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Introduction- HS grammatical processi

A Previous studies on HS processing have often reported mergi

or loss of grammatical distinctioriisim et al., 2009a; Keating et al.,
2011; Polinsky, 2008; Gurel & Yilmaz, 2011; Arslan et al., 2015)

A Other studies report stronger contrasting compared to
monolingual® Yy2alLlS g CSft aSNE wampT .|



Introduction- HS grammatical processi

How to explain contrasting results for similar phenomena?

u Offline/online difference?

Keating et al. (2014): intact distinctions between overt and null

pronouns in online processing, but merging in offline data
(Keating et al., 2011)

U Proficiency?
A may account for contrasting findings, e.g. between America
and European HSR&upisch, 2013)
At NPFAOASYOeé STFSOla F2N I {
Turkish pronouns in questionnaire stugkyospe & Felser, 2015)
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Knospe & Felser (2015):
guestionnaire study on Turkish
overt and null pronouns

U HSs contrastedendisiand
pro more strongly frono

U HSs with higher proficiency
had a stronger tendency to
contrastkendisiand pro from
each other (z = 2.19)

Introduction- HS grammatical processi
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Research guestions

U What is the influence of proficiency on Turkish HSs'
tendency to merge or contrast pronouns?

U Is there a difference between online and offline
LINRE OSaaAy3a Ay 1{&aQ USYRSE
different forms?



Introduction- Turkish reflexives

A Turkishallows local and longistance binding of reflexivésoksel
& Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt, 2001; Sezer, 1979; Schlyter, E9Z81989;
Dinctopal-Deniz, 2009)

Ahmet [AliQ y enflising, o 1 &/FPE Pydrdul.
Ahmet AliGen him/himsel%at IOOkSrdSingthat See:%rdSingF’ast
Ahmet saw that Ali looked at himself/him.

Ahmet [AliQ y Heryfline,, o 1 &/FPE Pydrdul.
Ahmet AliGen him/himsel%at IOOkSrdSingthat See\SrdSingPast
Ahmet saw that Ali looked at himself(/him).

U Kenditends to prefer local antecedents more strongly thamdisi
(GoOksel & Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt, 2001)



Introduction- Turkish pronouns

A The Turkish overt pronoumcannot take local-commanding

antecedents, in line with Principle B of Binding the@urel, 2002;
DinctopalDeniz, 2009; Rudneyv, 2011)

Ahmet [AliQy dngf, 0 | 1 &/ FPE Rdrdi.
Ahmet AliGen himDat IOOkSrdSingthat See3rdSingPast
Ahmet saw that Ali looked at him.



a) Merging HSs treat different pronouns/reflexives more
similarly than monolinguals, with higheroficiency HSs
approaching monolingual norms (cf. Kim et al., 2009)

b) Online/Offline difference intact distinctions in online
processing (cf. Keating et al., 2014)

c) Stronger Contrastingnonnativelike contrasting of
pronouns and reflexives, stronger in high@oficiency HSs
(cf. Knospe & Felser, 2015)



Method - Design

VisualWorld Eyetracking Paradigm:
A visual displayof 4 pictures

local antecedent, nottocall
antecedent + 2 distractors simultaneously
: : : _ presented
A auditory presentationof experimental or filler |\, (1 sec. s0A)
sentence
A comprehension gquestiowhich asks for l 1 sec. aiter
antecedent of the pronoun sentence offset

24 experimental + 72 filler trial 120 trials in total
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Method - Materials
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Method - Materials

1. [Muhendis[doktorun®@ C NF Yy & I 4 @ PonR@X NJOPINY H Nb (SRS

Engineer  doctor France wi#ien s/hey,ran apple bought see
L &nt@irleersaw that thedoctor, while visiting Francdyoughthim/her an
I LILIX S PQ

2. [Mihendis[dokiorun@@ CNJ Yy & | U & Pkei®ifieh & RNSE M)} SV 6
Engineer doctor France  visihen s/he/selfy,ran apple bought see
P ¢ &nSineersaw that thedoctor, while visiting Francéoughthim/her(-self)

'y | LI SdQ

3. [Mihendis[doktorun@®@ C NI y & I U & PkerRi2dolAOND NSEf ' YN Sy BR
Engineer doctor France visihen selfj,ran apple bought see
P ¢ &nSineersaw that thedoctor, while visiting Francdoughthim/her(-self)

Iy | LI SdQ
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A 42 TurkishGerman bilingual§13 male, 29 female)
A age mean 22.98, range: 186,sd 3.60
A German AoAmean 2.20, range:-6, sd: 2.06

A German proficiencyGoethe test score): mean 27.52/30 (C2),
range: 2330,sd 1.44

A Turkish proficiencyTELC C1 test score): mean 16.36/22 points
(74.36%), range:-Z2,sd 3.72

U average proficiency was higher for German than Turkish

A 42 monolingual native speakers of Turki¢hO m, 32 f)
A age mean 19.12 (182,sd 0.81)
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Resultss Comprehension questions

A HSs had statistically different preferences for all three forms
A Overall, more local antecedent choices compared to
monolinguals
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Resultss Comprehension questions

PronounType
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Results; Eye movements

A Overall, HSs initially showed a stronger preference forlooal
antecedents fokendiand kendisicompared to monolinguals

0.8
+ + +

0.6
—
o
e
o
L
o .
< e
— - AN d
o f/“
D04 ~ |
3 /N
o 1 <~
[&] ~1\_ Ve /
- N _dh— A e v

2 "/
0.2
0 500 1000 1500 2000 0 500 1000 1500 2000

Ms After Uniqueness Point

Looking to AQI (Prop)

0.8

o
o

o
~

~

0

+ + || +
~g /
~

Vv
4 /
A~/ '
j /

500 1000 1500 2000 0 500 1000 1500 2000

Ms After Uniqueness Point

16



Results; Eye movements KENDI
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Resultsg Eye movements KENDISI
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