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ÅPrevious studies on HS processing have often reported merging 
or loss of grammatical distinctions (Kim et al., 2009a; Keating et al., 

2011; Polinsky, 2008; Gürel & Yilmaz, 2011; Arslan et al., 2015)

ÅOther studies report stronger contrasting compared to 
monolingualsόYƴƻǎǇŜ ϧ CŜƭǎŜǊΣ нлмрΤ .ŀƳȅŀŎƤΣ нлмсύ
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How to explain contrasting results for similar phenomena?

üOffline/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)

üProficiency? 

Åmay account for contrasting findings, e.g. between American 
and European HSs (Kupisch, 2013)

ÅtǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ I{ǎΩ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ƳŜǊƎŜ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ 
Turkish pronouns in questionnaire study (Knospe & Felser, 2015)       
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Knospe & Felser (2015):
questionnaire study on Turkish 
overt and null pronouns

üHSs contrasted kendisiand 
pro more strongly from o

üHSs with higher proficiency 
had a stronger tendency to 
contrast kendisiand pro from 
each other (z = 2.19)
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üWhat is the influence of proficiency on Turkish HSs' 
tendency to merge or contrast pronouns?

üIs there a difference between online and offline 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ I{ǎΩ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ƳŜǊƎŜ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ 
different forms?



ÅTurkishallows local and long-distance binding of reflexives (Göksel 

& Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt, 2001; Sezer, 1979; Schlyter, 1978, Enç, 1989; 
Dinçtopal-Deniz, 2009)

Ahmeti [AlijΩƴƛƴ kendisinei/j ōŀƪǘƤƐƤϐ-ƴƤ gördü.
Ahmet AliGen him/himselfDat look3rdSing-that see3rdSingPast

Ahmet saw that Ali looked at himself/him.

Ahmeti [AlijΩƴƛƴ kendine?i/j ōŀƪǘƤƐƤϐ-ƴƤ gördü.
Ahmet AliGen him/himselfDat look3rdSing-that see3rdSingPast

Ahmet saw that Ali looked at himself(/him).

üKenditends to prefer local antecedents more strongly than kendisi 
(Göksel & Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt, 2001)

Introduction - Turkish reflexives
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ÅThe Turkish overt pronoun o cannot take local c-commanding 
antecedents, in line with Principle B of Binding theory (Gürel, 2002; 

Dinçtopal-Deniz, 2009; Rudnev, 2011)

Ahmeti [AlijΩƴƛƴonai/*j ōŀƪǘƤƐƤϐ-ƴƤ gördü.
Ahmet AliGen himDat look3rdSing-that see3rdSingPast

Ahmet saw that Ali looked at him.

Introduction - Turkish pronouns
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a) Merging: HSs treat different pronouns/reflexives more 
similarly than monolinguals, with higher-proficiency 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 Contrasting: non-native-like contrasting of 
pronouns and reflexives, stronger in higher-proficiency HSs 
(cf. Knospe & Felser, 2015)
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Visual-World Eyetracking Paradigm:

Å visual display of 4 pictures                      
local antecedent, non-local 
antecedent + 2 distractors

Å auditory presentation of experimental or filler 
sentence

Å comprehension question which asks for 
antecedent of the pronoun

24 experimental + 72 filler trials Ą 120 trials in total

simultaneously 
presented 
(1 sec. SOA)

1 sec. after 
sentence offset



Method - Materials
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1. [Mühendis[doktorunώCǊŀƴǎŀϥȅƤ ŘƻƭŀǒƤǊƭŀǊƪŜƴϐ onaōƛǊ ŜƭƳŀ ŀƭŘƤƐƤƴƤϐ ƎǀǊŘǸΦϐ
Engineer     doctor        France     visit-when     s/heDATan apple bought see 
Ψ¢ƘŜ engineersaw that thedoctor, while visiting France,bought him/her an 
ŀǇǇƭŜΦΩ

2. [Mühendis[doktorunώCǊŀƴǎŀϥȅƤ ŘƻƭŀǒƤǊƭŀǊƪŜƴϐ kendisineōƛǊ ŜƭƳŀ ŀƭŘƤƐƤƴƤϐ ƎǀǊŘǸΦϐ 
Engineer doctor       France      visit-when      s/he/selfDATan apple bought see
Ψ¢ƘŜ engineersaw that the doctor, while visiting France,bought him/her(-self)
ŀƴ ŀǇǇƭŜΦΩ

3. [Mühendis[doktorunώCǊŀƴǎŀϥȅƤ ŘƻƭŀǒƤǊƭŀǊƪŜƴϐ kendineōƛǊ ŜƭƳŀ ŀƭŘƤƐƤƴƤϐ ƎǀǊŘǸΦϐ
Engineer doctor       France      visit-when     selfDATan apple bought see
Ψ¢ƘŜ engineersaw that the doctor, while visiting France,bought him/her(-self)
ŀƴ ŀǇǇƭŜΦΩ
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Á42 Turkish-German bilinguals (13 male, 29 female)
Áage: mean 22.98, range: 18 - 36, sd: 3.60

ÁGerman AoA: mean 2.20, range: 0-6, sd: 2.06

ÁGerman proficiency(Goethe test score): mean 27.52/30 (C2), 
range: 23-30, sd: 1.44

ÁTurkish proficiency(TELC C1 test score): mean 16.36/22 points 
(74.36%), range: 7-22, sd: 3.72

üaverage proficiency was higher for German than Turkish

Á42 monolingual native speakers of Turkish (10 m, 32 f)
Áage: mean 19.12 (18-22, sd: 0.81)



Results ςComprehension questions
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ÁHSs had statistically different preferences for all three forms
ÁOverall, more local antecedent choices compared to 

monolinguals
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Results ςComprehension questions
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Interactions: 

TELC x 
PronounTypekendisi-kendi

(t = -2.40)

TELC x 
PronounTypekendisi-o

(t = 1.94) 

Ą split up pronoun 
conditions

t = -0.05

t = 1.70

t = -3.20
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Results ςEye movements
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ÁOverall, HSs initially showed a stronger preference for non-local 
antecedents for kendiand kendisi compared to monolinguals

Kendi Kendisi



Results ςEye movements KENDI
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+ + +

*

TELC Group

AOI: Non-LocalAOI: Local

monolinguals
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TELC Group

AOI: Non-LocalAOI: Local

monolinguals


