenek. Buepa on npumien
K HaM | sl BEpHYJ €My KOIIIeleK.

- Kakomy Tbl naccakupy BepHYJI Kollejex?

- A. KoxxaHblii KOIIEJIEK ¢ MACCOM KPEAUTOK.

- b. ITaccaxupy, KOTOPBIH COOOIIHIT O ITpOIaKe BUepa yrpom. (correct)
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Information pertaining to the statistical analyses performed: Tables, Plots,
Figures

24 P-value for comparisons across conditions and groups

Comparison Significance
L1 _vs_L2 6,49E-11 1
Kruskal-Wallis Test (All Questions) 9,50E-14 1
A2 _vs_B1 3,45E-01 0
A2_vs_B2-C2 3,75E-05 1
B1_vs B2-C2 3,12E-02 1
A2 vs_L1 7,61E-12 1
Bl vs_L1 5,16E-07 1
B2-C2 _vs L1 2,51E-01 0
L1 mis_short vs L2 mis_short 3,20E-05 1
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Mismatch-Short) 9,64E-07 1
mis_short_A2_vs_B1 7,96E-01 0
mis_short_A2 vs_B2-C2 1,85E-03 1
mis_short_B1 vs_B2-C2 1,48E-01 0
mis_short_ A2 vs L1 4,51E-06 1
mis_short_B1 vs_L1 2,74E-03 1
mis_short B2-C2 vs_L1 1,00E+00 O
L1 mis _long vs L2 mis_long 4,47E-11 1
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Mismatch-Long) 1,30E-13 1
mis_long_ A2 vs Bl 9,46E-01 0
mis_long_A2_vs_B2-C2 1,18E-04 1
mis_long B1 vs B2-C2 1,38E-02 1
mis_long_A2_vs_L1 5,14E-11 1
mis_long_B1 vs_L1 8,23E-08 1
mis_long B2-C2 _vs_L1 2,38E-01 0
L1 _masculine_short_vs_L2 masculine_short 7,33E-06 1
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Masculine-Short) 1,74E-08 1
masculine_short_A2 vs Bl 1,60E-02 1
masculine_short_ A2 vs B2-C2 1,12E-04 1
masculine_short_B1_vs_B2-C2 1,00E+00 O
masculine_short_A2 vs_L1 7,55E-09 1
masculine_short_B1_vs_L1 2,76E-02 1
masculine_short_B2-C2_vs_L1 1,00E+00 O
L1_masculine_long_vs_L2_masculine_long 5,02E-10 1
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Masculine-Long) 1,20E-12 1
masculine_long_A2 vs_B1 2,60E-02 1
masculine_long_A2 vs B2-C2 5,60E-05 1
masculine_long_B1 vs_B2-C2 5,51E-01 0
masculine_long_ A2 vs L1 2,57E-12 1
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masculine_long_B1 vs_L1
masculine_long_B2-C2_vs L1

L1_f short_vs_L2_f short

Kruskal-Wallis Test (Feminine-Short)
feminine_short_A2 vs Bl
feminine_short_A2_vs_B2-C2
feminine_short_B1 vs_B2-C2
feminine_short_A2_vs_L1
feminine_short_B1 vs L1
feminine_short_B2-C2_vs_L1

L1 f long vs_L2 f long

Kruskal-Wallis Test (Feminine-Long)
feminine_long_A2_vs_B1
feminine_long_A2 vs_B2-C2
feminine_long_B1 vs_B2-C2
feminine_long_A2_vs_L1
feminine_long_B1 vs L1
feminine_long_B2-C2_vs_L1
short_vs_long L2

I1_short_vs_|1_long

A2 short_vs A2 long

B1 short_vs B1 long
B2_C2_short_vs_B2_C2_long
fem_short_vs_fem_long L2
I11_fem_short_vs_I1_fem_long

A2 fem_short_vs A2 fem long
B1_fem_short_vs_B1_fem_long
B2_C2_fem_short_vs_B2_C2_fem_long
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short Questions for L1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short Questions for L2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short Questions for A2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short Questions for B1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short Questions for B2-C2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long Questions for L1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long Questions for L2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long Questions for A2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long Questions for B1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long Questions for B2-C2)

9,83E-05
1,26E-01
1,04E-06
2,91E-09
2,97E-01
1,03E-04
7,64E-02
1,96E-08
4,11E-04
1,00E+00
1,42E-08
1,16E-11
8,51E-02
1,92E-05
1,12E-01
6,13E-11
8,87E-05
7,46E-01
9,51E-04
5,00E-01
5,38E-04
1,92E-02
1,83E-01
1,49E-02
9,18E-01
9,10E-04
1,74E-01
5,15E-01
7,25E-02
1,63E-01
6,27E-01
1,69E-01
6,80E-01
9,21E-01
9,73E-01
7,32E-01
7,00E-01
8,87E-01

ccocooooocoooococoocoocopP,Por,rorrPrPororrPrpPrPoOoPrP,rPOoO PR, PO PO, O PR P O PR
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25 Quantiles: Raw Data

Ist 3rd
DEIE] Minimum Quantile Median Mean Quantile Maximum
I11_scores 32 35 36 35,31 36 36
I12_scores 15 19 26 26,61 35 36
A2_scores 16 17,25 19 19,83 20,75 33
B1_scores 17 19,75 26 26,37 34 36
B2_C2_scores 15 32 35 32,15 36 36
L1_mis_short_scores 5 6 6 5,87 6 6
L2_mis_short_scores 1 4 6 5,13 6 6
A2_mis_short_scores 2 3,625 4 4,50 6 6
B1_mis_short_scores 1 4,5 5,5 5,04 6 6
B2_C2_mis_short_scores 4 6 6 5,70 6 6
L1 _mis_long_scores 5 6 6 5,87 6 6
L2_mis_long_scores 0 2 4 3,81 6 6
A2_mis_long_scores 0 1,25 2,5 2,50 3,875 6
B1_mis_long_scores 0 2,5 4 3,54 5,25 6
B2_C2_mis_long_scores 1 5 6 5,11 6 6
L1_masculine_short_scores 5 6 6 5,98 6 6
L2_masculine_short_scores 0 5 6 5,22 6 6
A2_masculine_short_scores 1 3,5 5 4,42 6 6
B1_masculine_short_scores 0 5 6 5,37 6 6
B2_C2_masculine_short_scores 3 6 6 5,70 6 6
L1_masculine_long_scores 5 6 6 5,89 6 6
L2_masculine_long_scores 0 2 4 3,78 6 6
A2_masculine_long_scores 0 1,25 2 2,14 3 5
B1_masculine_long_scores 0 2 4 3,91 6 6
B2_C2_masculine_long_scores 1 5 6 4,93 6 6
L1 f _short_scores 5 6 6 5,87 6 6
L2_f_short_scores 1,5 4 5 4,90 6 6
A2 _f short_scores 1,5 3 4 4,08 5 6
B1_f short_scores 2 4 5 4,80 6 6
B2_C2_f_short_scores 2 5,75 6 5,63 6 6
L1_f long_scores 4 6 6 5,82 6 6
L2_f long_scores 0 2 4 3,77 6 6
A2 _f long_scores 0 1 2 2,19 3,375 6
B1_f long_scores 0 2 4 3,70 6 6
B2_C2_f_long_scores 0 5 6 5,09 6 6
short_scores_L2 5,5 13,375 17 15,24 18 18
long_scores_L2 0 6 12 11,37 17,5 18
I11_short_scores 16 18 18 17,73 18 18
I11_long_scores 15 17 18 17,58 18 18
A2_short_scores 6,5 10,25 14,25 13,00 16 17
A2_long_scores 0 2,5 7,5 6,83 9,75 17
B1_short_scores 5,5 13,5 16,5 15,22 18 18
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B1_long_scores 0 5 12 11,15 17 18
B2_C2_short_scores 10 17 18 17,02 18 18
B2_C2_long_scores 3 15,5 17,5 15,13 18 18
fem_short_scores_L2 1,5 4 5 4,90 6 6
fem_long_scores_L2 0 2 4 3,77 6 6
I11_fem_short_scores 5 6 6 5,87 6 6
I11_fem_long_scores 4 6 6 5,82 6 6
A2_fem_short_scores 1,5 3 4 4,08 5 6
A2_fem_long_scores 0 1 2 2,19 3,375 6
B1_fem_short_scores 2 4 5 4,80 6 6
B1_fem_long_scores 0 2 4 3,70 6 6
B2_C2_fem_short_scores 2 5,75 6 5,63 6 6
B2_C2_fem_long_scores 0 5 6 5,09 6 6
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26 All statistical analyses: Raw data

Estimate Estimate

Comparison test_name method statistic low alternative parameter Z p.value P.unadj P.adj Estimate 1 2

Wilcoxon rank sum test

1 NA L1 vs_L2 with continuity correction 2957,50 3,50 13,50 two.sided NA NA 6E-11 NA NA 10,00 NA NA
Kruskal-Wallis Test (All Kruskal-Wallis rank sum

2 NA Questions) test 63,70 NA NA NA 3 NA 1E-13 NA NA NA NA NA

3 A2-Bl Dunn Test (All Questions) NA NA NA NA NA NA -1,90 NA 0,06 0,34 NA NA NA

4 A2-B2-C2 Dunn Test (All Questions) NA NA NA NA NA NA -4,52 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA

5 B1-B2-C2 Dunn Test (All Questions) NA NA NA NA NA NA -2,79 NA 0,01 0,03 NA NA NA

6 A2-11 Dunn Test (All Questions) NA NA NA NA NA NA -7,10 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA

7 Bl-L1 Dunn Test (All Questions)  NA NA NA NA NA NA -5,35 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA

8 B2-C2-L1 Dunn Test (All Questions) NA NA NA NA NA NA -2,04 NA 0,04 0,25 NA NA NA
L1_mis_short_vs_L2_mis_sh Wilcoxon rank sum test

9 NA ort with continuity correction 2393,00 0,00 1,00 two.sided NA NA 3E-05 NA NA 0,00 NA NA
Kruskal-Wallis Test Kruskal-Wallis rank sum

10 NA (Mismatch-Short) test 30,74 NA NA NA 3 NA 1E-06 NA NA NA NA NA

11 A2-B1 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Short) NA NA NA NA NA NA -1,50 NA 0,13 0,80 NA NA NA

12 A2-B2-C2 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Short) NA NA NA NA NA NA -3,61 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA

13 B1-B2-C2 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Short) NA NA NA NA NA NA -2,25 NA 0,02 0,15 NA NA NA

14 A2-11 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Short) NA NA NA NA NA NA -4,95 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA

15 B1-1Ll1 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Short) NA NA NA NA NA NA -3,50 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA

16 B2-C2-L1 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Short) NA NA NA NA NA NA -0,84 NA 0,40 1,00 NA NA NA
L1_mis_long_vs_L2_mis_lon Wilcoxon rank sum test

17 NA g with continuity correction 2878,50 1,00 2,50 two.sided NA NA 4E-11 NA NA 1,50 NA NA
Kruskal-Wallis Test Kruskal-Wallis rank sum

18 NA (Mismatch-Long) test 63,06 NA NA NA 3 NA  1E-13 NA NA NA NA NA

19 A2-B1 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Long) NA NA NA NA NA NA -1,41 NA 0,16 0,95 NA NA NA

20 A2-B2-C2 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Long) NA NA NA NA NA NA -4,27 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA

21 B1-B2-C2 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Long) NA NA NA NA NA NA -3,05 NA 0,00 0,01 NA NA NA

22 A2-11 Dunn Test (Mismatch-Long) NA NA NA NA NA NA -6,83 NA 0,00 0,00 NA NA NA
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23
24

25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32

33

34
35
36
37
38
39
40

41

42
43
44
45
46
47

Bl1-L1
B2-C2-11

NA

NA

A2 -B1
A2 - B2-C2
B1-B2-C2
A2-11
Bl-L1
B2-C2-11

NA

NA

A2 -B1
A2 - B2-C2
B1-B2-C2
A2-11
Bl-L1
B2-C2-L1

NA

NA

A2 -B1
A2 - B2-C2
B1-B2-C2
A2-11
Bl1-L1

Dunn Test (Mismatch-Long)

Dunn Test (Mismatch-Long)

L1 _masculine_short_vs L2

masculine_short
Kruskal-Wallis Test
(Masculine-Short)

NA

NA

Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test

Dunn Test (Masculine-Short) NA

Dunn Test (Masculine-Short) NA

Dunn Test (Masculine-Short) NA

Dunn Test (Masculine-Short) NA

Dunn Test (Masculine-Short) NA

Dunn Test (Masculine-Short) NA

L1 _masculine_long_vs L2
masculine_long
Kruskal-Wallis Test
(Masculine-Long)

Dunn Test (Masculine-Long)
Dunn Test (Masculine-Long)
Dunn Test (Masculine-Long)
Dunn Test (Masculine-Long)
Dunn Test (Masculine-Long)

Dunn Test (Masculine-Long)

L1 _f short_vs_L2 f short
Kruskal-Wallis Test
(Feminine-Short)

Dunn Test (Feminine-Short)
Dunn Test (Feminine-Short)
Dunn Test (Feminine-Short)
Dunn Test (Feminine-Short)

Dunn Test (Feminine-Short)

Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test

Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA NA
NA NA
2340,00 0,00
38,99 NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
2788,50 0,50
58,54 NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
2534,00 0,00
42,65 NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA

NA
NA

0,00

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

3,00

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

1,00

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA

two.sided

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

two.sided

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

two.sided

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

-5,68 NA
-2,06 NA

NA  7E-06

NA 2E-08
-3,00 NA
-4,28 NA
-1,36 NA
-6,07 NA
-2,83 NA
-1,22 NA

NA  5E-10

NA 1E-12
-2,85 NA
-4,43 NA
-1,69 NA
-7,25 NA
-4,31 NA
-2,31 NA

NA  1E-06

NA  3E-09
-1,96 NA
-4,30 NA
-2,49 NA
-5,92 NA
-3,98 NA

0,00
0,04

NA

NA
0,00
0,00
0,17
0,00
0,00
0,22

NA

NA

0,00
0,00
0,09
0,00
0,00
0,02

NA

NA

0,05
0,00
0,01
0,00
0,00

0,00
0,24

NA

NA

0,02
0,00
1,00
0,00
0,03
1,00

NA

NA

0,03
0,00
0,55
0,00
0,00
0,13

NA

NA

0,30
0,00
0,08
0,00
0,00

NA

0,00

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

2,00

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

0,50

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
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48

49

50
51
52
53
54
55
56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

B2-C2-11

NA

NA

A2 -B1
A2 - B2-C2
B1-B2-C2
A2-11
Bl1-L1
B2-C2-11

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Dunn Test (Feminine-Short)

L1 f long vs_ L2 f long
Kruskal-Wallis Test
(Feminine-Long)

Dunn Test (Feminine-Long)
Dunn Test (Feminine-Long)
Dunn Test (Feminine-Long)
Dunn Test (Feminine-Long)
Dunn Test (Feminine-Long)

Dunn Test (Feminine-Long)
short_vs_long_L2
11_short_vs_I1_long
A2_short_vs_A2_long

B1_short_vs_B1_long
B2_C2_short_vs_B2_C2_lon
g

fem_short_vs_fem_long_L2
11_fem_short_vs_I1_fem_lo
ng
A2_fem_short_vs_A2_fem_|
ong
B1_fem_short_vs_B1 fem_|
ong

NA

Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction
Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction

Welch Two Sample t-test
Wilcoxon rank sum test
with continuity correction

B2_C2_fem_short_vs_B2_C2 Wilcoxon rank sum test

_fem_long

Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short
Questions for L1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short
Questions for L2)

with continuity correction
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test

NA

2687,00

53,93
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

2733,00

1599,00

271,50

370,50

321,00

2536,00

1523,00

3,64

324,50

288,50

5,25

3,63

NA

0,00

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

0,50

0,00

3,50

0,00

0,00

0,00

0,00

0,83

0,00

0,00

NA

NA

NA

2,50

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

6,00

0,00

9,00

7,00

1,00

2,00

0,00

2,94

2,00

0,00

NA

NA

NA

two.sided

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

two.sided

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

33

NA

NA

-1,02 NA

NA

NA

1E-08

1E-11

-2,45 NA

-4,66 NA

-2,35 NA

-6,80 NA

-4,33 NA

-1,54 NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

1E-03

5E-01

5E-04

2E-02

2E-01

1E-02

9E-01

9E-04

2E-01

5E-01

7E-02

2E-01

0,31

NA

NA

0,01
0,00
0,02
0,00
0,00
0,12

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

1,00

NA

NA

0,09
0,00
0,11
0,00
0,00
0,75

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

2,00

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

2,00

0,00

6,50

3,00

0,00

0,50

0,00

1,89

0,50

0,00

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

4,08

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
2,19
NA
NA
NA

NA
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69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short
Questions for A2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short
Questions for B1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Short
Questions for B2-C2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long
Questions for L1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long
Questions for L2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long
Questions for A2)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long
Questions for B1)
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Long
Questions for B2-C2)

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test
Kruskal-Wallis rank sum
test

0,93

3,56

0,77

0,16

0,06

0,62

0,71

0,24

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

6E-01

2E-01

7E-01

9E-01

1E+00

7E-01

7E-01

9E-01

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
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Figure 25 All statistical analyses: Box Plots
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G Masculine-Short Questions for L1 and L2

Number of Correct Answers
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P Long-Short Distance for L1 Q  Long-Short Distance for A2 R Long-Short Distance for B1
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Y Feminine-Short, Masculine-Short and Mismatch-Short Questions for L1
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Type

Feminin'e—Long

Masculir'\e—Long Mismak':h—Long

Type

Feminin'e—Long

Masculir'\e—Long Mismat(‘:h—Long

Type

Feminin'e—Long
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Number of Correct Answers

Feminine-Long, Masculine-Long and Mismatch-Long Questions for B2-C2

type E Feminine-Long [+ Masculine-Long E Mismatch-Long
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