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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Research Questions and Scope of the Thesis

Researchers generally agree that transfer fromiquely learned languages, be it the
first (L1) or any other later-acquired languagefluences a language learner’'s
acquisition of another language on all languageeltgvincluding lexicon, syntax,
morphology, and discourse (e.g., Jarvis & Pavlerf@)8). These language-specific
factors have been of special interest in the emgrdield of third language (L3)
acquisition, because the multilingual scenario mcl L3 acquisition takes place can
generate various different transfer hypotheses, (Baydel & Falk, 2007; Flynn, Foley,
& Vinnitskaya, 2004; Rothman, 2011). The focus 8fdcquisition studies has usually
been on the initial or final state of language asitjon. However, developmental
perspectives have rarely been taken. It is thezdtorfrom clear how previously learned
languages affect the development of an L3 beyoadritial state (Whong-Barr, 2006).
One important claim made in this context is tha tdevelopment of certain syntactic
and morphological structures follows predictabésrher-general trajectories (Clahsen
& Muysken, 1986; Klein & Perdue, 1992; Pienemanfi98, 2005a, 2005b). These
trajectories are thus claimedtto be subject to language-specific factors.



The aim of this thesis is to examine the acquisitd an L3 taking into consideration
how these learner-general morpho-syntactic devebopah trajectories interact with
language-specific factors, namely transfer fromdrifrom another previously learned
language (L2). It thereby brings together two lioésesearch that have tended to focus
on different questions and whose respective mancamis—transfer and developmental
trajectories—have often been defined as mutualtyuswe.

The thesis tests the predictions for L3 acquisitbrseveral transfer hypotheses. Some
of these hypotheses, such as thenulative Enhancement Modg@llynn et al., 2004),
the L2 Status Factor Hypothes(Bardel & Falk, 2007; Falk & Bardel, 2011), anckth
Typological Primacy ModelRothman, 2011), focus mainly on the initial state
language acquisition. By contrast, thevelopmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis
(DMTH; Hakansson, Pienemann, & Sayehli, 2002) takafevelopmental perspective
on transfer, suggesting that the transferability bior L2 structures to L3 is constrained
by learner-general developmental L3 trajectoriesaddition, the present thesis explores
a further factor that is also suggested to infleeinansfer: the learner’s perception of the
distance between the languages in question (psypblogy).

Specifically, the work presented in this thesisrmeixees the acquisition of L3 German by
native speakers of Swedish with English as their TI2e similarities and differences
among these three languages enable the explomttidifferent transfer hypotheses. A
developmental perspective was taken by testingcgzants of different proficiencies
guasi-longitudinally on morphological and syntactistructures representing
developmental stages of L2/L3 German. Additionalijuctures mirroring those of the
participants’ L1 or L2 were tested. As a proxy fbeir proficiency and the length of
their exposure to L3 German, the participants wgneuped by school year. They
completed a battery of production tasks that yebldbcited and spontaneous speech
data.

The interaction of L1/L2 transfer and developmerttajectories in the acquisition of
word orderwas tested by means of an elicited imitation t@sé two tasks generating
spontaneous speech data—a picture-based storgtelask and an unstructured
interview. Development in morphology acquisition was examined using a
communicative task. Finally, a questionnaire wasdut measure the participants’
psychotypologicakestimate of German versus Swedish. Its result® welated to the
participants’ elicited and spontaneous speech L&.dahe use of different tasks
measuring the production of the same structuresltiimethod triangulation, e.g.,
2



Erzberger & Prein, 1997; Kopinak, 1999; Meijer, Mep, & Beijaard, 2002) made it
possible to compare different sets of results. l@dxtent that such results converged,
this strengthened claims about the internal validitthe research findings.

1.2. Outline of the Thesis

The thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 prtssa review of previous research on
transfer and developmental trajectories as well atiscussion of its findings. (This
general background information is supplemented byenspecific reviews in Chapters
4-7, which deal with the linguistic structures $tald) Chapter 3 presents the general
hypotheses put forward in the thesis as regardssfeg development, and their
interaction, as well as information about and regieof the methods used in the
respective studies—their design, the participattits, tasks, and the specific analyses
performed. Chapter 4 presents findings about therantion between developmental
stages and transfer as regards L3 acquisition di pé&acement in declarative main
clauses, with a focus on L1 transfer effects. Giraptexamines the interaction between
L2 transfer and developmental stages as regardsfirtste position of declarative
sentences. Chapter 6 explores morphology acquisitmore specifically, it studies
subject—verb agreement and adjectives in attribudivd predicative position. Chapter 7
examines the effects of psychotypology on L1 tr@ansthapter 8 explains the meaning
and importance of the findings from the previouapthrs and discusses them in light of
the predictions for L3 acquisition deriving fromethdifferent transfer hypotheses
presented. The findings are discussed with theaoten between developmental stages
and transfer in mind. Chapter 9, finally, presethis overall conclusions that can be
drawn.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Transfer

Prior knowledge of a language is one of the factbas set the acquisition of a second
language apart from that of a first language (Kelemn, 2001). Transfer—the influence
that this prior knowledge exerts on a person’s Kedge of another language—has been
a key issue of a great deal of research in Secanduage Acquisition (SLA) ever since
the inception of that field. Virtually every handidoand introduction to SLA has a
section on transfer, and there are numerous baaae recent, that deal exclusively
with this topic (e.g., Cenoz, Hufeisen, & Jessr#flQ1; Cook, 2003; De Angelis &
Dewaele, 2011; Gass & Selinker, 1992; Jarvis & &akd, 2008; Kellerman &
Sharwood Smith, 1986; Odlin, 1989; Ringbom, 200&invkich, 1953). Over the years,
ideas about the role of transfer and its effectshenproduction and comprehension of a
second language have shifted from one extremeetatiner. Initially, it was believed
that the acquisition of a second language wasedntivased on transfer, whereas later
approaches saw transfer only as a side effect. Nay& researchers generally agree
that transfer plays a role—but the importance, ltmgations, and the mechanisms of
that role are still a matter of debate.



The termstransfer and interferencetrace their origin to the Contrastive Analysis
Hypothesis (CAH; Lado, 1957), which was based ohabmrist learning theory
(Skinner, 1957). The CAH suggested that detailedparisons (contrastive analyses) of
the native and the target language would prediarabs of difficulties in SLA as well
as all incorrect and correct forms produced by nees. “Negative transfer” or
“interference” in the form of errors was suggestedccur where the native and the
target language diverged, while “positive transferduld facilitate learning when the
two languages were similar. The CAH was later @idited as transfer effects were
shown to be more intricate: some errors that itisted did not occur, while many of
those that did occur could not be explained by @#%H, such as certain errors
consistently made by learners irrespective of theitive language background (later
referred to as “developmental errors”). For exam@ehumann (1979) found that
learners of English initially form negations by @lag no before the word that is meant
to be negated. This pattern was observed not ardpeakers whose native language has
pre-verbal negation (e.g., Spanish and Italian)wnere it could thus be attributed to L1
transfer, but also in speakers whose native largusas post-verbal negation (e.g.,
German and Japanese) and where L1 transfer cousdnibt explain the production of
that structure.

To maintain a distance from the shortcomings of CARd its terminology, some
researchers started using more theory-neutral andrgl terms such asother tongue
influence(Corder, 1992) andross-linguisticinfluenceinstead of “transfer” (Kellerman
& Sharwood Smith, 1986)in particular, the term “cross-linguistic influeaicgained
wide acceptance and became widely used in the {eigl, Cenoz et al.,, 2001; De
Angelis & Dewaele, 2011; Odlin, 2003). Recent cstihave felt that this term is
misleading in that it may suggest a situation whgve or several distinct language
systems are influencing each other, rather tharuléilimgual competence arising from
the acquisition of several languages (Cook, 200R)22 Grosjean, 1998; Jarvis &
Pavlenko, 2008). However, despite this criticismthb“transfer” and “cross-linguistic
influence” have been in frequent use, and still ardeed often interchangeably (cf.
Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). In the present thesisrdasons of consistency, only the term
“transfer” will be used. Several arguments can befprward in favor of this choice.
First, this is the term used in the hypothesestheadries that are further explored in the
empirical part of the thesis. Second, it is notliken “mother tongue influence”)
restricted to transfer from L1 but may refer toiaitances where knowledge of one or
several languages influences knowledge of anotwguage. However, it should be
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emphasized in this context that it is assumed tti@interaction among languages in a
multilingual person is an ongoing, dynamic procespable of affecting language
performance (including L1 performance) in ways ttiffer from what can normally be
observed in monolingual speakers of any of the daggs involved (cf. Jarvis &
Pavlenko, 2008).

2.1.1 Transfer and L3 Acquisition

Given that the subject of this thesis is third laage (L3) acquisition, there is a need for
some clarification of how languages are referred Ito the SLA field, “L2” has
traditionally been used as a generic term for angliage learned after the first one, thus
including what would chronologically be referred &as “L3,” “L4,” “L5,” etc. By
contrast, in this thesis—Ilike in the literatureldhacquisition—the term “L2” is used to
refer to all previously learned languages except the first one (whichhes 1.1")
(Hammarberg, 2001). The language a person is dlyrarning (and the one whose
acquisition is being studied) is referred to as™e@en though it might actually be, say,
the person’s fourth or fifth one. For the purposéshis thesis, in other words, the
participants’ L1 is Swedish, their L2 is Englisindatheir L3 is German.

For a long time, transfer research in the fieldStfA focused exclusively on the
influence of the L1 even though researchers hadj lago admitted that it was
theoretically possible that other previously leart@nguages might also influence the
acquisition of a further language (Gass & Selink€&92; Odlin, 1989; Sharwood Smith,
1994). Even in 2001, De Angelis and Selinker weiteable to conclude that there was
hardly any empirical evidence for the claim thatgaages learned after the first one
affected the acquisition of a further language.sTas partly due to the fact that there
was little empirical research into any transfereottihan L1 transfer (see Hufeisen, 1993,
Ringbom, 1987; Singleton, 1987; Stedje, 1977 falyeaxceptions). However, this has
since changed radically, in part as a result ofeasing awareness that many language
learners already know several other languages amdhas not, properly speaking,
“second” language learners. In addition, a growmomgly of empirical evidence has
shown that all languages learned by a person reallaffect each other in terms of
acquisition, comprehension, and production (e.gilliabis & Hammarberg, 1998).
Research into what was variously referred to adinfyualism” (e.g., Barnes, 2006),
“third language acquisition” (e.g., Cenoz et aQ2; Dentler, Hufeisen, & Lindemann,
2000; Hufeisen & Lindemann, 1998), and “multilingsm” (e.g., Aronin & Singleton,
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2012; De Angelis, 2007; Leung, 2009) emerged, stgdyhow a multilingual
competence arises from the acquisition of sevarajuages and how all of a learner’s
language knowledge interacts. More specificallgesrchers study not only the impact
of L1 on L3 but also that of L2 on L3—in other werdhe effects of “background
languages” on the acquisition of an L3 are expldffealk & Bardel, 2010). What is
more, transfer effects in all directions are stddieot only from L1 or L2 to L3 but also,
inversely, from L2 or L3 to L1. Although researchestudying L3 acquisition stress the
complexities of multilingual acquisition, thus dmguishing it quantitatively from SLA,
they usually start from the assumption that L3 &itjon and SLA are qualitatively
similar. However, it has also been argued that th#fgr qualitatively in the sense that
an L3 learner, because of his or her greater ancek maried experience of language
learning, uses different strategies than a perdom i learning his or her first foreign
language (e.g., Aronin & Singleton, 2012; BardeF&lk, 2007; Gibson, Hufeisen, &
Libben, 2001; Hufeisen, 2000).

As a result of the emphasis placed in L3 acquisisitudies on exploring the interaction
among all languages involved, it has been posdibleefine the predictions and
hypotheses about transfer. New questions have ftaesed, such as what factors (e.g.,
(perceived) typological distance, recency of atibrg context of use, or proficiency)
influence what structure of which background largguavill be transferred to L3 and
whether L1, L2, or both of them will be the prigkd source of transfer. (These factors
will be further explored below.) Studies of transfa L3 acquisition have mainly
concerned lexical transfer (Cenoz et al., 2001; 0ZerHufeisen, & Jessner, 2003;
Dewaele, 1998), and findings from lexical trangtesearch have often been used as a
basis for exploring transfer effects in other lamgg areas (Falk & Bardel, 2010). More
recent research has also focused on phonologicatphulogical, syntactic, and
conceptual transfer (e.g., Bardel & Falk, 2007; Agyelis & Dewaele, 2011; Flynn et
al., 2004; Foote, 2009; Llama, Cardoso, & Collig810; Wrembel, 2010). However,
even though the volume of research on transfer 3nacquisition has expanded
considerably over the past two decades, thereystaso consensus as to what factors or
what combinations of factors guide the interactimmong multiple languages in
language acquisition.

Studies of transfer have mainly explored this plnegmon in relation to either the initial
or the final state of L2/L3 acquisition (e.g., DeMa& Véronique, 2001; Leung, 2005;
Rankin, 2009; Rothman & Cabrelli Amaro, 2010; Schw& Eubank, 1996). The final
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state has been of interest to examine what theela2nér is ultimately capable of
(Steinhauer, 2006), whereas research on the isiti has focused on what the learner
brings to the acquisition task and what the meamasigoverning language learning are.
It is important to note that the concept of “inlitistate” is quite differently
operationalized across studies of L2/L3 acquisitometimes it is defined by reference
to the learner’'s proficiency in the target langudgeay., Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994,
1996), sometimes by reference to the time thatlélaener has been exposed to it.
Considering the latter, a small number of studiesehfocused on the very first
encounter with the target language (e.g., Barddtagk, 2007; papers in Gullberg &
Indefrey, 2010; Rast, 2008). More commonly, howegaundies define the initial state
somewhat vaguely by reference to short exposurthddaarget language (Bohnacker,
2006; Hakansson et al., 2002). It has been asstin@dransfer effects are the most
prominent in the early stages of acquisition, whegplains the focus on the initial state
(Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008; Ringbom, 2007; Rothmd,1). As mentioned before, the
interaction between transfer and the learner’'s dagg development has rarely been
studied beyond the initial state (Whong-Barr, 20@&hough general ideas about their
interaction have been mentioned (Perdue, 2006;dimg 2007; Schwartz & Sprouse,
1994, 1996; Wode, 1976, 1978; Zobl, 1980). For eplamWode (1977), studying the
acquisition of English negation by German nativeaers, suggested that learners must
attain a certain level of L2 development in relatio a structure before L1 transfer of
that structure can occur.

2.1.2 Taxonomies of Transfer

The research carried out in the field of transfewers several transfer types and
represents various approaches and perspectivess dad Pavlenko (2008) provides a
useful taxonomy describing ten dimensions alongctvidifferent types of transfer can
be characterized (Table 1.1). This taxonomy givesowzerview of the complexity of
transfer and is useful in the specification of theus of research. The presentation and
discussion of dimensions below is restricted tos¢hdimensions that were deemed
important for the present thesis. The subsequeseptation of findings focuses on L3
acquisition research but also takes findings fraaditional SLA research into account.



Table 1.1

Taxonomy of Types of Transfer along Ten Dimensions (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008)

Dimension Types of transfer

1. Area of language knowledge phonological, orthographic, lexical, semantic, morphological,
syntactic, discursive, pragmatic, sociolinguistic

2. Directionality
forward, reverse, lateral, bi- or multidirectional

3. Cognitive level linguistic, conceptual

4. Type of knowledge implicit, explicit

5. Intentionality intentional, unintentional
6. Mode productive, receptive

7. Channel aural, visual

8. Form verbal, non-verbal

9. Manifestation overt, covert

10. Outcome positive, negative

2.1.2.1 Areas of language knowledge

Transfer affects different areas of language kndgdeand has been studied on different
language levels. While there is extensive reseancbertain areas, such as lexical (e.g.,
Arabski, 2006) and syntactic transfer (e.g., G&939), other areas such as conceptual
transfer (e.g., Odlin, 2005) and sociolinguistiansfer (e.g., Fouser, 2001) have been
given little attention. Although there is an exg@icin of transfer effects in certain areas
(e.g., lexicon and phonology) but more skepticidmow their strength and frequency in
other areas (e.g., syntax and morphology), it reegaly accepted that transfer can take
place in all areas of language knowledge (Jarvidaklenko, 2008; Odlin, 1989). This
thesis focuses on syntactic and morphological teans

The idea of syntactic transfer has long been cwatsial. According to the
behaviorism-based CAH, a complete transfer of syritam L1 to L2 was to be
expected (Lado, 1957). Thus all syntactic L2/L3esrwere thought to originate from
transfer. However, as the CAH could explain neignavidance or overgeneralization of
structures (Schachter, 1974) nor developmentalrits all-encompassing concept of
“transfer” was refuted (see above). The findinglevelopmental errors led to a view of
learner languages as language systems capabléengfdiadied in their own right rather
than merely being defective versions of the nabvearget language (Corder, 1971,
Nemser, 1971; Selinker, 1972). In the study of earlanguages, referred to as
“Interlanguages,” transfer in general and syntairaasfer in particular was considered
to be one of multiple factors that affected acduisi By contrast, some researchers
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considered syntax to be virtually immune to trangfH#fects because L1 influence on
syntax seemed to be absent in some studies of Y @afemental sequences (Dulay &
Burt, 1973, 1974; Krashen, 1981; see Odlin, 1980 dn extensive review on
controversies about transfer in syntax).

Today there is a consensus that transfer does &Béc3 syntax (for a review see Jarvis
& Pavlenko, 2008; or Odlin, 1989). Syntax transdfects have been found in
comprehension (e.g., Foote, 2009; Heilenman & Mdalihn1993; Su, 2001) and
production (e.g., Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1994y well as in relation to
grammatical judgments (e.g., Gass, 1979; Zobl, 1992

Studies have been conducted in relation to vardanguage combinations. Languages
from virtually every language family have been stddas L1, but the range of target
languages (L2s or L3s) is much more limited. Mo&Brmanic and Romance languages
have been studied, with English being at the toptsarprisingly, considering that it is
the globallingua francaof the present time and hence often the firstijoréanguage
learned according to curricula all over the woilithi{lipson, 2003). English is not only
the most frequent target language in traditionah $¢search but also the most frequent
L2 in L3 acquisition research (see Chapter 2).

Various syntactic structures have been studied esearch on syntactic transfer,
particularly word order phenomena such as the pilac¢ of adverbials, negation,
subject—verb inversion, and null subjects (Bardefak, 2007; Hakansson et al., 2002;
Jegerski, VanPatten, & Keating, 2011; Zhang, 2@afkl, 1982). Much of the research
on syntactic transfer has been conducted withimeaddsal Grammar (UG) approach
(Chomsky, 1981, 1995). Accordingly, common reseapoistions are to what extent the
UG is accessible; whether there is full, partial,no transfer of L1 or L2 parameter
settings to L3; whether clusters of structures @ased with a certain parameter are
acquired; etc. (Eubank, 1996; Hawkins & Chan, 19B&ung, 2003, 2005, 2006;
Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996; Vainikka & Young-Scholtdi994). While its specific
guestions may not always be relevant outside UG®rihehe data gathered remain
useful for the field as a whole, and the findingsady indicate that there is syntactic
transfer in L2 and L3 acquisition (Jarvis & Pavlenk008). Generally, studies of
syntactic transfer have found that the influencerdr language systems in the area of
syntax does not only manifest itself in right orowg language behavior but also, more
subtly, in preferences for certain structures andhe transfer of frequencies, causing
specific structures to be over- or underproducegl,(elaukas, 2009; Schachter, 1974).
10



Like syntactic transfer, the idea of morphologita@nsfer has met with skepticism.
There is a general consensus that if morpholodgiaakfer occurs, it will be free rather
than bound morphemes that transfer (Murphy, 208Bice this thesis explores only the
transfer and development of inflectional morpholothe review below is restricted to
research into bound-morpheme transfer.

Transfer of inflectional morphology can be studfeam different perspectives. If the
transfer of language-specific forms of morphemestuslied lexical issues are explored.
Conceptualor semanticissues are examined when morphology is studienh ftioe
viewpoint of how certain concepts and meaningsh siscgender, tense, or number, are
expressed. Finall\grammaticalissues are dealt with when what is studied areeipest

of agreement, such as suffixes indicating subjezt-agreement.

The literature suggests that transfer of bound-hmempe forms is possible but rare
(Eubank, Bischof, Huffstutler, Leek, & West, 199%here are reports of isolated
instances (De Angelis & Selinker, 2001; Hammarb&@)1; Jarvis & Odlin, 2000).
This type of transfer involves the mixing of baakgnd and target language forms, such
astalten—consisting of a Swedish sttt ‘tent’ and a German infinitive endingn—
which was produced by an English L1/German L2 sped&arning Swedish L3
(Hammarberg, 2001). Sudexical inventions(Dewaele, 1998; Ridley & Singleton,
1995) seem to be more frequent in L3 than L2 adopns(Murphy, 2003). It has been
suggested that they are more likely to occur ifgbarce and recipient languages have
similar word stems (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008).

Conceptual/semantic transfer is the subject ofcaneline of transfer research (e.g.,
Odlin, 2005) in relationinter alia, to transfer of morphology. For example, Jarvid an
Odlin (2000) found that Finnish L1 speakers (with agglutinative bound-morpheme
system in their L1) differed from Swedish L1 speskdwith free prepositional
morphology in their L1) when making spatial referesiin L2 English.

Transfer of grammatical morphemes and agreementbbas extensively studied in
production (e.g., Schimke, 2011) and processingearet (e.g., Sagarra &
Herschensohn, 2010), often using UG approachesifogwon the question of whether
learners can acquire grammatical features of fanati categories (such as number,
gender, or tense) that are not present in theiThg. approaches taken differ in whether
the underlying functional categories in the learrerassumed to be intact (e.g., Epstein,
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Flynn, & Martohardjono, 1996; Herschensohn, 20@hjid & Wexler, 2002; Lardiere,
1998a, 1998b; Prévost & White, 2000; Schlyter, 2088hwartz & Sprouse, 1994,
1996), deficient (e.g., Beck, 1998; Clahsen & Fel2006; Eubank, 1996), or absent
(e.g., Dimroth, Gretsch, Jordens, Perdue, & Star2@03; Meisel, 1997; Vainikka &
Young-Scholten, 1996a, 1996b). They can be fudistmguished according to whether
this state is considered to be permanent (Eub&4§;Meisel, 1997) or transitory in the
sense that the representation of functional categaan reach native-likeness after a
process of structure-building (Dimroth et al., 2088himke, 2011; Vainikka & Young-
Scholten, 1996a, 1996b). The above-cited studies heived at conflicting results and
conclusions as regards whether learners can acgrarematical features of functional
categories and as regards the extent to whichateegffected by transfer.

2.1.2.2 Directionality of transfer

The languages in the learner's mind can influermeheother in all directions. Even
though what has been studied are mostly L1 effestE2 or L3 acquisitionférward
transfel), research has also shown that the acquisitionugadf an L2 or L3 can have
an effect on the native language\erseor backward transfer(A. Brown & Gullberg,
2008, 2010; Cook, 2003). One quite pronounced astdyeobservable case of reverse
transfer, which is presumably not qualitativelyfeliént from other reverse transfer, is
language attrition This refers to change in L1 due to L2 interfeeerand is most
evident among speakers who use a language othrethtéia L1 in important domains on
an everyday basis (Kopke & Schmid, 2004; Schmid,12&chmid & Kdpke, 2009).

“Lateral transfer” has been suggested as a terrtrdosfer effects of languages other
than L1 (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). It could be plolssto characterize lateral transfer as
forward transfer (i.e., L2 on L3) or reverse trams{i.e., L3 on L2), but research
suggests that, in practice, the chronology of astjoin implied in the terms “forward”
and “reverse” only sets the L1 apart from all otlsebsequently learned languages
(Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). As regards, for examplieether L3 or L4 will transfer to
L5, factors such as proficiency, typology, and negeof activation are presumably
better predictors than the order of acquisitiog.(ddewaele, 1998; Rothman & Cabrelli
Amaro, 2010; Williams & Hammarberg, 1998). In tthesis, L3 German is explored as
the recipient language (i.e., the language trareddetio) and L1 Swedish and L2 English
as source languages (i.e., the languages trargféwwen). This means that forward
transfer and lateral transfer are the directioas wll be studied.
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2.1.2.3 Intentionality and type of knowledge

The traditional aim of transfer research has beestudy unintentional influences from
the languages a learner knows, but transfer canbssntentional (Jarvis & Pavlenko,
2008). Studies of intentional transfer have exmgldtes as a communication strategy or
as code-switching (Dornyei, 1995; Doérnyei & Scdi®97; Odlin, 1989). Intentional
transfer presupposes explicit associations betwé&®n language systems as
typologically close. It has been suggested thahkra form subjective associations that
do not necessarily overlap with linguistically ddtshed typological similarities
(Kellerman, 1986). Whether these associations aex untentionally has not been
explored. It is conceivable that once an associdias formed, transfers could be made
intentionally as well as unintentionally. Howevér,cannot be determined based on
production data alone whether or not a particutandfer is intentional. To assess
intentionality, some studies have used introspratioform of thinking-aloud protocols
during or shortly after participants’ language proiibn (Jessner, 2006; Williams &
Hammarberg, 1998), questionnaires, or interviewsetaon self-reports (Hufeisen,
2000).

2.1.2.4 Mode and channel

Standard language tests traditionally distingualr fanguage skills: speaking, writing,

reading, and listening (e.g., TISUS (the standareédish-language proficiency test for
university-level studies) and the Michigan TesEofQlish Language Proficiency). These
skills are wusually differentiated in terms of themode (production versus

comprehension) and channel (oral/auditory versugiem). Although occurrences of

transfer have been mostly studied in oral prodacfeg., Bardel & Falk, 2007), other

studies have explored transfer effects in audimynprehension, written production,

and reading (e.g., Foote, 2009; Heilenman & McDdndP93; Ringbom, 1992; Su,

2001). The studies presented in this thesis inyat&itransfer phenomena in learners’
oral production and, to some extent, in their carhpnsion.

2.1.2.5 Outcome

Traditionally, instances of transfer have been watald in terms of their
grammaticality—that is, on the basis of whetherabtcome would be judged by native
speakers as acceptable. Transfer resulting in mrgedical outcome is an example of
positive transferwhereas when transfer results in an ungrammadbigcidome it is an
instance ofnegative transfer The identification of negative transfer is simg@ad

unproblematic: it is easy to see when somethingatleey from the target language
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norms. Not surprisingly, much research has focusedthis type of transfer. The
frequent occurrence of negative transfer in a oertantext has been taken as an
indication that a certain form or structure is idifft to acquire, meaning that teachers
should intervene in those contexts. However, negatansfer may account only for a
small proportion of all transfer effects (JarviP&avlenko, 2008), especially considering
that it does not include subtle effects such asdavee of structures (Schachter, 1974)
or overgeneralization (Haukas, 2009). More recentgsearchers have focused on
positive transfer, which may occur when two langsa@re similar, as learners are
expected to search actively for similarities inartb facilitate their learning task (e.g.,
Kecskes & Papp, 2000; Ringbom, 2007). The prededis explores the effects of L1,
L2, and developmental trajectories on the acqaisiof L3. Because the learners’ L1
and L2 differ in where they are more or less sintibetheir L3, whether there is negative
or positive transfer in a certain area would dependwhich language is exerting a
dominant influence. Accordingly, both positive amebative transfer will be explored in
this thesis.

2.1.3 Transferability

A variety of factors may affect what structuresiviaié transferred in L3 acquisition.
Some such factors will be discussed in greatenldatéow, along with the hypotheses
that are further explored in the empirical parttioé study, namely the Cumulative
Enhancement Model (Flynn et al., 2004), the L2 (Stdtactor Hypothesis (Bardel &
Falk, 2007; Falk & Bardel, 2011), the TypologicainrRacy Model (Rothman, 2011),
and the Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypash@MTH; Hakansson et al.,
2002). They all differ in the relative importandey ascribe to the various factors that
might affect transferability.

2.1.3.1 Cross-linguistic similarity and difference

“Cross-linguistic similarity” or “typological simdrity” is used in the L3 literature to
refer, loosely, to an overall similarity betweendaages, language areas (i.e., lexicon,
syntax, and morphology), specific structures, emg (De Angelis, 2007; Foote, 2009;
Ringbom, 2007).

Lexical and syntactic transfer have been found ¢onfore frequent with greater

typological closeness (Cenoz, 2001; Leung, 200mgBm, 1987). More recent

research suggests that it is not the typologicageriess as such of two languages but
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rather the similarity of particular structures hein that causes transfer (Flynn et al.,
2004; Ringbom, 2005). Ringbom (2007) has suggetstatifferentiate three similarity
relations between languages: similarity relatiomtcast relation and zero relation. In
the first a one-to-one relationship of function dadn in both languages is established
(e.g., genitive marked bys on the noun in both English and German). In thetrest
relation, there is a similarity in function alone.d., subject—verb agreement exists in
both English and German but is realized differemtlyhe two languages). Finally in the
zero relation, there is no similarity in either étilon or form. In this third case, a delay
in acquisition and a higher frequency of errors expected because the absence of a
concept in L1 can negatively affect the acquisitidrihat concept in L2, such that this
concept is acquired later than would be expectedh fhow that language typically
develops as an L1.

The Cumulative Enhancement Modgéllynn et al., 2004) attaches importance to cross-
linguistic similarity. It suggests that all lang@sg—L1 and any L2s— that a person has
learned are equally available and that, if simiklwey can all transfer to the target
language. Crucially, Flynn and colleagues (2004)nclthat language acquisition is
cumulative and enhanced by prior knowledge, suchit timly positive effects of
previously learned languages are expected.

2.1.3.2 Psychotypology

The concept of “psychotypology” was introduced bgll&rman (1977, 1979, 1983;
1986) to highlight the fact that the perceived ahse between two languages does not
necessarily correspond to the typological distametveen them, which is assessed on
more objective linguistic grounds. Kellerman suggéghat it is psychotypology rather
than typology that affects transfer (Kellerman, @Q8In addition, it has also been
suggested that transfer is triggered by perceivaeulagities rather than by perceived
differences (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). It is assdrtieat a person’s psychotypological
estimate will change as the person acquires mdoensation about the target language
(Kellerman, 1979) and also that the estimate wallyvdepending on the level at which
the two languages are compared (De Angelis, 20Bdnetimes a distinction is made
between “perceived” and “assumed” similarity. Tharnfer refers to experienced
similarities and is suggested to cause semanticandeptual transfer. The latter refers
to a priori hypotheses made about the similarity of two laggsaand is argued to lead
to syntactic transfer (Falk, 2010; Ringbom, 200#)e concept of psychotypology has
recently attracted new interest in the field ohsfer studies (see Chapter 8).
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In the Typological Primacy ModeglRothman, 2011), which focuses on morpho-syntax,
psychotypology is suggested to be the most impbifactor for determining which
language (not which structure) will transfer to LA&ccording to this model, that
language will then be the source of both positivel megative transfer. However,
Rothman’s studies did not include any measure pthpstypological closeness, because
this was regarded as unconscious and also bedauss iclaimed that any conscious
psychotypological estimates would have no effecttramsfer. In the present thesis,
(conscious) psychotypology was measured using stigneaire and the results obtained
were compared with the occurrences of positive raaghtive transfer found in the data
from the participants.

2.1.3.3 The privileged role of L1

L1, being the first language learned, has beenesigd to have a privileged role in
cases where various languages are competing thiébesdurce language of transfer.
There are some studies that find evidence for fieams occur predominantly from L1 to
L3, particularly in the realm of morpho-syntax fin, 2009; Na Ranong & Leung, 2009;
Ringbom, 2005). Leung (2005) hypothesized, in anek8nsion of the L2 approach
used by Hawkins and Chan (1997), that a learnenataacquire L2 features that are
absent in his or her L1 and thus will not be ablé&ransfer such features from L2 to L3.
This means that it is irrelevant whether L2 andat8 similar. The initial L3 state will
essentially be the final L1 state. However, cowevelence was found questioning this
hypothesis, since there were indications of L2df@anin her study, which explored the
acquisition of French as L2 or L3, respectivelyyhg, 2005).

It has also been suggested that L1 is the predmingwaurce of transfer only in certain
language areas. Ringbom (1987, 2001) found thahimgas transferred from L1, while
forms may also transfer from L2. However, the firgi concerning a privileged role for
L1 in L3 acquisition are conflicting: some studigslicate a stronger L2 than L1
influence, suggested to be mediated by similariiesveen L2 and L3 (e.g., Foote,
2009).

2.1.3.4 L2 status

Findings of missing positive transfer of word ordlem L1 to L3 (Sayehli, 2001) have
been explained by reference to L2 blocking accedsltin L3 acquisition (Bardel &
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Falk, 2007; Bohnacker, 2006). This phenomenon tkeabrigin of theL2 Status Factor
Hypothesis(Bardel & Falk, 2007; Falk & Bardel, 2011), acdogl to which transfer
from L2 to L3 will occur irrespectively of the langges’ typological or structural
similarity. Importantly, L2 structures will transfeeven if L1 transfer—unlike L2
transfer—would have generated target-like strustu(Balk, 2010). Others have
suggested that L2 transfer occurs only with highpr@ficiency (Hammarberg, 2001;
Ringbom, 1983, 2005; Williams & Hammarberg, 1998) anly with high L2
proficiency combined with long L2 exposure (M.-Gefinblay, 2006). The claim that L2
transfer is more likely than L1 transfer has begplaned as the “foreign language
effect” (De Angelis & Selinker, 2001; Llama, Cardos Collins, 2008), given that
learners are thought to form cognitive connectitwe$ween their various “foreign
languages” rather than between their L1 and th@e3Angelis, 2005). Further, reliance
on L2 instead of L1 in L3 acquisition has been axmd as motivated by an
unconscious fear of transferring from L1; this ptvenon has been referred to as
“homoiophobia” (Kellerman, 2000).

2.1.3.5 Age

The age factor can refer to effects of aging (engaturation), age at task (i.e., a
participant’s chronological age at the time of taka test), and age of acquisition (i.e.,
the age at which a person started to acquire tlgettdanguage). Of these three, the
effects of the age of acquisition (AoA) on how lesns master an L2 have been explored
most extensively (e.g., Abrahamsson & Hyltensta@@9? Johnson & Newport, 1989;
Marinova-Todd, Marshall, & Snow, 2000; SingletonR&an, 2004; Steinhauer, White,
& Drury, 2009). The interaction between AoA andnster has not received the same
attention (but see e.g., Hohenstein, Eisenberga&lis, 2006; Mihaljevic Djigunovic,
2010); the findings so far indicate that older tess are more prone to transfer than
younger ones, particularly in the area of phonoldgiias been suggested that the more
firmly established L1 is at the AoA of L2, the moseongly L1 will influence the
acquisition of L2 (e.g., Flege, Schirru, & MacK&003; Guion, Flege, Liu, & Yeni-
Komshian, 2000). The idea is that even though toetic system of L1 and L2 can be
activated to various degrees, none of them canulbe deactivated when one of the
languages is in use. The more firmly the L1 isldi&thed the more difficult it will be to
deactivate or inhibit it completely when using ti#

It has also been argued that the amount of lexraalsfer will be larger with a higher
AoA (e.g., Cenoz, 2001; Hohenstein et al., 2008aiMs have been made that the
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reason for the increase in the extent of lexicahgfer is to be found in the more
advanced metalinguistic skills of adults and olclaidren (Cenoz, 2001). However, that
study did not control for the duration of produati@nd nor was the extent of transfer
reported in terms of proportions. In fact, it isnceivable that the older participants
simply produced more language output and therdiak a larger absolute number of
instances of transfer. A general difficulty causragults to be inconclusive is that AoA
is often confounded with other variables. Partidulan studies of immigrant groups, a
later AoA has been found to correlate with a highge at task, shorter exposure to the
target language, and less target language user{@ul., 2000).

2.1.3.6 Context

The setting in which a conversation takes placec#dfthe likelihood of transfer. The
topic has turned out to affect transfer both pesiyi and negatively, while the formality
of the conversation has only been shown to haveativeg effects (Dewaele, 2001;
Grosjean, 1998). However, the effects of greatelsivance for the present thesis have
been found for the interlocutor: having a bilinguaterlocutor in a conversation
increased the extent of transfer compared with nfgpva monolingual interlocutor
(Hammarberg, 2001). This is thought to be due t® $peaker changing from a
“monolingual mode” to a “bilingual mode” (Grosjealf98). To reduce transfer effects
caused by the context, it is therefore preferapteafresearcher to keep participants in a
monolingual mode by speaking only one languagendwsessions (see Chapter 3).

2.1.3.7 Proficiency

Proficiency has been claimed to affect transfesameral ways. A negative relationship
between transfer and L3 proficiency has been sugges the sense that the amount of
transfer from L1 and L2 to L3 will decrease witlglher proficiency in L3 (Guion et al.,
2000; Mohle, 1989; Poulisse, 1990; Ringbom, 198Qwever, the extent of transfer
from L2 to L3 is thought to correlate positivelytiviL2 proficiency (Bardel & Falk,
2007; Hammarberg & Willams, 1993; Stedje, 1977)eréhhas even been a suggestion
of an L2 proficiency threshold below which no trimswill take place, but this has not
been properly explored (Hammarberg, 2001; Ringl®#005; Williams & Hammarberg,
1998).
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2.1.4 Identifying Transfer

Errors have often been defined as negative trapstrhoc However, a better approach
is to define transfer by reference to intra-groombgeneity, inter-group heterogeneity,
and cross-linguistic performance congruity (Jar&sPavlenko, 2008). “Intra-group
homogeneity” refers to the existence of similartgrais of transfer within a group of
speakers with the same combination of L1, L2, aBd“Inter-group heterogeneity” is
defined as the existence of dissimilar patternproduction between groups that (a)
differ in the source language of transfer to L8,,iL1 and L2, respectively; (b) are
bilingual and monolingual native speakers, respelstj of L3; or (c) are bilingual and
monolingual native speakers, respectively, of taeglage which is the source of
transfer. One example of inter-group heterogengtya project that was originally
designed to study transfer. the European Scienadation’s project on Second
Language Acquisition by Adult Immigrants (Klein &eRlue, 1992), where the
acquisition of five different target languages wsasgdied. For each target language, two
learner groups with different source languages wgetected. Finally, “cross-linguistic
performance congruity” refers to production acrtesguages by the same speaker.
While there is no need to use all of these apprmdh a study, comparisons across
studies would be facilitated if there was a congens use one of them.

In the present thesis, all three approaches weeel (see Chapter 3). Inter-group
heterogeneity and cross-linguistic performance oahg were used by means of
comparisons with a native speaker group and by sefan elicitation task performed
in both L1 and L3. Intra-group homogeneity was stigated through analyses of
variation in production within each group.

2.2 Developmental Trajectories

2.2.1 Overview

The acquisition of a second language develops tower. It can be approximated with a
gradual increase in the complexity of the targegleage (Perdue, 2006). The course of

development has been related to L2/L3 input andrthe of L1, more importantly,
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however, some features have been suggested talbpendent of both L1 and L2/L3
(Corder, 1971; Nemser, 1971; Perdue, 2006; Selink&r2), such that the language
produced is thought of as a system in its own rig¥tich is why it has also been
referred to as a particular type of language (fleterlanguage”; see above). Despite
great individual variation in L2 production, simildevelopmental patterns have been
discerned. These are referred to as “developmeidges” and have been defined by
reference to the production of different grammatpraperties (Perdue, 2006). That the
development is similar across individuals has b@grlained by reference to universal,
general language-learning mechanisms. The typendénlying mechanism postulated
differs across theories (Clahsen & Muysken, 1986bdhk, 1996; Klein & Perdue,
1992; Meisel, Clahsen, & Pienemann, 1981; Perd086;2Pienemann, 1998, 2005b;
Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1994, 2005). Studies adévelopmental stages have
focused on the acquisition of morphemes, morphoagynnformation structure, word
order, and features such as tense and aspecplatios or in combination with each
other, depending on the theory (Bardovi-Harlig, Z0Dimroth & Starren, 2003; Dulay
& Burt, 1974; R. Ellis, 1994; Hyltenstam, 1977; Kle& Perdue, 1992; Pienemann,
1998; Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 2005)

Traditionally, theories usingrepresentational approacheshave assumed the
developmental trajectories to be “staged” in tlne &cquisition of a certain structure
occurs throughout the grammar at the same time @Jghlin, 1990). However,
empirical data have failed to support this hypaghesthat no leaps between suggested
stages have been found. Instead, development leasfbend to be stable for lengthy
periods and to undergo short periods of transifiteeeding to a sigmoid learning curve
(Sharwood Smith & Truscott, 2005). It is assumedt,tiduring the transitional phases,
the language system is being restructured so that representations are created
(Ingram, 1989; Lightfoot, 1999).

Empirical data have also shown learners to be atrakadjacent stages at the same
time, for example alternately producing grammatarad ungrammatical structures. This
coexistence of two or more variants of a given troigion produced by the same
learner has been difficult to explain for repreaéinhal nativist approaches. This is
because the underlying abstract representation @dnatruction is assumed to have
undergone restructuring once a new variant appeaesning that it should strictly
speaking no longer be possible to generate theefbldariant. Such phases of
coexistence of stages and variants have been @dféaor as “syntactic optionality”
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(Sorace, 2000). The attempts made to solve thelgmolnave mainly consisted in
guestioning whether true optionality exists. It lh@en suggested, for example, that the
variant structures are not tied to the same lexteals. This explanation fits well with
certain hypotheses that expect grammar acquiditidoe lexically driven, meaning that
structures are first acquired together with speciéixical items and are only later
generalized to a category of words (e.g., Pienemad®8, 2005a, 2005b). In the same
vein, it has been explored whether purportedly amat structures really express the
same meaning. Further, syntactic optionality haanldeosely ascribed to performance,
leaving the idea of a single representation int#et. other approaches have explained
optionality by reference to competition betweerfaltént structures, which are selected
on the basis of different thresholds of activat{@&marwood Smith & Truscott, 2005).
However, as yet there has been no complete exmanat the empirical data that fits
into the general representational framework (SqQrageo).

On the other hand, in theories taking emergentistor usage-based approaamnder
which language is seen as dynamic and variablenmedical rules are expressed in
terms of statistical probabilities. These theotlerefore have no difficulty explaining
the coexistence of variants of a construction ligddng to different stages of acquisition
(e.g., N. C. Ellis & Larsen-Freeman, 2006; Tomasel003). In fact, from an
emergentist perspective, variation such as thahdoun “phases of optionality” is
characteristic of language acquisition. Languagassumed to be learned through the
acquisition of single items from which the learmait generalize to item-based schemas
and constructions. Different emergentist schoolhoifight disagree about whether these
generalizations are formed by association or whetthey will finally form
categorizations and linguistic representations. el@w, importantly, it is generally
assumed that these constructions are always affdmtefrequency and item effects
deriving from the learner’s input and output. Thaigans that variation is a necessary
consequence of the generalization process.

2.2.2 Acquisition Criterion

The operational definition of “acquisition” used anstudy will affect the interpretation
of data and the delimitation of developmental stag@er since R. Brown (1973) used
an acquisition criterion of 90% correct in obliggtocontexts when studying first
language acquisition, the percentage of accuratehas been a frequent definition of
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acquisition in L2 studies as well (e.g., Dulay & rBul974; Vainikka & Young-
Scholten, 1994). Although the percentage chosehtiuils define acquisition in the
context of a given study, theoretical reasons hawly rarely been given for such
choices and cut-off points have often been sekamsgly arbitrary levels (Pallotti,
2007). There are in fact studies where changingattwpuisition criterion reversed the
order of acquisition for specific structures (Gladtral., 2001; Hatch & Farhady, 1982;
Hawkins, 2001; Jansen, 2000). Therefore it is moprssing that the use of accuracy
criteria has been controversial, even though theyséll used. In addition, a focus on
“accuracy” as defined by reference to “standardiglaage norms will lead to other—
“non-standard”—forms not being studied; this probléas been referred to as the
“comparative fallacy” (Bley-Vroman, 1983).

Emergence as an acquisition criterion is less ranyitthan percentages of accuracy and
relies on qualitative changes rather than quamnttaines (R. Ellis, 1994; Pallotti, 2007;
Pienemann, 1998). However, while emergence astearion is sufficient for initial
learning, it fails to address levels of mastery enonportant for higher-proficiency
learners (Bartning, 2000). Emergence has been frexptiently used as a criterion in
research within Processability Theory (PT) angiecursors (e.g., Meisel et al., 1981).
In these studies, emergence has been defined dissthgystematic and productive use
of a structure. To establish systematicity, disttifnal analyses of form—function
relationships need to be performed. For exampleph®nes that can mark both plural
and gender are analyzed separately for each furetoprocess called “factorization.”
This approach makes it easier to find patternsnhewees that are not target-like.
However, especially in studies of morpheme acdarsithe thresholds of production set
for incipient systematicity have varied (Glahn ket 2001; Pallotti, 2007; Zhang, 2005).
To exclude the use of unanalyzed forms learnedhasks, productivity is defined by
reference to lexical and morphological variatiogtsthat minimal pairs need to occur
(e.g., both a plural and a singular form of the esamun) involving different lexical
items (lexical variation). In the present thesismarpheme was assumed to have
emerged when there were at least two minimal ga@s Chapter 7).
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2.2.3 Developmental Trajectories for German

2.2.3.1 Word order

Developmental trajectories in untutored L2 and kcguasition of German word order
were established by the ZISA project for native afges of Italian, Spanish, and
Portuguese (Meisel et al., 1981). This work haslfegher explored and revised by PT
(Pienemann, 1998, 2005a, 2005b). Of the sevensstagbe development of word order
originally postulated, six remain and are presebdw (Pienemann, 1998; Table 2.1).
This developmental trajectory has also been supgant later studies of native speakers
of English and Swedish (Hakansson, 2001; Hakanstoal., 2002; Jansen, 2008).
Further, it has been shown that, in line with theadhability Hypothesis (Pienemann,
1985), teaching did not change the order in whiehdtructures appeared (Boss, 1996;
R. Ellis, 1989; Pienemann, 1989). However, othediss have only supported the
trajectory with revisions, for example to the effétat the initial state did not have to
adhere to SVO order but could also be transfer@¥ Structures from L1 (for Turkish
L1 and Korean L1: Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 199#&urther, in two longitudinal
studies of children’s L2 acquisition, both Italiand Russian L1 speakers were found to
acquire INV and V-END (see Table 2.1) simultanepifslaberzettl, 2005; Pienemann,
1981). In the present thesis, the focus is on thgrpssive acquisition of Stages 2 and 3
as well as Stages 3 and 5 (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1
Developmental Stages in the Acquisition of German Word Order

Developmental Stages Examples

1. One word/chunks

2. SVO

(canonical word order: subject—verb— *Der Mann wird putzen die Schuhe morgen
object) ‘the man will polish the shoes tomorrow’

3. ADV *Morgen der Mann wird putzen die Schuhe
(fronted adverbials) ‘tomorrow the man will polish the shoes’
4.SEP *Morgen der Mann wird die Schuhe putzen
(verb separation) ‘tomorrow the man will the shoes polish’
5.INV Morgen wird der Mann die Schuhe putzen
(subject-verb inversion) ‘tomorrow will the man the shoes polish’

6. V-END Ich glaube, dass der Mann die Schuhe putzen wird
(finite verb in subclause final position) | ‘I think that the man the shoes polish will’

Note. * indicates ungrammatically in standard German. Note that although the example sentences of stage two,
three and four are ungrammatical in this table, not all sentences of these stages need to be so. For example, a
sentence of stage one without a complex predicate would have been grammatical (e.g.; Der Mann putzt die
Schuhe morgen ‘the man polishes the shoes tomorrow’).
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During the first stage, only words or chunks appBarring the second stage, the learner
produces sentences with stable SVO order and rer gthnstituents; if adverbials are
produced at this stage, they appear in sentenakgosition. Next, in ADV, the learner
begins to front adverbials but retains the candn®4O order, such that the verb
appears in third position, violating the Germanbveecond (V2) rule. In standard
German, the adverb-fronting rule is optional, tisathe adverb can also appear in final
or sentence-internal position where it does ngiget a change in verb placement. In
SEP, the learners place non-finite verbal elemguasticiples, infinitives, particles) in
sentence-final position, while the finite verb stay second position. The verb group is
thus separated, in accordance with standard Gerd@mever, at this stage the learner
generalizes this pattern to subordinate clausesedis which deviates from standard
German. At the fifth stage, INV, the learner plattesverb in sentence-second position,
resulting in subject—verb inversion when adverbals fronted, in agreement with the
obligatory rule of standard German. Finally, durthg sixth stage, the learner puts the
finite verb in sentence-final position (V-End) inub®rdinate clauses, adhering to
standard German word order.

2.2.3.2 Morphology

According to the most general description of theveflgomental trajectories in L2
acquisition of inflectional morphology, there anege stages (N. C. Ellis, 2002; Housen,
2002). In the first stage, learners produce invaragefault forms. In the second stage
there appear various inflectional morphemes in fvaeation, indicating that the
function is not yet acquired. In the third stagégeve the distribution is more systematic
and target-like, form—function relationships cambserved.

The acquisition of inflectional morphology has bestadied not only in terms of what
types of suffixes appear when (Diehl, Christen, dréherger, Pelvat, & Studer, 2000;
Pishwa, 1985) but also in terms of their form—fimetrelationships (Glahn et al., 2001).
Subject—verb agreement in particular has also baated in connection with syntactic
phenomena, given that some researchers have fharatguisition of verb-second (V2)
word order and finiteness to be developmentallyatesl in L2 acquisition (e.g.,

duPlessis, Solin, Travis, & White, 1987; Parodip@0Tomaselli & Schwartz, 1990).
According to PT, morphemes are acquired by typegammatical information

exchange, such that lexical morphemes are acqbieéate phrasal and inter-phrasal
morphemes (Pienemann, 1998, 2005a, 2005b). Thearglalistinction concerns the
structural distance over which grammatical infororatis exchanged. In lexical
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morphemes there is no grammatical exchange awhlle in phrasal morphemes the

exchange takes place within a phrase, for exampknvan adjective and a noun agree
in a noun phrase. Verb inflections in subject—vagoeement are an example of inter-
phrasal morphemes where grammatical informatioexchanged across phrases (noun
phrase and verb phrase). This developmental toajedbas been supported by a
longitudinal study of L2 German (Pienemann, 1998) a cross-sectional study of L2

acquisition of Scandinavian languages (Glahn ef@D1).

2.2.2.4 Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypotises

Studies of developmental trajectories explore usalkeaspects of L2 acquisition and
commonly do not focus on language-specific factush as transfer (but see Spada &
Lightbown, 1999). TheDevelopmentally Moderated Transfer HypothedB3MTH,;
(Hakansson et al., 2002) combines both factorstakels a developmental perspective
on transfer. It expects transfer to occur as atfoanof the constraints of the learner’s
language at a given time. Only when a learner i@ld@mentally ready will he or she
transfer a given structure. The DMTH was formulat@thin the framework of PT
(Pienemann, 1998). Similar ideas have been exptessa to the DMTH (Wode, 1976,
1978). For example, Zobl (1979, 1980, 1995) suggktitat what induces transfer is the
perception of similarity between source and tarigetgjuage at a certain level of
development. Some approaches within current uralsrgjectory research, such as the
Learner Varieties approach, have also assumedr#imafer is constrained by the current
complexity of the learner’s language (Perdue, 2006)

Some evidence for developmentally constrained teankas been reported. For
example, Giacobbe (1992) found that learners didorafit from proximity between L1
and L2 until the learner language was at a levatreltine relevant syntactic structure
could be accommodated. Similarly, the occurrencsubfect—verb inversion, expected
late in L2 and L3 development, was not precipitdigdsimilarities between native and
target language (Hakansson et al., 2002). Furtisive speakers of Polish could not
profit from the existence of subject—verb agreemertheir L1 when learning English
L2 but followed the same developmental trajectoassVietnamese L1 English L2
learners, who have no agreement paradigm in théir(lohnston, 1997). Further
evidence comes from unidirectional transfer—thadifig that, in a given language
combination, transfer occurs only from one langudgea longitudinal study of children
who were simultaneously bilingual in Swedish andn€h, all of the children—even
those who were dominant in Swedish—transferred X@&rd order from French to
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Swedish, even though Swedish is a V2 language aes ot allow this word order (see
Chapter 4). By contrast, none of the children uSegdish XVS word order when
speaking French, even if Swedish was their domiterguage (Schlyter & Hakansson,
1994).

In cases where a target structure in L3 occursxpeated according to developmental
trajectories and that structure also exists in £12 it is difficult to determine whether
that structure has been acquired or transferredieMer, as mentioned above, negative
transfer in such cases represents strong evid@ined.is, any negative transfer taking
place at a time predicted by developmental trajeetocould be an indication of
developmentally moderated transfer.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGICAL PRELIMINARIES

This chapter sets out the hypotheses tested (BdLilescribes the methodology used to
do so: the participants (3.2), the study desigr8)(3and the five different tasks

performed by the participants (3.5 to 3.9, eaclk tbsing presented along with a
methodological overview).

The present study examines the acquisition of kihtpinto consideration how general
learning processes, such as developmental trajestanteract with language-specific
phenomena, such as L1 and L2 transfer. The foams ike acquisition of German L3 in
a formal setting by learners whose L1 is Swedigh who are acquiring English as an
L2 in school. The participant learners were dividei four groups according to the
amount of L3 instruction that they had received] éimere was also a control group
consisting of native speakers of German. The oveedign of the study was quasi-
longitudinal, with two sampling points. Five diféert tasks were carried out: an elicited
imitation (El) task (3.5), a questionnaire (3.6)c@mmunicative task (3.7), a picture-
based storytelling task (3.8), and an unstructuméelview (3.9). The El task and the
communicative task were sampled twice while theepothsks were sampled once. The
data from the picture-based storytelling task ahd tnstructured interview are
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presented and discussed together, because bothesé¢ tasks yielded spontaneous
speech data.

3.1 Hypotheses

This thesis takes a developmental perspective ansfer and tests the effect of
previously learned languages on the developmeatthird language in and beyond the
initial state of acquisition. More precisely, itpares the effects on the acquisition of
word order in declarative sentences (Chapters 45amohd bound morphemes (Chapter
6), which is claimed to pass through predictabéarier-general stages (Clahsen &
Muysken, 1986; Klein & Perdue, 1992; Pienemann8)9% was tested whether L1 (Na
Ranong & Leung, 2009) or L2 (Bardel & Falk, 2003ajk& Bardel, 2011; Rothman &
Cabrelli Amaro, 2010) had a privileged role in sfr to L3, taking cross-linguistic
similarities (Flynn et al., 2004; Montrul, Dias, &antos, 2011; Rothman, 2011) and
psychotypology (Kellerman, 1983) into account, araether developmental trajectories
constrained the transfer of prior language knowdedgiakansson et al., 2002;
Pienemann, Di Biase, Kawaguchi, & Hakansson, 2008)e following general
hypotheses, which are not in all cases mutuallyuske, were tested (for more specific
hypotheses, see the individual chapters):

a) Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses
If L1 transfer shapes L3 acquisition, then L3 maqslyntax should initially
mirror that of L1 as a result of positive and negatransfer from L1 to L3.

b) Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses
If L2 transfer shapes L3 acquisition, then L3 marslyntax should initially
mirror that of L2 as a result of positive and negatransfer from L2 to L3.

c) Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis
If developmental trajectories constrain transfeentlearners should pass through
proposed learner-general developmental trajectarrespective of similarities to
previously acquired languages. Transfer from L1 bB2adhould occur only when
the structures in question are appropriate givamnks’ current developmental
stage.
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d) Psychotypology
If learners’ perception of similarities between smuand target language affects
the transferability of morpho-syntax, then learnetso perceive L1 and L3 as
more similar should exhibit more transfer than heas who perceive L1 and L3
as less similar.

3.2 Participants

3.2.1 Learner Groups

A total of 74 native speakers of Swedish who weegrling English as L2 and German
as L3 (defined chronologically) in a junior highhsol in southern Sweden were
recruited to participate in the study. They rangedage from 12 to 16 years.
Participation was voluntary and the students wef@med that participation would not
affect their grades. Since all participants werenars, their parents (or other legal
guardians) signed a form granting their consenttiier students to participate in the
study and for the data collected to be used foengific purposes. The participants’
identities are confidential. All names mentionedhis study are therefore code names.

The participants all studied both English and Gerrnraschool. They had the same
German teacher but were in four different schoohrge(Years 6 through 9 of
compulsory school). All students in Years 6, 8, &(¢bn average 75% of each class)
who were willing to participate were accepted. Heare in Year 7 only 43% were
willing to participate. To ensure that the four gps would be of similar size, additional
Year 7 studentsn(= 9) were recruited from a class taught by a ckffié teacher.
Students from this class were admitted on a fioste, first-serve basis.

A questionnaire in Swedish was used to obtain métion about the participants’
language histories, specifically about their (aYivea language and (b) length of
exposure to German. Three questions concerned dhi&cipants’ native language:
Mitt/mina modersmal ar..(‘My native language(s) is/are...'Jag talar foljande sprak

hemma..(‘At home | speak the following language(s)..."); aad vanlig dag talar jag
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pa dessasprak.. (‘On a usual day | speak these languages...’). Aigjgant was
eligible for further data analysis if “Swedish” w#se answer to all three questions.
Some students also mentioned “English” and “Gernmaslanguages used on a usual
day. However, as long as these languages wereepotted to be spoken at home or
claimed to be native languages, they were considéwebe school languages and
therefore not to make the student ineligible. Basadthe answers to these three
guestions, data from ten participants were exclUddea the analyses (four in Year 6,
one in Year 7, four in Year 8, and one in Year 9).

To control for the extent of previous exposure terf@an, participants were deemed
ineligible for the analyses if they had spent mtran three months in a German-
speaking country. This criterion led to the exaunsof two participants in Year 9. In
addition, one participant in Year 6 was excluded failure to participate in all
elicitation tasks. In all, 13 participants were lexied from further data analyses.

The final sample thus consisted of 61 studentssactbe four school years. It was
divided into four groups characterized by differéangths of exposure to German and
English classroom instruction (Table 3.1). The faroups could be described as
follows: Year 6: beginners; Year 7: lower internadi Year 8: upper intermediate; and
Year 9: advanced.

Table 3.1

Participants and Exposure to German and English

German English
T1 T2 T1 T2

Year n(F) Age (SD) m h m h m m
6 12 (8)" 12;7 (.5) 4 21 9 48 31 36
7 16 (6)> 13:;8(.5) 13 83 18 138 40 45
8 17 (6)*  14:6 (.5) 22 178 27 228 49 54
9 16 (10) 15;33(5) 31 268 36 318 58 63

Note: Average age is given as Years; Months at T1 (the first sampling point). SD = standard deviation, The “m”
and “h” columns indicate the total amount of class instruction received by the time of the two sampling points,
expressed in months (m) or hours (h). F = Females.

! Data from the El task at T1 are missing for one student in Year 6 and five students in Year 8.

Z Of Year 7 students, nine were recruited from a class with a different teacher on a first-come, first-serve basis.
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It is common practice in SLA research on developalgoatterns to group participants
according to school year or amount of classroornrunson received (Alhawary, 2009;
Baron & Celaya, 2010; Chang, 2010; Deguchi & Osh2@04; Rose, 2000; Rule &
Marsden, 2006; Slabakova, 2009). Students’ progmesghrough school years is
assumed to reflect developmental progression amdpieesent a good proxy for target
language exposure. However, a given number of haifrsnstruction does not
necessarily result in a given state of grammar,remadloes the school year reflect actual
stages of language development (Rule & Marsden600 fact, learners in the same
school year, having received a similar amount aftruction, have been shown to
develop at different rates and to attain differlenels of proficiency at the end of the
academic year (Bardovi-Harlig, 1992, 2000; M.-Cemblay, 2006). Because of the
high variability in the learners’ production, whigh reflected in the large standard
deviations found for each group, statistically gigant differences are often found only
between distant school years, not between suceessigs (Alhawary, 2009; Chang,
2010; Rule & Marsden, 2006).

3.2.2 Control Group

The control group consisted of eighteen 13-14-pédmative speakers of German (11
females;M = 13;1,SD = .3) enrolled in Year 7 in a German secondaryosklia
Realschulg in a suburb of Cologne, who were recruited byirtbeacher. They were
tested once in their school. In Germany’s tripartd#econdary school system, the
Realschuleoccupies the intermediate position academicallythBthe school and the
teacher were selected through social networkingoAding to their teacher, all students
had only one L1 and had studied English as L2Hoed years in school (since Year 5)
and French as L3 for one year (since Year 7). ¢fpatiion was voluntary, and since the
students were minors their parents (or other lggatdians) signed a form granting their
consent for the students to participate in theystmt for the data collected to be used
for scientific purposes. The participants’ nameseneept confidential. All names used
below are code names.
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3.3 Quasi-longitudinal Design with Two Sampling Paits

To test the hypotheses about the interaction betvaEselopmental trajectories and
transfer, developmental data were needed. A qoagiudinal study design was chosen
to obtain such data. In quasi-longitudinal studibg, participants are measured only
once but they are grouped according to an indepgnd®iable that represents time.
This variable can be age or another variable thahges with time, such as the length of
exposure to the target language, which is ofterl useSLA studies (Alhawary, 2009;
Baron & Celaya, 2010; Chang, 2010; Deguchi & Oshia04; Rose, 2000; Rule &
Marsden, 2006; Slabakova, 2009). Any differenceseoled between groups as regards
a dependent variable (e.g., language proficiencg) then presumed to represent a
development over time that reflects individual depenent over the same period—in
other words, if a number of individuals had beard®d on several occasions over a
period of that length, the development observeitiém would resemble the differences
observed across the groups in the quasi-longitudinaly (Larsen-Freeman & Long,
1991). It has been debated whether this assumpgidegitimate (Gass & Selinker,
2001). Researchers agree that the strongest eedBmca developmental pattern
consists of data from longitudinal studies proghat is, studies in which the same
participants’ behaviors are measured repeatedly avextended period. However, once
a developmental pattern has been proposed, quagttdinal designs are generally
seen as acceptable for the further exploratiorhefduggested pattern (R. Ellis, 1994;
Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1994).

One advantage to a quasi-longitudinal study desighat it makes it easier to include a
large number of participants, meaning that theltesull often be more generalizable
than those of longitudinal studies, which commomlgiude only a small number of
participants. In addition, there is no need to nonparticipants over long periods to
record their development, which may be necessarparticular, when learners have
little contact with the target language and theagpess is therefore slow. Hence, quasi-
longitudinal studies are more economical and ess-tonsuming in cases such as those
dealt with in the present study.
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3.3.1 Study Design: Sampling and Groups

The developmental stages that are investigatedisnstudy have been identified on the
basis of longitudinal data (Clahsen, 1984; Pienemd®81, 1998). Hence, a quasi-
longitudinal design would seem to be appropriatetli@ present study. In addition, a
longitudinal component of data collection was idtroed in that the (non-control)

participants’ development was measured at two samploints (T1 and T2) separated
by five months. The amount of German instructiors waed to divide the learner group
into four groups; this was assumed to be a goodypfar developmental progression

with increasing exposure to the target languag®l€ra.1). On the assumption that the
structures tested would have stabilized in teenagjeve speakers, the control group
consisting of native speakers of German was testgdonce.

3.4 General Procedure

The participants carried out five tasks: an eletiteitation task (El) (Section 3.5), a
guestionnaire (Section 3.6), a communicative taSkcfijon 3.7), a picture-based
storytelling task (Section 3.8), and an unstructurgerview (Section 3.9). A room in

the school was reserved for the task sessions, ewhBr participants were tested
individually. Each participant was scheduled inatte, and timetables were distributed
one week before the session to the students asawé¢hieir teachers. The collection of
data from the learner group took 23 days at T1lahdays at T2, while it took 5 days to
collect the data from the control group.

The task administrator and the participant sat epp@ach other at a table in the session
room. Both the participant and the task administratore microphones connected to a
Digital Audio Tape (DAT) recorder. A digital videcamera was placed behind and to
the side of the task administrator, so as to retoedparticipant along with part of the
task administrator’'s face and any gestures thgpaingcipant might make.

On entering the room, the participants were welabraed allowed to familiarize

themselves with the recording equipment, includgdooking through the camera and
playing with the audio recorder. The recorded sesbegan with some warm-up talk
consisting of a simple conversation on topics uguadvered in the first few pages of
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German textbooks, such as names, age, and birfhdaysliscourage them from using
Swedish or English during the session and to kkemtin a “monolingual mode” (see
Chapter 2, Grosjean, 1998), the participants hat Beongly informed beforehand that
German was the only shared language. The Germare+sgteaking task administrator,
though proficient in Swedish and English, pretentiedspeak those languages only
poorly.

Each session began with the picture-based stangdthsk in L3 German while the L1
Swedish version of the same task always endedeis®as, in order to keep these two
tasks as distant as possible from each other g0 asoid long-term priming effects
(Bock, Dell, Chang, & Onishi, 2007; Bock & Griffir000). The second task was the
unstructured interview. During this part of thesses, the participants were encouraged
to ask for help if they had any questions or ifytineere searching for words. The next
two tasks were the communicative task and theteticmitation task. The order of these
two tasks was randomized for each participant. &ataned, the L1 storytelling task
ended each session. The complete session laswwddmeB85 and 45 minutes and was
concluded by a debriefing allowing the participailstsomment on the tasks and ask any
additional questions they might have.

All participants, including those in the controbgp, filled out a questionnaire that took
them approximately 10 minutes to complete durisglasequent German class.

In the sections below, the five tasks are explaimede thoroughly and their general
design is presented. Note that the order of praentdoes not correspond to the order
of performance as described above.

3.5 First Task: Elicited Imitation

An elicited imitation (El) task—also referred to asrbal imitation (Over & Gattis,
2010), oral imitation (R. Ellis, 2008), orsentence repetitiorfDiessel & Tomasello,
2005)—was used to investigate the interaction woitasstic developmental trajectories
with L1 and L2 transfer. The general design coasidtthe auditory presentation of a
sentence (model sentence) followed by participamégpetition thereof (response

34



sentence). El tasks usually involve the acoustt/oodality, but there are also studies
using written model sentences (Yang & Givon, 19%3)elicit written response
sentences (Spitze & Fischer, 1981).

The rationale for the use of El tasks is basederfinding that speakers remember the
meaning or gist of an utterance longer and morescty than its precise form (Sachs,
1967). If a sentence cannot be held in working nrgnas a whole, its meaning is
retained while its form tends to change—a procefsned to ageconstruction(Lust,
Chien, & Flynn, 1987) or asephrasing or assimilation (Slobin & Welsh, 1973).
Importantly, sentences are not arbitrarily recarcted. Bock and Brewer (1974) found
that participants in a sentence recall task tendedhange the form of the model
sentences to a form that, in a previous indepentdsskt they had judged to be more
natural or better-sounding. Moreover, model sem@sneith the preferred form were
more often correctly recalled than those with nosfgrred forms, and non-preferred
forms were more likely to be changed into preferi@uns than vice versa. There are
also other findings supporting the idea that ser@ereconstruction is not arbitrary but
instead reflects participants’ syntactic prefersnaed previously acquired knowledge.
For example, native speakers have been found tdupeo accurate imitations of
grammatical sentences more often than of ungramailatentences (Love & Parker-
Robinson, 1972). A similar effect has also beermshtn the case of single words:
words were remembered better as a factor of photmcd plausibility (for non-words)
and as a factor of familiarity (for real words),cbuthat familiar real words were
remembered best (N. C. Ellis & Beaton, 1993; Huligughan, & Brown, 1991).
Another relevant finding is that ungrammatical modentences exceeding a native
speaker’s working-memory capacity tend to be spwdasly corrected (Smith, 1973)—
a phenomenon termed “normalization” (Hamayan, Saefd arudee, 1977).

These findings have been taken as evidence thatdomstruction of model sentences
reflects speakers’ syntactic preferences and ipeshdy their previously acquired
(grammatical) knowledge, suggesting that El tasks be used as a measure of
speakers’ grammatical knowledge (for reviews ofseéé Bley-Vroman & Chaudron,
1994; Erlam, 2006; Jessop, Suzuki, & Tomita, 2@himke, 2011; Vinther, 2002). El
tasks have therefore frequently been used in HuaieL1l acquisition (e.g., Fraser,
Bellugi, & Brown, 1963; Hakansson, 1989; Over & t&at2010; Santelmann, Berk,
Austin, Somashekar, & Lust, 2002; Slobin & WelsB73; Valian, Prasada, & Scarpa,
2006), including sign language (Meier, 1987), udsts of L2 acquisition (e.g., R. Ellis,
2008; Hamayan et al., 1977; Naiman, 1974; TrofimbyLightbown, Halter, & Song,
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2009), in studies of specific language impairmé&itl{ e.g., Conti-Ramsden, Botting, &
Faragher, 2001; Hakansson & Hansson, 2000; Mer@&4), and for diagnosing and
screening of children with atypical language depslent (Devescovi & Caselli, 2007;
Sturner, Kunze, Funk, & Green, 1993).

3.5.1 El in Second Language Acquisition

In research on L2 acquisition, emphasis has beace@dl on the expediency of using
grammatical and ungrammatical stimuli in trying teasure learners’ syntactic
preferences and grammatical knowledge with an Bik:tadn particular, grammatical
knowledge can be tapped if learners are presentadstimuli that are ungrammatical in
the target language: if they normalize ungrammhbesmtences to their grammatical
counterparts, while repeating grammatical versminthie sentence unchanged, it can be
assumed that they have knowledge of the grammatinadture in question.” (Schimke,
2011, p. 17). It has indeed been found that L2nkyay; just like L1 learners, change
stimulus sentences on the basis of their grammar, (eldkansson, 1989; Keeney &
Wolfe, 1972; Smith, 1973). L2 learners also tendshow a preference for changing
either grammatical or ungrammatical model senteRe<£llis, 2008; Hamayan et al.,
1977; Markman, Spilka, & Tucker, 1975; Schimke, 20¥erhagen, 2005, 2011). This
preference for grammatical or ungrammatical modetence structure is suggestive of
their syntactic preferences and ability (Schimk@l®, Verhagen, 2005, 2009, 2011).
When analyzing data from EI tasks and attemptindetscribe and capture the transient
process of language acquisition, it is thereforpdrtant to compare the success with
which learners repeat grammatical versus ungramalatiodel sentences, respectively,
and to consider changes in the relative proportions

Despite evidence suggesting that repetition patteriel tasks reflect learners’ syntactic
preferences, it is important to keep in mind thattipipants will manage to repeat a
certain proportion of the model sentences verbdt@tearly, when compared directly,
memory for meaning always trumps memory for stmgtut there seems to be no
solid evidence that verbatim memory disappeargaintiand in fact previous studies
offer numerical indications that some verbatim mgmdoes remain” (Gurevich,
Johnson, & Goldberg, 2010, p. 57; for discussibrote imitation versus reconstruction
see McDade, Simpson, & Lamb, 1982). To limit thie&k of verbatim memory, thus
increasing the reliability of data from El tasKsistissue must be addressed in the design
of model sentences and in the procedure used &d®154.4.4).
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El tasks have been used in SLA research to studguslanguages, such as English
(e.g., Eisenstein, Bailey, & Madden, 1982; R. EH608; Erlam, 2006; Henning, 1983;
Munnich, Flynn, & Martohardjono, 1994; Naiman, 19Rbebuck, Martinez-Arbelaiz,
& Pérez-Silva, 1999; Trofimovich et al., 2009), Bt(e.g., van Boxtel, Bongaerts, &
Coppen, 2005; Verhagen, 2005, 2011), French (damayan et al., 1977; Markman et
al., 1975; Naiman, 1974; Schimke, 2011; ThomaspPp0&erman (e.g., Hameyer, 1980;
Reid, 1981; Schimke, 2011), Japanese (e.g., Hagjwar10), and Spanish (e.g., Ortega
Alvarez-Ossorio, 2000; Pérez-Leroux, Cuza, & Thon284.1; Scott, 1994). Usually, El
tasks have been used to examine syntactic and wilopbal structures. However, there
are also studies on phonology (Burger & Chréti@®12 Henning, 1983; Trofimovich et
al., 2009) and discourse markers (Burger & Chrée€01).

3.5.2 Pros and Cons

Imitation is likely to involve several cognitiveqaesses. This could impair the construct
validity of the EI tasks. A participant performiram El task will parse the sentence
(analyze it in terms of words, constituents, andtagtic relations), process it
(understand the meaning and structure of its padsyl then store, retrieve, and
(re)produce it (e.g., Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 19%nther, 2002). That is, both
comprehension and production are involved in Ekgagven though the analysis is
usually restricted to the final production datasédg et al., 2007). This limitation of the
analyses to production data obscures the involvewrfemultiple cognitive processes in
producing an incorrect imitation (Vinther, 2002ete it has been claimed that EIl tasks
measure grammatical knowledge in imitation rathkant in comprehension or
production (e.g., Fraser et al., 1963).

To study the construct validity of EI tasks andithrelation to other linguistic tasks,
results from EI tasks have been correlated with smes of general language
proficiency according to standard language praficyetests (Erlam, 2006; Sturner et al.,
1993), grammaticality judgment tasks (Munnich et 8094), and spontaneous speech
production tasks (Eisenstein et al., 1982; Erlaf062 Schimke, 2011; Smith, 1973;
Thomas, 2010; Verhagen, 2005, 2011). Generallyctineslations found were moderate
to high, indicating that El tasks are valid andaf@e measures of linguistic behavior
and knowledge. Indeed, several authors have sugghé&sdttasks as a screening method
for children with atypical language development\@scovi & Caselli, 2007; Sturner et
al., 1993).
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Importantly, comparisons between spontaneous spaedH=l data have usually been
performed on group level, not on the individualdeve.g., Eisenstein et al., 1982;
Erlam, 2006; Gallimore & Tharp, 1981; Thomas, 20I0)ere has been a debate as to
whether El tasks underestimate individual learnpreficiency relative to spontaneous
speech in the sense that participants can prodeicterses that they are unable to
imitate (Hood & Lightbown, 1978; Slobin & Welsh, 1®—or whether, on the
contrary, El tasks overestimate learners’ proficietbecause participants can imitate
sentences that they are not (yet) able to prodpoataneously (Kuczaj & Maratsos,
1975; Schimke, 2011; Smith, 1973; Verhagen, 200he interpretation of this debate
and the underlying findings is that participants/rba able to imitate structures that they
cannot yet produce but are on the verge of acqguifior example, one participant in a
longitudinal study did not produce auxiliacan andwill in spontaneous speech, but
normalized misplaced auxiliaries in an El task at(Kuczaj & Maratsos, 1975). At T2,
however, he actively produced both auxiliariean will), and continued to normalize
their placement. Other studies have found casesemearners who did not actively
produce a particular structure were able to imitaiteormalize it, but no instances of the
opposite scenario of learners actively producirggracture but being unable to imitate
or normalize it (Schimke, 2011; Smith, 1973; Verag2011). These latter findings
suggest that El tasks are “suitable to confirm icoatrolled way, the presence of
linguistic knowledge that can also be detected ppnganeous production, and, in
addition, might reveal knowledge that is not yedibie in spontaneous production”
(Schimke, 2011, p. 17).

El tasks allow a high level of control over theustures tested (Yang & Givon, 1997).
More importantly, El tasks allow testing of complgsammatical structures which are
difficult to elicit in other ways and seldom occur spontaneous production data
(Sayehli, 2001). As an experimental task, El idicaple and allows causal inferences to
be drawn. If controlled structural changes to tleeleh sentences co-occur with changes
in how successful participants are at repeatingitheferences can be drawn about the
structural changes that have resulted in the eifferates of success. Moreover, El is
superior to other elicitation methods in its abilib yield language samples even from
hesitant speakers. Spontaneous production data oftetain only a small number of
instances of particular structures, which makgsrablematic to use such data to test
theoretical claims. The use of El tasks can be ytawaemedy this problem (Schimke,
2011). Further, the ease of stimulus design andlitheed need for technological
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equipment to record the data would seem to be ctaistic of a test type well suited to
use outside of the laboratory, which in turn faates the recruitment of participants.

3.5.3 Design Issues

3.5.3.1 Model sentence length

Much of the success of El hinges on the desigrhefrhodel sentences (see Section
4.4.1). If the model sentence exceeds the parhitganemory span, its form is less
likely to be held in memory and to be repeated atmn However, working memory
capacity varies with age, educational level, cani@ixfactors, and language proficiency
(Economou, 2009; Gathercole, 1999). The limitatiohsvorking memory relate not to
individual items, but to “chunks” (G. A. Miller, 58). The two chunks “378” and “962”
are easier to remember than the series “3 7 8,9 \Wltich contains the six items of the
two chunks.

Similarly, model sentences include items—words|aty¢s, morphemes, or sentence
constituents—that can be chunked in the participanémory. In attempts to determine
the appropriate length of a model sentence, allheSe have been used as units of
analysis in relation to different El tasks: (sylld Eisenstein et al., 1982; Naiman,
1974; Trofimovich et al., 2009); (words: Lahey, bawn, & Schiff-Myers, 1983),
(morphemes: Fujiki & Brinton, 1983; J. F. Miller &hapman, 1975), (words and
syllables: Hakansson & Hansson, 2000; Munnich et #994; Schimke, 2011;
Verhagen, 2005, 2011). There is no consensus edtié¢he ideal unit or on the ideal
number of units (these can range between 2 andyldbles and between 5 and 9
words). Instead, the choice of unit and the numibereof in El tasks has been
considered as dependent on the population stuéiddng, 2006). Since SLA research
may cover learners within a wide range of profickendesigning model sentences can
be challenging in that both floor and ceiling efseneed to be addressed.

3.5.3.2 Delayed recall

When the repetition of a model sentence is delagediences are less likely to be
repeated verbatim (cf., Sachs, 1967; Yang & GiV®0O7). This has frequently been

exploited in El tasks to limit rote imitation. llome cases, the participants were simply
prompted to reply only 3-5 seconds after being el with the model sentence

(McDade et al., 1982). In others, the response dedsyed by means of an intervening
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distractor task, such as identifying a picture .(ekgaser et al., 1963), counting (e.qg.,
Thomas, 2010), or proposition agreement judgments, (R. Ellis, 2008).

3.5.3.3 Serial order effects

In any serially ordered list, the first and lastnis are remembered best, owing to
primacy and recency effects, respectively ( foexaew, see Ebbinghaus, 1885; Henson,
1998). In an EI task where different structuresammpared, it is therefore important to
compare only structures presented at the same placestring of words. Alternatively,
serial order effects can be controlled for eithgmpbesenting the structures at different
positions and having equal numbers of occurrencefy analyzing the material for
serial order effects—that is, calculating whethex position of a word influenced the
correctness of its imitation.

3.5.3.4 Instructions

Although it has been suggested that the instrustgven to participants may affect the
results of an El task, this has not yet been thgintyuexplored (but see Desberg, Marsh,
& Stanley, 1977; as cited in Gallimore & Tharp, 198r an attempt). Participants are
generally asked to repeat sentences to the be#teof ability (e.g., R. Ellis, 2008;
Verhagen, 2011), even when ungrammatical modekseas are used (but see Erlam,
2006 who asked participants to correct ungrammagigatences). Verbatim memory is
more likely to be lost when the model sentenceldeen understood (Gurevich et al.,
2010); to limit verbatim memory of a sentence,as ltherefore been recommended that
participants’ attention should be drawn to the ngaiand comprehension of the model
sentences (Vinther, 2002).

3.5.4 El in the Present Study

El measures participants’ grammatical preferenced knowledge by means of

grammatical and ungrammatical model sentences # useful type of task for the

purposes of the present study, above all becauswkies it possible to control the

number and types of the syntactic structures teSied is especially important because
some of the structures studied are optional irtdhget language. The EIl task may reveal
knowledge not manifested in the spontaneous pramutask, such that the combined
results from these two tasks may capture more Idethithe developmental path of

language acquisition than either task alone.
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The model sentences used in the present studysesyrdirst, syntactic developmental
stages that any learner will allegedly pass throwagid, second, structures that
correspond to structures in the participants’ L1 ®r(for more detailed information on
developmental stages, see Chapter 2). To contrakfital order effects, all structures of
interest were in sentence-initial position. Thegkbn of the model sentences was
controlled in terms of both the number of words #r@lnumber of syllables. To prevent
floor effects, the sentences were short; and tegmteceiling effects, a distractor task
designed to tap working memory load was used: @patnts were asked to count five
steps backward starting from different numbers.the instructions given to the
participants, the importance of understanding tlkamng of the sentences was stressed.
The same EI task was carried out on two occasibhsa(d T2) five months apart. The
response sentences were binarily scored as eibiiegct (1) or incorrect (0) imitations
of the model sentences. Logistic regression analysge performed on the data thus
obtained.

3.6 Second Task: Questionnaire

A questionnaire was used to (a) gather informaftbout the participants’ language
history and (b) measure their psychotypologicainestes of the distance between
German and Swedish. The psychotypological distastamate was measured using
multi-items on Likert-type scales (see below andtiSa 3.6.1).

Questionnaires are one of the most frequently msethods of data collection in SLA
research (Dornyei, 2003). They are relatively e@msylesign and make it possible to
obtain information on a wide range of topics. Faaraple, they can generate self-
reported factual, behavioral, and attitudinal dataSLA research, demographic data on
participants (e.g., age, sex, and socioeconomiasjtaan be collected alongside data on
their and their families’ language histories. Datan also be collected to obtain
information about participants’ habits and lifestylin relation to their use of their
respective languages (L1, L2, or L3) and about tlearning strategies, or to assess their
motivation for language learning and specific peddity traits that are related to their
success in language learning.
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The questions asked in a questionnaire can inadpda-ended questions, questions with
a limited choice of possible answers (sometimesspeeified), and binary yes—no

guestions. In many cases, items in questionnareesdact not questions but statements
in relation to which the respondent is asked toceu@ his or her extent of agreement or
disagreement on a predetermined scale, such ded kcale (see Section 4.5.1 below).
One crucial characteristic of the questionnaithas its purpose is to ask for information

in a non-evaluative manner: it should not be pdsdiblabel answers as right or wrong,
nor as good or bad (Dérnyei, 2003; Foddy, 1993).

The traditional format of the questionnaire usescpeand paper, but nowadays, with
ready-made formats available online (e.g., Googlesy] computer-administered and
internet-distributed questionnaires are becomirmggei@singly common (for studies on

the effects of the mode of the questionnaire sees@mnbe, 2009; Dillman, 2005).

Questionnaires can have very different layoutsislitgenerally considered that an
attractive and professional design will make resiemts pay more attention and feel a
stronger obligation to fill out the questionnairafully and correctly, which increases
both the reliability and the validity of the dat®drnyei, 2003). The length of a

guestionnaire may have an impact on data religbdiid validity: depending on the

targeted participant group, a long questionnairg seem less manageable (Dornyei,
2003) and make respondents tired or unfocused.

Despite the advantages of being able to cover a vadge of data and of having a good
cost—benefit ratio, there are also disadvantageleajuestionnaire as a research tool.
The major issues are threats to data reliability \eadidity. Especially when participants
fill out their questionnaires without an experim@nbeing present, questions can be
misunderstood or misread (Low, 1999). Motivationd athe time spent on the
guestionnaire will differ across participants (Dgen 2003). Hence, the results may also
vary across participants owing to factors that ao¢ measured. In additiorsocial
desirability biasis thought to affect responses in that participanay be more likely to
reply in a manner that they believe is viewed fabty by others. Thus, desirable or
acceptable behaviors and attitudes can be expdotelde over-reported whereas
undesirable and unacceptable behaviors and atitada be expected to be under-
reported (Holtgraves, 2004). A related problem mown asacquiescence biasa
respondent who is in doubt will be more likely wree than disagree with a statement
(McClendon, 1991; Watson, 1992).
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To mitigate the above-mentioned effects of misusidedings, social desirability bias,
and acquiescence biasyulti-item scalesare used. These are groups of several
differently worded items (questions or statemetiig} target the same construct, with
the scores for the different items being summedntgpa total score. Multi-item scales
are considered to be more reliable and less wldidn single-item questions in that a
single biased response will have less impact ontate score (Dérnyei, 2003). To
ensure that the different questions within a sea&leially measure the same construct,
they need to be checked forternal consistencyThis can be done by calculating
correlation coefficients, such as Cronbach’s albyaall the items of a multi-item scale
and for all except each one in turn. If a particitem reduces internal consistency (i.e.,
there is lower correlation with that item includian without it), that item is excluded
from the scale. For internal consistency to be dekradequate, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients should approach 0.80 for scales watlh ¢&r more questions, and 0.70 for
scales with fewer than ten questions (Dérnyei, 2003

3.6.1 Likert-type Scales

Participants’ estimates of the psychotypologicatatice between German and Swedish
were measured by asking them to indicate theireageat with statements on Likert-
type scales (Likert, 1932), that is, scales cogeancontinuum between two opposing
endpoints: the anchors. On a true Likert scale, ody the anchors but also all
intermediate points on the scale are labeled bethally and numerically (humbers are
used in order to approximate equal intervals). Most common Likert scales have five
or seven response choices, with the midpoint inisiganeutrality. However, there are
scales that differ from this design both in scaegth and in the extent and type of
labeling. Scales deviating slightly from the origlirdesign are often referred to as
Likert-type scales

Likert-type scales have been frequently and sutdéssised in SLA studies exploring
language learners’ motivation, beliefs, and atégjcas well as in studies examining the
correlation between the strength of certain peiggrtaaits and the degree of success at
language learning (e.g., Dewaele, 2002, 2007; Dair&yCsizér, 1998, 2005; Dornyei
& Kormos, 2000; Hinkel, 1996; Masgoret & Gardned03; Randall & Strother, 1990;
P. F. Tremblay & Gardner, 1995; Wilson & Dewael®1@). Scale design issues are
rarely discussed in SLA research (but see Busc®3;1%nd Ddrnyei, 2003), but they
will be dealt with in the following section.
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3.6.1.1 Scale length

Although most researchers use Likert or Likert-tgpales with between four and eleven
points, there is, in principle, no limit to the &¢h of a scale. Longer scales are not
believed to increase reliability (McKelvie, 197&)ut the consequent increase in the
variance of answers will increase the likelihoodindling statistically significant results
(Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991). Other factors affectihg choice of scale size include the
topic targeted, the respondents’ familiarity withe ttopic, and their educational and
cultural background (Busch, 1993; but see Daw@822Dawes, 2008 finding higher
variance for 11 point than 5 to 7 point scales, lamder means for 11 point than 5 to 7
point scales).

A Likert-type scale may lack a neutral point beeaushas an even number of scale
points, which will force respondents to indicat@raference. In fact, the use of even-
numbered versus uneven-numbered scales is a hetbatetl topic (Adelson &
McCoach, 2010). The proponents of an even-numbaesayn argue that it makes the
results more discriminating and therefore morealdd. For example, Busch (1993)
recommends an even number of categories to avaoidetisive data” and Garland
(1991) found that participants gave less sociadlgidble answers with an even number
of categories. By contrast, advocates of the usasmafneven number of categories argue
that the existence of the neutral point is what @sakhe data more discriminating
(Cronbach, 1950; Gable & Wolf, 1993). So far, nadasive answers have been given
as regards which type of scale is more reliable.

3.6.1.2 Labeling and orientation of categories

Likert scales originally labeled the intermediatgegories verbally and numerically.
However, it is easier to approximate equal inteyvalithout wording, using only
numerals or graphic space to indicate an equadrtist If numerical labels are chosen
and the number of categories is uneven, therenargéneral formats: with and without
a central zero-point. The results are mixed conegrthe effects of zero-point (e.g., a
scale ranging from —2 to +2) versus no zero-paxy.( a scale ranging from 1 to 5).
Schwarz, Knauper, Hippler, Noelle-neumann, and KC[d©91) found more positive
results without a zero-point, while Amoo and Friedm(2001) and Armitage and
Deeprose (2004) found more positive results witker@-point.

Contradictory results have also been reported &ing the highest numerical label
consistently on the right or on the left. Ratingsvda been found to be higher with the
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highest label to the right (Toepoel, Das, & van $p2009), but also with the highest
label to the left (Hartley & Betts, 2010; Tourange&ouper, & Conrad, 2004).

To avoid patterned responses (e.g., consistenttegleof answers to one side of the
scale) and to keep participants attentive, it hreenbsuggested to vary the horizontally
displayed scale such that the positive anchor ngesiones to the left and sometimes to
the right for different items on a questionnairg(eDdornyei, 2003).

3.6.1.3 Wording of statement items

Another way to avoid patterned responses is to ttaywording of statement items as
between positively and negatively worded ones, dhelh an affirmative or positive
statement is sometimes turned into its oppositeutlin the use of a structural negation
(Anastasi, 1982; Nunnally, 1978). Negatively andipeely worded statements have
been assumed to be equivalent when reverse-saoeahing that complete agreement
with a positive item gives the maximum score whiemplete agreement with a
negatively worded item gives the minimum score.dRéyg, however, this practice has
been questioned since it has been found that nejaind positively worded items are
answered in significantly different ways (Barnet®®00; Schriesheim, Eisenbach, &
Hill, 1991; Weems, Onwuegbuzie, Schreiber, & Egg2€©3). This is considered to be
because participants agree differently with negétivand positively worded items,
respectively (Stewart & Frye, 2004). These findirdsllenge the assumption that
reverse scoring makes a negatively worded itemvefpnt to the original positively
worded item. Accordingly, Dérnyei (2003) recommemd®iding negations. Instead he
suggests the use of statements that are negativénrtbhe sense that they include
structural negations but in the sense that negaispects of the construct rather than
positive ones are emphasized.

3.6.1.4 Participants

Different cultural groups and age groups have ldeand to give different answers to
Likert-type scales. For example, Asian participdrdse been found to be more prone to
choose more neutral answers than participants ¥astern cultures, who readily chose
the extremes (Chen, Lee, & Stevenson, 1995; Dalic&rin, 2007). Although most
studies exploring the psychometric properties &kelitype scales have been carried out
on adults (but see e.g., Laerhoven, Zaag-LooneDg&kx, 2007), it has been assumed
that younger participants are better able to hasulbd scales if the number of categories
is relatively small (Adelson & McCoach, 2010; Boerl& Frampton, 1992). With
younger participants it has also been recommenueséd forced choice through scales
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with an even number of points (Adelson & McCoachl®). However, children as
young as between eight and eleven (school yeags thrsix) were able to handle five-
point scales and were no more prone to choose ith@ler—neutral—option than adults
of the same culture.

3.6.2 Questionnaires in the Present Study

The questionnaire used in the present study wasatered to the learner group once,
after the second sampling point. It was in a parelpencil format and in the Swedish
language. This questionnaire concerned informa#ibaut the participants’ language
history and measured their psychotypological esgésaf the distance between German
and Swedish. The control group, whose members badawledge of Swedish, filled
out a shortened version of the questionnaire innf@ar concerning their language
history only.

To mitigate the effects of misunderstandings, satgsirability bias, and acquiescence
bias, multi-item scales were used to measure théicipants’ psychotypological
estimates of the distance between German and Swedlk statement items were
positively worded—i.e., focusing on similarity ratithan dissimilarity between German
and Swedish—because of the above-mentioned finthiag reverse-scored negated
items are not equivalent to the original positivelyprded items (Barnette, 2000;
Schriesheim et al.,, 1991; Weems et al., 2003). fdmticipants answered each item
using a six-point Likert-type scale, meaning tlmgré was no neutral or zero point. This
was intended to force the participants to indicatpreference and thereby render the
data more discriminating and more reliable (Garlab®91). A scale length of six
points/categories was considered to be manageabted adolescent participants in the
present study (c.f., Adelson & McCoach, 2010) whyelding enough variance to
increase the likelihood of finding statisticallygsificant results (Hatch & Lazaraton,
1991). The categories were not labeled either Ugrba numerically. Instead, graphic
space was used to approximate equal distance hetwedegories. Pilot versions of the
guestionnaire showed that varying the orientatibtn® anchors caused confusion in the
participants, and it was therefore concluded thatresults would be less reliable if this
format were used (for similar results see Nichoyy, Okubo, & Loftus, 2006).
Hence—despite existing recommendations to vary dhentation of positive and
negative anchors to avoid set answers (Dornyei3206the orientation of the anchors
was kept constant. The final version of the quesiire consistently displayed positive
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anchors to the left and negative anchors to th# ofjthe scale. The data yielded by the
Likert-type scale were treated as ordinal.

3.7 Third Task: Communicative Task

The third task was a communicative one that eliciseilbject—verb agreement and
adjectives in attributive (e.ghe red cay and predicative (e.gthe car is redl position.

It tested whether learners followed predicted ttmjees in their acquisition of
morphology. Since the late 1970s, communicativeanmunication tasks have been
widely used in the field of SLA to elicit productiadata (Chaudron, 2003; Loschky &
Bley-Vroman, 1993; McDonough & Mackey, 2000; Nundr@91). Such a task is
generally defined as (a) goal-oriented in thatip@dnts arrive at a certain outcome and
(b) activity-generated in that it involves the merhance by participants themselves of
an activity (Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993). Thare several theories and studies
concerning the effects of communicative tasks ded facilitation of L2 development
(e.g., R. Ellis, Tanaka, & Yamazaki, 1994; McDonbugy Mackey, 2000; Pica, 1994;
Sauro, Kang, & Pica, 2005). However, in this thesisimunicative tasks are seen as a
research tool used to elicit linguistic structures order to assess participants’
developmental level.

Communicative tasks vary widely and can involvehsuiverse sub-tasks as map-
reading (Anderson & Boyle, 1994; Speciale, EllisB§water, 2004), where participants
help each other through instructions to find omdean object (M. Carroll, Murcia-Serra,
Watorek, & Bendiscioli, 2000); acting out (Ervinifjp, 1974); or playing card games
(Jaensch, 2011). However, they all target spetirfguistic structures in the context of
meaningful interactions. Communicative tasks aterofised in cases where the targeted
structures are not expected to appear frequentlyamers’ naturally occurring speech,
either because they are rare in conversation iergeor because learners tend to avoid
them (Schachter, 1974). In both cases, those stagctvill not (or only rarely) occur in
spontaneous speech, even though the learners noay tkrem. To deduce whether a
learner is or is not able to produce a given stmagtthere needs to be an obligatory
context and this cannot be unambiguously createghamtaneous speech, meaning that
learners’ proficiency is easily underestimated. ldegr, even the use of communicative
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tasks does not guarantee that particular structwiksappear with a frequency that
makes it possible to perform the appropriate amesly@Gass & Selinker, 2001).
Experimentally generated data may be more reliabléhat respect, but on the other
hand they have lower ecological validity than datem communicative tasks. Hence it
can be claimed that communicative tasks represeuosedul middle way between
naturalness and underestimation of proficiency.

Communicative tasks can be classified according/ttether, and if so how, the task
administrator and/or the participant(s) engage vatth other. some tasks involve
interaction between two participants (two-way taskhile others involve interaction
between the task administrator and the particifane-way tasks) (one-way task;
Mackey, 1994). They can be further differentiated¢oading to the requirements of
information flow: either both partners need to pdevinformation (jigsaw tasks) or only
one partner needs to supply information (informmag@ap tasks) (Pica et al., 1993). The
linguistic structures targeted by communicativeksalsave been classified according to
the extent to which they necessarily occur in &.taeschky and Bley-Vroman (1993)
distinguishes (a) those structures that occur #atiy even though they are not required
for successful task completion (task-naturalne@®),those that facilitate, but are not
necessary for, task completion (task-utility), #odthose that are necessary to complete
the task (task-essentialness). ldeally, commumedasks are designed in such a way
that the structures targeted are task-essentiatretdhe task yields a higlata density
(Pienemann, 1998), that is, a large number of stsmtéor the linguistic structures
targeted.

3.7.1 Communicative Tasks in the Present Study

The communicative task used in the present studydeaigned analogously to that used
in Glahn et al. (2001) and targeted color adjestimeattributive and predicative position
as well as subject—verb agreement. The task waseavay information gap task—in
other words, it involved interaction between thetipgpant and the task administrator
but only the participant needed to supply informatiThe participants were asked to
name items depicted on a piece of paper. To unambgly specify an item, the
participants needed to describe it using a colgechige in attributive or predicative
position, depending on the question asked by thle administrator. The form of verbs
used by the participants needed to reflect theingrmumber of items involved (i.e.,
third person singular or plural). The production amfjectives was task-essential: the

48



participants could successfully complete the tadly @ they produced color adjectives

to describe the items pictured. By contrast, subjeb agreement represented only
task utility in that the task could be successfutlympleted without a participant

producing number agreement between the subjectttandierb. The entire task was
carried out on two different occasions, five mordpart. The adjectives produced were
coded for the number of suffixes in obligatory @xts, such that the proportion

produced in obligatory contexts could be calculdtadeach participant in each group
studied.

3.8 Fourth Task: Picture-Based Storytelling

A picture-based storytelling task was carried auglicit structures with a topicalized

adverbial. Storytelling tasks (silent movies: eJein & Perdue, 1992); (comic strips:

e.g., Hendriks, 2000; Agren, 2008); (picture boaksf., Berman & Slobin, 1994) have

been widely used in SLA research to elicit produttiata, which have been analyzed to
examine a variety of structures. The advantageth@fmethod include (a) that the

seqguence of actions is known to the researchethéb)the narratives can be compared
across learners, (c) that it gives even those éeanrho are reluctant to speak a topic to
talk about, and (d) that the content of the staag be manipulated (Bardovi-Harlig,

2000). The main disadvantage is the variation Wgdalind across participants in the

length of narratives and in the number of types tk@&ns of the phenomenon under
investigation

3.8.1 Picture-Based Storytelling Task in the Pres&tudy

The picture-based storytelling task was administetel 1. Its aim was to elicit temporal
adverbials in topicalized position (e.thenin the sentenc&hen the man went into the
shop. The pictures used, produced by the Swedish @ardotist Jan Romare, were two
comic strips with no text, each consisting of fe@parate pictures (see Appendix B).
They depicted a man and his unusual pet, a pythbea.task was to arrange the four
pictures of a strip into a sequence and tell tHated story. The participants were
informed that they could arrange any story thegdiland that there were many different
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options. It was believed that arranging the picuntéo serial order would encourage the
participants to focus on temporal sequences, whichld elicit temporal adverbials,
preferably in topicalized position. In additiongtlarranging procedure was thought to
encourage the participants to produce longer staiiece they would need to describe
each picture in order to justify its position ireteequence. The data were scored for the
occurrence of different word order structures andlyaed using implicational scaling
(see Section 3.10). The data from the picture-basagtelling task are presented and
discussed together with the data from the unstradtinterview (see next section) as a
set of (semi-) spontaneous speech data.

3.9 Fifth Task: Unstructured Interview

An unstructured interview was carried out to eldiffferent word orders and subject—
verb agreement in spontaneous speech. In SLA wsedioth structured and
unstructured interviews are often used to elictidpiction data that approach naturally
occurring speech while at the same time particlikguistic structures are targeted
(Meisel et al., 1981; Perdue, 2000). In structurgdrviews, questions are asked in the
same order for each participant. In unstructur¢éehurews, by contrast, the questions on
a list are asked in an order that fits the genssalse of the particular conversation and
will therefore vary for each participant. This meathat unstructured interviews are
more similar to naturally occurring communicatiomam structured interviews are.
Reports of SLA studies seldom include descriptiohthe exact questions asked or the
guidelines followed during interviews (see Chaudr@®03). Moreover, interview data
are usually analyzed for several different lingaisstructures and features, and
supplemented with data from more specific elianatiasks. Further, data are commonly
collapsed across several tasks, even though keymday derive predominantly from
only one of them (e.g., Holmen, 1993; Viberg, 1998) a few studies, however,
researchers have specified from where—the intenoewhe more specific elicitation
tasks—the data analyzed came (e.g., H. G. Jin,;198dkey, 1994)
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3.9.1 Unstructured Interviews in the Present Study

In the present study, the same set of questionsaslessd in all interviews to keep the
data comparable across participants. To make theecsation more natural, there was
no rigid layout for the communication; instead, finedetermined questions were woven
into a general discussion. The aim was to creatoraformulaic and meaningful
communication in which a real information exchang®k place, such that the
participants would be more involved in the subjeetiter and therefore produce more
speech.

Specific questions were asked to elicit temporaledoials. These included questions
regarding future plans, such &as wirst du Weihnachten machekl?hat will you do
for Christmas?’ anilVas willst du machen, wenn du grof3 bisthat do you want to do
when you grow up?’. The participants were encouwtaigetalk about past events by
guestions such a&/as hast du im Sommer gemactwhat did you do this summer?’,
and to talk about capabilities or preferences bgstjans such a#/as kannst du gut?
‘What are you good at?’. To elicit various pronguespecially the first and third person
singular and plural, questions such/das machst du gerne mit deinen Freund&vi?at

do you like to do with your friends?’ antfas macht dein Bruder gerné&®hat does
your brother like to do?’ were used (for a completeof questions, see Appendix B,
Table 3). The unstructured interview was carriedance, at T1. The data were scored
for the occurrence of particular word order struesuand analyzed using implicational
scaling. These data are presented and discusseithéogvith the data from the picture-
based storytelling task (see previous section)set af (semi-) spontaneous speech data.

3.10 Implicational Scaling

The analytical method amplicational scaling(DeCamp, 1971), also referred to as the
Guttman procedur¢Guttman, 1944), has been used in several stofliésvelopmental
stages in learner language (R. Ellis, 2008; Hytemns 1977; Meisel et al., 1981), even
though it was first used in linguistic studies &veal constraints on variability in an
analysis of the Jamaican Creole Continuum (DeCab8Fl). It shows hierarchical
patterns in the acquisition or use of linguisticustures, such that the presence of
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structurea implies the presence of structulbe but not vice versa (Rickford, 2003).
Implicational scaling is thus able to determing tlvhat may at first sight look like free
variation does in fact manifest systematicity. Timsthod makes it possible to display
the distribution of nominal, dichotomous data sat they fit a “perfect scale” (Cichocki,
1996), which means that implicational orders, if,azan be discerned. A scalability test
can be used to measure how well a model fits thrfept scale. In studies of language
acquisition, implicational orders are hypothesizedreflect difficulty and/or time of
acquisition and are therefore useful for studyiegedoping systems. Crucially, not only
longitudinal and quasi-longitudinal but also cresstional data can be used to infer
developmental patterns from implicational scalird.,(Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991;
Pienemann, 1998).

In the present study, implicational scaling is useccombine language data from all
participants into a single implicational scale. Wihis approach, both the behavior of
the learner group as a whole and individual develam are considered. When data are
collected at a relatively small number of pointstime, it is important to observe
participants at different levels of proficiency,chese if proficiency is held constant
there will not be any scalable distribution.

The convention is to present structures horizontalid participants vertically in an
implicational-scaling matrix, as shown in Table.3.2

Table 3.2
Structures and Participants Presented According to Implicational Scaling Conventions
Structures
ID a b Cc d
A 1 1 0 0
B 0 1 0 0
C 1 1 1 0
D 0 1 1 1

Note. ID = Participant’s identification letter (A, B, C or D).

Table 3.2 shows that—in relation to the specifit-affi points used—participan
produced structures andb but notc andd, participantB produced structurb but not
structuresa, ¢, andd, etc. This represents the stage after the predimidata analysis.
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The next step is to see if any patterns can besiied by changing the order of the
structures and/or the participants.

Participants are scored either 1 or O in relatmratpredetermined cut-off point that
indicates the presence (1) or absence (0) of aurk=aCut-off points used as the
acquisition criterion in various studies of langeagcquisition range from the first
appearance of a structure to 90% suppliance igatolry contexts. The results obtained
can change depending on the operational definiGbracquisition. The acquisition
criteria are sometimes based on explicit theorketioasiderations, but cut-off points are
also sometimes set at seemingly arbitrary levetout a theoretical explanation being
given (for a review on acquisition criteria, sedidtfy, 2007; Pienemann, 1998). In some
cases, results obtained with different cut-off p®imave been compared (Eklund
Heinonen, 2009; Glahn et al., 2001). In the presamdy, the cut-off point representing
the emergence of a structure is defined for wodkoas the first appearance, as applied
in Processability Theory (for more information abdhe acquisition criterion, see
Chapter 2).

How to address the non-presence of a structureagsieern, since this affects scalability.
Specifically, the non-presence of a structure cduddnterpreted either as the effect of
missing data or as an indication of non-acquisitiomthe literature, the problem is
usually solved by the convention that a participsadres zero for a structure only if it
fails to appear in an obligatory context. In casdeere there is no such context, a
missing-data symbol (“/) is inserted and the daanain inconclusive concerning that
particular structure. Further, a single occurrewica structure in an obligatory context is
not considered to be enough to draw any conclusatrmit the acquisition or non-
acquisition of that structure, because that co@dab instance of a sequence of word
forms or words that have been learned as a wholkouti being analyzed for its
individual components (formulaic speech, prefaltddachunks, such d@dow are you
doing?. However, studies diverge as regards the numbecaurrences in obligatory
contexts required to establish productive usegifucture (see Chapter 2).

Even though implicational scaling is frequently s@eted in studies that discuss
developmental sequences, there are a great maayg oésnisattributions and wrongly
applied statistical methods. For that reason, datirgy procedure is presented briefly
below (for a more thorough description see Hatdha&araton, 1991).

53



Once the presence or absence of the structuresenést has been determined for every
participant (see Table 3.2), the participants am&l gtructures are rank-ordered. By
convention, the participant with the lowest numbgstructures present is at the bottom
and the participant with the highest number ishattbp of the list while the structure
present in the most participants is at the riglat @nthe list and the structure present in
the fewest is at the left end. In our example (Balgle 3.3.), the participants are ranked
C, D > A > B becauseC and D have produced the most structures and have thus
produced more than participafit who, in turn, has produced more than particifgant
The structures are rankdd> a, ¢ > d because structurk is supplied by the most
participants and there is no difference betweenctiresa andc, both of which are
supplied more often than structute

Table 3.3

Implicational Scaling: An Example

Structures
ID d c a b
C 0 1 1 1
D 1 1 0 1
A 0 0 1 1
B 0 0 0 1

Note. ID = Participant’s identification letter (A, B, C or D).

In our example, as is frequently the case in therdture, the rank order is not
completely neat. Participai did not produce structurg even thougtc andd were
produced. Such inconsistencies, or deviations fanndeal perfect scale, represent the
error of the scale. Depending on the size of therethe data will be considered to be
scalable or not. In order to make this evaluat@rdividing line is drawn inside the
matrix, as can be seen in Table 3.3. In each rotheMmatrix, this line is placed so that
the number of cells to its right equals the numbérstructures produced by the
corresponding participant. Participdproduced one structure, namelyTherefore the
line in the bottom row starts one cell from thehtigdge of the matrix. ParticipaAt
produced two structures, corresponding to a digdine two cells from the right.
ParticipantsD and C produced three structures each, albeit differemésp and
accordingly their lines are located three cellsririhe right. In a perfect scalable order,

there would be only ones to the right of the drgliine and only zeros to the left of it.
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Any ones or zeros on the wrong side of the linegasgnt the errors of the scale. In our
example scale, there are thus two errors, bothhi¢lware attributable to Participat
Based on the number of errors, a “coefficient @aaility” is calculated (see Hatch &
Lazaraton, 1991 for details). If this coefficieatd.6 or higher, the implicational scale is
considered to be of a scalable order (Hatch & Latpar, 1991)
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CHAPTER 4

VERB PLACEMENT AND L1 TRANSFER

4.1 Background

This chapter explores the interaction between dgwveéntal trajectories and transfer of
verb placement in the acquisition of German. Thet fsection (4.1) begins with a
description of the characteristics of verb placemerdeclarative main clauses in the
three participant languages (L1 Swedish, L2 Engksid L3 German) (4.1.1.). This is
followed by an overview of earlier findings on LZ&Lacquisition of German verb
placement, with a special emphasis on subject-wedrsion and transfer (4.1.2). The
second section (4.2) describes the focus of theeptestudy. The third section (4.3)
presents the design of the elicited imitation tas&d in the present study and the results
obtained. This is followed by a section (4.4.) thegsents the spontaneous speech data
set and the two tasks (picture-based storytellagk tand unstructured interview) that
were used for elicitation purposes. The chapterclooles with a general discussion
(Section 4.5).
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4.1.1 Verb Placement in Declarative Main Clauses @German, Swedish,

and English

German and Swedish, unlike English, are verb-se{@ggillanguages. In V2 languages,
the finite verb—marking tense and/or agreement—asqa in the second position of a
declarative main clause (see (1a) and (2a) bel®¢. V2 constraintentails that the
finite verb is also placed in the second positidrewthe clause begins with an element
other than the subjectopicalizatior). As a result of this constraint, the finite verb
precedes the subject in such clauses. This worer esdften referred to asibject—verb
inversion (XVS, where X represents an element other thansthgect and the finite
verb, e.g., an adverbial) (see (1b) and (2b) beldnvEnglish, by contrast, SVO word
order (3a) is normally retained even in topicalizshtences (3b), such that the verb
appears in the third position (V3) there (XSV). Whserman and Swedish share the V2
constraint, they differ in the position of non-fmi verbs (e.g., infinitival and
participle/supine forms) in declarative main claugeth complex predicates. First, the
non-finite verb is sentence-final in German but aem close to the finite verb in
Swedish. Second, when a sentence with a compleXcate is topicalized, the non-
finite verb is placed immediately after the (ineel}t subject in Swedish but in sentence-
final position in German (compare (4) and (5) bglol English, finite and non-finite
verbs immediately follow each other after the sab{6).

1) German (simple predicate)

(@) SVO Ich gehe heute ins Theater
‘I gain today to theater

(b) XVS Heute gehe ich ins Theater
‘today g@, | to theater

2) Swedish (simple predicate)

(a) SVO Jag gar pa teater idag
‘I gain to theater today’

(b) XVS Idag gar jag pa teater
‘today g@, | to theater’
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3) English (simple predicate)

(a) SVO | go to the theater today
(b) XSV  Today | go to the theater

4) German XVS (complex predicate)

Heute werde ich ins Theater gehen
‘today willk, 1 to theater g@n-in

5) Swedish XVS (complex predicate)

Idag ska jagga pa teater
‘today willin | ghon-in to theater’

6) English XSV (complex predicate)

Today | will go to the theater

4.1.2 German Verb Placement in L2/L3 Acquisition

L1 learners of German and Swedish produce subjedi—wversions as soon as they
produce topicalizations (Clahsen & Muysken, 19&88ddns, 2006; Santelmann, 1995),
but inversion is known to be a challenge for L2le8rners (for a review on German V2
acquisition, Bohnacker, 2006; Jansen, 2000, 20083. interesting to note that XVS
word order is mastered late in L2/L3 acquisitiorsmite a high frequency of this
construction in student input (Ganuza, 2008; Hanwea & Viberg, 1977). When
L2/L3 learners produce topicalized sentences, teeyg to retain the basic SV word
order, such that the verb appears in the ungraroatatiird position of the sentence
(XSV). What is more, once the XVS structure haseaped in students, it tends to co-
occur with the ungrammatical XSV structure for agdime (Clahsen, 1984; duPlessis
et al., 1987; Eubank, 1994).

It has been claimed that this development fromrdinai stage characterized by XSV
word order to a later XVS stage is language-gereapblying to all cases of German
L2/L3 acquisition regardless of the learners’ poergi language knowledge (Clahsen &
Muysken, 1986; Pienemann, 1998, 2005a, 2005b)—lzadittis learner-general (Klein

& Perdue, 1992) (but see Bohnacker, 2006 for arradtive view). The developmental
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trajectories proposed have been shown to persespiective of the learners’ L1 (Engish:
Boss, 1996; duPlessis et al., 1987; Jansen, 20@8geifann, 1981, 1989) (Korean:
Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1994) (Russian: Habefzéx005) (Spanish, Portuguese
and ltalian: Meisel et al., 1981; Vainikka & Yousgholten, 1996a) (Swedish:
Hakansson, 2001; Hakansson et al., 2002) (Turkdsia from Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996; Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1994) and not te bffected by classroom
instruction (Boss, 1996; R. Ellis, 1989; Pienemdt889)

One possible way of exploring the universality lagtdevelopmental trajectory could be
to investigate whether an L1 which is a V2 langupgeduces any positive effects on
V2 production in L2/L3 acquisition (this is ofteaferred to as V2-V2 studies). Indeed,
several transfer hypotheses suggest the existehseach initial transfer in that L1
grammar is assumed to be the basis on which tigettgrammar is constructed (e.g.,
Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Lado, 1957; Na Ranong & LeW@D9; Schwartz & Sprouse,
1994, 1996). Even where L1 is not supposed to betivileged source of transfer and
other previously learned languages are expectadnsfer as well, L1 word order is still
assumed to transfer to L3 at the initial stage—wki@a may enhance subsequent
acquisition, as suggested in the Cumulative Enlraané Model (Flynn et al., 2004); or
when L1 and L3 are typologically close or perceiasdoeing close, as suggested in the
Typological Primacy Model (Rothman, 2011; Rothman Cabrelli Amaro, 2010).
According to these hypotheses about multilinguahgfer, native speakers of Swedish
should not produce XSV structures in early L3 Garraaquisition. Instead, subject—
verb inversion should start to occur early on assalt of positive L1 transfer, either
because of the general typological similarity betwé&erman and Swedish or because
of the similarity between the two languages’ V2ustures. Despite differences in
theoretical background, the transfer hypothesedgmutard so far (Flynn et al., 2004;
Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Na Ranong & Leung, 2009; Rwth, 2011; Rothman &
Cabrelli Amaro, 2010; Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 6)9all yield the common
assumption that Swedish native speakers will tean$®2 to their early German L3
production. These common hypotheses will here lerregl to as the “Initial L1
Transfer Hypotheses.”

In countries where the main language is a V2 lagguée.g., Austria, Denmark,
Germany, Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden), thé faeign language taught in
school is typically English. As a result, any aghial V2 language will be learned as L3
rather than L2. This complicates the examinationLdftransfer in V2-V2 studies
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because L3 acquisition could be affected by L2df@mnas well. Bohnacker (2006)
studied elderly learners who were acquiring GernaanlL2 or as L3 with prior
knowledge of English, finding that all learnersgwoed XVS structures but only the L3
learners produced ungrammatical XSV structures.aldsence of XSV structures in the
production of the L2 learners was interpreted adesmce of initial L1 transfer, refuting
the proposed learner-general order involving aimainkKSV stage and a subsequent XVS
stage. However, Bohnacker’s data remain inconatubecause the learners studied all
produced inversions, which indicates that they waready advanced learners at the
time of sampling. Initial stages of acquisition mdyerefore have been missed
(Pienemann & Hakansson, 2007). Even so, howevei,.2hGerman learners seemed to
have acquired XVS fully whereas XVS remained ogldio the L3 German learners.
Bohnacker attributed the XSV structures in the &8rhers’ production to L2 English
transfer, and it has also been suggested by othatd.3 acquisition of word order is
affected by L2 rather than L1 transfer (L2 Statastér Hypothesis) (Bardel & Falk,
2007; Falk & Bardel, 2011), particularly when th2 has been acquired to a high level
of proficiency (Hammarberg, 2001; Williams & Hamrparg, 1998). These accounts
for L2 transfer all yield the expectation that matiSwedish speakers with English L2
will produce sentences with XSV word order in L3r@an despite the fact that such
sentences are ungrammatical not only in the L3atad in their L1. These common
hypotheses will here be referred to as the “InlialTransfer Hypotheses.”

Both the Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses and théiahlL2 Transfer Hypotheses focus on
the initial stage of L3 acquisition. The Developiadly Moderated Transfer Hypothesis
(DMTH) (Hakansson et al., 2002), by contrast, idelsi a developmental perspective,
combining transfer with learner-general developrakestages such that transfer will
affect acquisition (positively or negatively) onlyhen the learner is developmentally
ready to accommodate structures from his or heorll12 (see Chapter 2). According to
the DMTH, Swedish L3 German learners would prodxi§& word order prior to XVS
word order, in line with the learner-general staged despite the similarities between
L1 and L3.
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4.2 The Present Study

Studies investigating transfer have typically bé@&sed on spontaneous speech data
(SD). Their findings have been mixed. The focusumsally been on the initial stage of
L2/L3 acquisition, and developmental factors hae¢ Imeen taken into account. The
present study aimed to supplement the existingeend by testing different transfer
hypotheses using data from participants repreggerdifferent levels of proficiency
taking part in a more controlled elicited imitatigil) task and in SD elicitation
procedures (a picture-based storytelling task anduastructured interview). The
interaction between transfer and developmentaédtajies was studied in relation to
verb placement in topicalized declarative sentencesserman L3 acquisition by
Swedish native speakers with English L2. The foitmpsections will present the design
used and the results obtained, first for the B{ {ds3) and then for the SD tasks (4.4).
The final section (4.5) contains a general disaussif the results presented in this
chapter.

4.3 Elicited Imitation Data

4.3.1 Method

4.3.1.1 Participants

The L3 learner participants were distributed acrffoss school years (6-9), and there
was also a control group (see Table 3.1). For ailddtdescription of the participants,
see Chapter 3.

4.3.1.2. Tasks and materials
The EIl task (see Chapter 3) was designed to megsamgcipants’ grammatical
preference for sentences with XSV and XVS word grdespectively. The model
sentencesn(=18) consisted of filler sentences (SMXz 6) and experimental sentences
(XVS, n = 6; XSV,n = 6). From the perspective of standard Germanmerity of the
model sentences were ungrammatioat (L12) and a minority were grammatical=< 6).
The sentences were 9-11 syllables long= 9.67,SD = .59) and consisted of 5-8
words M = 6.17,SD = .86) (see Chapter 3). The twelve experimentatesees were of
four different sentence types (Table 4.1). All smices consisted of an adverbial, a
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subject, a finite verb (an auxiliary or modal Verd non-finite verb (a lexical verb), and
an object. The finite verb in second (XVS) or thiKBV) position was thus an auxiliary
or modal verb. The different sentence types reptedeword orders that learners
typically produce during the developmental trajegtior German L2/L3 (Adverbial
[ADV] — Separation [SEP}> Inversion [INV]; see Chapter 2, Table 2.1) and avor
orders corresponding to L1 (Swedish literal tratm@sta[SLIT]) or L2 (ADV). Half of the
experimental sentences targeted XVS word order (M¥ and SLIT) and the other half
targeted XSV word order (i.e., SEP and ADV). Ndtatteven though XVS corresponds
to grammatical German word order, only half of gxperimental sentences of that type
were grammatical from a standard German perspe(iiNg) because the others were
designed to correspond to Swedish word order (SahQ) thus did not display the non-
finite verb sentence-finally. To control for seriatder effects (see Chapter 3), all
structures of interest were in sentence-initialitpms (for a complete list of model
sentences in the El task, see Appendix B, Table 1).

Table 4.1
Experimental Sentence Types: XSV and XVS

XVS Model sentence

INV SLIT
Dann hat Lena ein Buch gelesen *Dann hat Lena gelesen ein Buch
X Vfin S O Vnon—fin x Vfin S Vnon—fin O
‘then has Lena a book read’ ‘then has Lena read a book’

XSV Model sentence

ADV SEP
*Dann Lena hat gelesen ein Buch *Dann Lena hat ein Buch gelesen
X S Vfin Vnon-fin O X S Vfin O Vnon-fin
‘then Lena has read a book’ ‘then Lena has a book read’

Note. INV = subject-verb inversion, SLIT = Swedish literal translation, ADV = fronted adverbials, SEP = verb
separation, S = subject, V = verb, X = any element other than the subject (here an adverbial), nonfin = nNon-finite
verb, s, = finite verb, O =object, * indicates ungrammatically in standard German.

The German words used in the El task were eithgnaies with Swedish words or
appeared early in the learners’ German textbodKkah(zeit Karlsson, Lindstréom,
Sandberg, & Schornack, 200Dy kannstt Svensson, Krohn, & Ericsson, 199dieg
Mit!: Filzwieser, 1996). Three different animate sutget.ena Henrik, and Hund
‘dog’) were combined with three different auxilesimodals, kann‘can’, will ‘want’,
and hat ‘has’) in the third person singular of the presésmise and four sentence
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adverbials ljeute'today’, morgen‘tomorrow’, manchmafsometimes’, andlann‘then’)
(for a list of words used in the model sentences, Appendix A, Table 1). To increase
participants’ recognition and enable them to cotre¢® on the position rather than the
meaning of the words, each subject, auxiliary, adderbial reappeared three to four
times in the course of the experiment. Howevemdoease variation, most lexical verbs
and objects appeared only once in a sentence.illédresentences were not topicalized
and belonged to either of the two sentence type® @¥d Vend, corresponding to
developmental stages of L2/L3 German (see Chapt&tdle that only half of the fillers
were grammatical from a standard German perspedie@ause the complex predicate
was not separated in the SVO filler sentences.

The order of sentences was pseudo-randomized, tivéhrestriction that the same
structure could not appear more than twice in a. rbine same order was used for all
participants. The sentences had been prerecordaddigale native speaker of German.
A backward-counting task (see Chapter 3) was usaiklay recall: participants were
shown a number (between 6 and 17) from which thesevasked to count out loud five
steps backward in German before repeating the meelatience. A pilot study had
indicated that the use of this distractor task pné@d ceiling effects without causing any
floor effects. More specifically, this distractask limited the potential ceiling effects in
more advanced learners that could otherwise haseraas a result of the shortness of
the sentences used for the imitation task. Givah words learned early on were used,
however, the floor effects in beginners remainedtéd since the sentences used were
still manageable to them. In the pilot study, thartsxg number for the backward-
counting distractor task was kept constant, and thd to the advanced learners
performing at ceiling in the imitation task aftefeav sentences. In the present study, this
effect of automatization or learning was reduceddying the starting number for each
sentence presented.

4.3.1.3. Procedure

The participants were instructed to listen to desace and to repeat that sentence to the
best of their ability after counting five steps kbaard from the number presented by the
experimenter. They were informed that some sengsewoeild be strange, but that they
should nevertheless try their best to repeat themfagthfully as possible. The
participants were advised to listen carefully andenhsure that they understood the
sentence. Participants who missed a word when tiageasentence were encouraged to
guess. The task was self-paced in the sense thgiatticipants had unlimited time to

repeat the sentence before the next one was pedseihhere were two practice
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sentences to familiarize the participant with taskt The whole session was recorded
for subsequent data transcription.

4.3.1.4 Predictions

Elicited Imitation (El) tasks have been suggestelldé a suitable measure of speakers’
grammatical knowledge (see Chapter 3). The ahitityeconstruct model sentences—
more specifically, the difference in the rate ofreot repetition between two alternative
model structures (in the present study: XSV and }XWS assumed to reflect speakers’
syntactic preferences as shaped by their gramrhatimawledge (R. Ellis, 2008;
Schimke, 2011; Verhagen, 2005, 2009, 2011). Inrotreeds, preference for a structure
Is assumed to be indicated by a higher ratio ofes&ful repetition, and this preference
iIs assumed to represent the best reflection ofelmer's grammatical knowledge. If
there is no difference in the rate of correct riéjoet between two structures, there are
assumed to be grounds for concluding that botlcttres are included in the learners’
grammatical knowledge. The three different (categgoof) hypotheses of L3 acquisition
and transfer to be tested yield different preditioegarding the results from the El task,
as listed below (a—c).

(a) Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses
According to the Initial L1 Transfer Hypothesese VS structure will be part of all
participants’ (learner and control groups) gramoatknowledge of German. This is
because XVS word order is common and obligatorythie participants’ native
languages, while XSV is ungrammatical in both Swiedind German.
» Prediction: all participants will correctly repeatore instances of XVS
structure than of (ungrammatical) XSV structure.

(b) Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses

According to the Initial L2 Transfer Hypothesesg tiXSV structure, which is
common and grammatical in L2, will initially tramesfto L3, since L3 acquisition is
assumed to take place on the basis of L2. Theofiesitial L2 transfer have not
proposed any transfer effects beyond the initiatestmeaning that there are no
specific predictions as regards the acquisitiortanfiet XVS by intermediate and
advanced learners.

* Prediction 1: beginners (Year 6) will correctly eap more instances of XSV

structure than of XVS structure.
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* Prediction 2: the native-speaking control groupl wirrectly repeat more
instances of XVS structure than of XSV structure.

(c) Developmentally Moderated Transfer HypotheBiSITH)
According to the DMTH, the learners will progredsra the proposed learner-
general developmental trajectories. XSV word ondér be preferred initially but
this preference will gradually be replaced by afgmence for XVS, such that XSV
and XVS will be equally favored at intermediategsts

* Prediction 1: Year 6 learners will correctly rep@adre instances of XSV
structure than of XVS structure.

* Prediction 2: in Years 7 and 8, the number of airrepetitions of XSV
structures and the number of correct repetitionsX\¥E structures will be
similar,

* Prediction 3: Year 9 learners will correctly rep@abre instances of XVS
structure than of XSV structure.

* Prediction 4: the control group will correctly rgpanore instances of XVS
structure than of XSV structure, since only the XS8&icture is part of their
German grammatical knowledge.

Note that the present study focuses on L1 transflacts. It was not designed to
determine whether the Initial L2 Transfer Hypottseesethe DMTH—which predict the
same surface results for beginners but for differeasons—is more correct. This issue
will be further examined in Chapter 5.

4.3.2 Analyses
4.3.2.1 Criteria of scorability
The participants repeated model sentences in 95¥eafases (i.e., all but 82 sentences
were repeated). Intelligible responses were scateeh they met the following general
criteria: (1) they contained a verb, a subject, anadverbial; and (2) the adverbial was
sentence-initial. Lexical changes within the samtegory (e.g., adjectivekalten‘cold’
for warmen‘warm’) were accepted and scored as correct, andese changes to the
inflection of words (e.g.gelesenfor lesen ‘read). The reason for accepting such
changes was that the focus of the study was on water and that a stricter criterion
would have resulted in loss of data. Similarly peasses with reductions, omissions, and
ellipses were scored provided that they met theraai of scorability (see below).
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Besides the above-mentioned general principlesettifferent criteria of scorability (A,
B, and C) were applied in parallel to the data. d@ifierent inclusion criteria determined
whether participants’ final (Criterion A) or fir§Criterion B) attempt to repeat a model
sentence was scored as well as whether respongeamauxiliary (Criterion C) or with
any verbal element (Criterion A) were scored. Ttiwee data sets were analyzed: final
repetitions with any verbal element (A), initiapegitions with any verbal element (B),
and final repetitions with an auxiliary/modal (C).

In the early stages of acquisition, learner spesctypically disfluent and contains
pauses, reductions, omissions, and ellipses alatigrestarts and self-corrections (D.
Carroll, 2004; Dornyei & Scott, 1997; Temple, 2000his is also true of responses in
El tasks. Even so, few studies report whether st 6r final attempt to repeat the
model sentence was analyzed (e.g., R. Ellis, 2808&m, 2006). What is more, even
when the version used is identified, reasons ferctioice made are not given (Hamayan
et al., 1977; Santelmann et al., 2002; Schimke12@Imnith, 1973; Valian & Casey,
2003; Valian et al., 2006). Given that the choi€eersion for the analyses may affect
the results, in the present study the final (CoterA) and first responses (Criterion B)
were scored and the results compared. Note thaittigipant response was deemed to be
scorable according to Criterion A or B providedttiiacontained any verbal element,
that is, a modal/auxiliary, a lexical verb, or hoth

As indicated above, the model sentences used iklttesk contained a modal/auxiliary
in addition to a lexical verb, because previouslis& have suggested that subject—verb
inversion occurs first with auxiliary verbs (Verleag 2005, 2011). However, previous
studies have also suggested that functional caesg@uch as auxiliaries or modals, are
acquired late and are often omitted in productem.( Batmanian, Sayehli, & Valian,
2008; Lardiere, 1998a; Vainikka & Young-Scholter§94, 1996b). To explore the
effects of the production of auxiliaries on inversi Criterion C requiring an auxiliary
was added.

With the application of Criterion A or B, 71% ofaliesponses (n = 1136) were scorable,
while 65% of the responses (n = 1052) were scomahkn Criterion C was applied. To
ensure the availability of stable and represerdgadiata for each learner, learners had to
produce at least two scorable responses to XSV heeigences and two scorable
responses to XVS model sentences to be eligiblaufdrer analyses.
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4.3.2.2 Scoring

All responses that were scorable accordmghe general principles and Criterion A, B,
or C were scored for correct (1) or incorrect (Bpatition. The correctness of the
repetition of the model sentence was establisheth@basis of the position of the verb:
repetitions of XSV as XSV and of XVS as XVS werehed correct while repetitions
of XSV as XVS and of XVS as XSV were deemed inaditrélote that a repetition is
here deemed to be correct if it reflects the stmecbf the model sentence, even if the
model sentence was ungrammatical (for a sampleasing), see Appendix C, Table 1).

4.3.3 Results

4.3.3.1 Criterion A

Main results

Using Criterion A (final responses), grand averagésthe correct and incorrect
repetition for each group at T1 and T2 were catedlgTable 4.2). The grand averages
of correct repetition are also presented in Figufie A higher rate of correct repetition
of a structure was construed as a preference @ ptrticular structure.

Table 4.2
Distribution of Correct Repetitions of XSV and XVS Using Criterion A
XVS XSV
Time Year n Utt 1 0 1 0
T1 6 5 27 26% 22% 48% 4%
7 14 117 43% 13% 31% 14%
8 12 120 29% 23% 41% 5%
9 15 152 34% 17% 32% 17%
Total 46 416 35% 18% 35% 13%
T2 6 8 63 17% 37% 48% -
7 14 127 34% 15% 35% 16%
8 17 187 28% 22% 40% 10%
9 16 154 33% 16% 33% 18%
Total 55 532 30% 20% 38% 12%
Controls 18 188 42% 9% 24% 26%

Note. Scores given as percentages of the total number of scorable utterances (Utt). Time = sampling time, T1 =
Time 1, T2 = Time 2, Year = school year, n = number of participants producing at least two scorable responses
per condition, Utt = number of scorable utterances, XVS = model sentence with verb in second position, XSV =
model sentence with verb in third position, 1 = percentage of correct repetitions, 0 = percentage of incorrect
repetitions.
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(@)

Time 1 BXVS

100 + axsVv

80 A

40 -
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Percent correct repetition

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Controls

(b)

Time 2 EXVS
100 - OXSV

60 -

40 -

Percent correct repetition

20 A

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9
Figure 4.1. Grand averages (percentages) of correct repetition of XVS and XSV structures

across groups. The error bars represent standard errors.
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The data were analyzed using logistic regressioalyars (fitted by the Laplace
approximation). This analysis estimates the vagaimca binary dependent (outcome)
variable (in this caseorrect repetition due to predictors (in this case Year, Time, etc.)
This method involves no assumption of homogeneityvariance and takes the
confidence of proportions into account by meanlegit transformation (Baayen, 2008).
More specifically, a proportion of, say, .5 caldath from one out of two instances is
considered a less confident measure of probaltliéy the same proportion calculated
from three out of six instances.

In the learner groups, the logistic regressionyaislwas used to explore the effect of
verb position in model sentences (XSV versus X\f8cstire) on correct repetition. The
effects of group (Years 6-9), elicitation time (TR), individual participants, test items,
and order of presentation (Order) on correct répatiwere also tested. The analysis
showed an effect for verb positiokst= .61,SE= .22,z= 2.77,p < .01), suggesting
that the learner group as a whole repeated ungranahXSV structures more correctly
than grammatical XVS structures, as predicted ByOMTH and the Initial L2 Transfer
Hypotheses but not by the Initial L1 Transfer Hypmses. No other effects were
statistically significantfg > .342 in all cases).

To explore the DMTH'’s predictions about differen@esoss years in the percentage of
correct repetitions, separate analyses of verbtipnsfor each group (including the
control group) were carried out. Alpha-levels werarected to .008 for multiple
analyses. Correct repetition was predicted by tbsitipn of the verb in the model
sentence for Year @E6t= 4.79,SE= 1.29,z= 3.73,p < .008) and Year 8st= 1.27,
SE=.27,z= 4.75,p < .008), meaning that those groups were statiltisaynificantly
better at imitating XSV structures than XVS struess The opposite pattern was
observed for the control group, which imitated X\88uctures better than XSV
structures Est = -1.97,SE = .39,z = 4.72,p < .008). No other differences were
significant (allp’s > .485).

These results suggest that the control group pesfegrammatical XVS structures. They
support the assumption that sentences were naoatezpgerbatim but reconstructed in a
way that reflected grammatical preferences and lenye. Participants in Years 6 and
8 preferred the ungrammatical XSV word order whileere was no statistically
significant difference between the rates of correpetition of XSV and XVS structures,
respectively, for Years 7 and 9.
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Below are a number of examples of data. First, xamples are given of the
predominant repetition patterns of Years 6 and Bh worrect repetition of XSV
structures (7a) and incorrect repetition of XVSustures (8a) (Chris, Year 8, at T1).
This is followed by two examples from the controbgp of correct repetition of XVS
structures (7b) and incorrect repetition of XSWustures (8b) (Korinna). It should be
noted that, in addition to word-order changes, hmdhicipants made a lexical change
(“warm” coffee became “hot” in Chris’s rendition dirfcold” in Korinna’s), another
indication of sentence reconstruction (Schimke, 1201

(7) Model XSV: Dann Henrik will warmen Kaffee trinken
‘then Henrik wanrt warm coffee drinken-in

(a) Repetition XSV, Year &edan Henrich will heiss Kaffe trinken
‘then SwedishHenrik wanf, hot coffee drinkon-in

(b) Repetition XVS, ControDann will Henrik einen kalten Kaffee trinken
‘then wang, Henrik a cold coffee drir.-fin

(8) Model XVS: Dann hat Lena ein Buch gelesen
‘then havg, Lena a book reag-in

(a) Repetition XSV, Year &ann Lisa willst der Buch lesen
‘then Lena want the book reagdn-fin

(b) Repetition XVS, ControDann hat Lena ein Buch gelesen
‘then havg Lena a book reagh-in

The results of the logistic regression analysigeupthe DMTH, because the beginners
showed a preference for XSV structures while theenproficient learners showed an
equal preference for XSV and XVS structures. Howegtwerging from the predictions
of the DMTH, there was no evidence of a linear tigy@ent from beginners (Year 6) to
advanced learners (Year 9), as Year 8 performedasiynto Year 6, preferring XSV
structures, and Year 7 performed similarly to Y8amanifesting an equal preference
for XSV and XVS structures. Nor did Year 9 show theected preference for XVS
structures. In addition, the initial preference X8V structures also supported the Initial
L2 Transfer Hypotheses and challenged the InitialTansfer Hypotheses, which did
not predict a preference for XSV structures in gnyup. The findings will be further
scrutinized in the EIl discussion below.

70



Item and order effects

The present study lacked controls for item and oefects. The same list of sentence
items was used for all participants performing Eig¢ask. It was therefore investigated
whether there were any effects of order on theectmess of repetition. Similarly, the
words in the test sentences were not balanced sasm#ence structures, and it was
therefore investigated whether there were any &fferf sentence items on the
correctness of repetition. The statistical analy$aited to find any statistically
significant effects of either order or item, sudgges that neither predicted the
correctness of repetition.

Effects of type of adverbial

The present study did not control for the type afeabial across word order structures.
More specifically, heute (‘today’) and manchmal (‘sometimes’) appeared in XSV
structures (V3) whilenorgen(‘tomorrow’) appeared in XVS structures (V2). Omnlgnn
(‘then’) appeared in both types of structures. (¢éfarth expressions such 98 dann
V3 dann V3 heute etc., will be used to indicate structure type aamverbial).
Frequencies of correct repetition for each advérarad structure across time were
calculated for the learner group, but this did saggest any effects of adverbial type
with verb position (Table 4.3). However3 dannseemed to diverge from the overall
V3 pattern. To explore any specific effects of atha type with verb position, the
frequency distribution was then calculated for eagcbup (Table 4.4, visualized in
Figure 4.2).

Table 4.3

Frequency Distribution of Correct Repetition by Type of Adverbial

Utt M (SE)
V2 morgen 137 57% (5)
V2 dann 160 61% (5)
V3 dann 150 69% (5)
V3 heute 103 81% (4)
V3 manchmal 62 79% (5)

Note. Utt = Utterances that were correct imitations of model sentences, M = mean percentage of correct
imitation, SE = standard error given in percent. Of the 12 experimental model sentences, there were three with
each of V2 dann, V2 morgen, and V3 dann, two with V3 heute, and one with V3 manchmal.
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Table 4.4

Percentages of Correct Repetition across Type of Adverbial and Verb Position

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9

Utt M (SE) Utt M (SE) utt M (SE) Utt M (SE)
V2 morgen 10 55% (18) 48 75% (6) 41 50% (10) 38 50% (7)
V2 dann 6 22% (11) 44 69% (8) 46 54% (9) 64 83% (7)
V3 dann 18 92% (7) 33 57% (10) 63 84% (4) 36 53% (10)
V3 heute 14 100% (0) 21 87%(11) 35 84% (7) 33 74% (8)

V3 manchmal 5 83% (17) 15 83%(12) 18 75% (10) 24 80% (8)

Note: Utt = Utterances that were correct imitations of model sentences, M = mean percentage of correct
repetition, SE = standard error.

100
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o
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E 50 % X =d=heute V3
o
g 40 —=morgen V2
30 1 =t==manchmal V3
20
10
0 |
Year 6 Year 8 Year 9
Year

Figure 4.2. Effects of Adverbial Type and Sentence Structure on Correct Repetition

This graph shows that the percentage of correct repetition increases for dann V2 and
decreases for dann V3 with more exposure to German while there is no significant difference
in the rate of correct repetition for any other adverbial across school years. Since it is
suggested that the participants enrolled in Year 7 have a higher proficiency because of a
difference in sampling procedure (see the discussion section of this chapter and Chapter 3),
they were not included in the graph. However, their percentages of correct repetition can be
seen in Table 4.4.
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The percentages of correct repetition did not seendiffer across groups for the
adverbialsvV3 heute V3 manchmalor V2 morgen However, the percentage of correct
repetition ofV2 dannincreased with school year while the reverse pattas found for
V3 dann(Table 4.4) (see the discussion section as reghedsutcomes for Year 7). The
pattern thus observed was supported by a post-halysss (generalized linear mixed
models, fitted by the Laplace approximation) witle alpha-level corrected to .01 for
multiple analyses. The differences between yearse vatatistically significant or
approached significance f&f2 dann(difference between Year 8 and YearE&t = -
1.73,SE= .70,z = -2.48,p = .013; difference between Year 6 and YeaE&= -3.72,
SE=.97,z=-3.81,p < .01) andv3 dann(difference between Year 8 and YealE8t=
1.58,SE=.59,z= 2.67,p < .01, difference between Year 6 and Yede&t= 3.05,SE=
1.37,z = 2.22,p = .026) but no other adverbial. These results weterpreted as
indicative of a gradual acquisition of XVS strueunanifested by differences in the rate
of success at correctly repeating structures conigithe topicalized adverbialann
which could be assumed to be an early exponemi®fitadual acquisition.

Effects of auxiliary type

As the appearance of the three different auxilkawas not balanced across structures in
the model sentences, their effect on correct repetvas explored by means of logistic
regression analysis. This analysis did not estalalrs/ statistically significant difference
in rates of correct repetition across sentencesvariu positions (overall ratekat ‘has’:
67%;kann‘can’: 67%;will ‘want(s)’: 70%).

Effects of word order type per verb position coiodit

Both XSV and XVS model sentences consisted of typeg of sentences (ADV and
SEP for XSV and INV and SLIT for XVS: Table 5.3)odistic regression analyses
indicated that the sentence type did not predietdbrrectness of repetition for either
XSV or XVS structures. This confirmed that legiticgaof the choice to pool the four
types of sentences into XSV and XVS structurepeesvely.

4.3.3.2 Criterion B

Criterion B involved scoring the initial rather thdinal attempt in cases where a
participant made more than one attempt to repeatidel sentence. The scores obtained
using Criterion B did not differ from those obtashesing Criterion A (final repetition in
case of several attempts) when compared across, TBheicture, and Group.
Considering that no differences were found and thanhy EIl studies restrict their
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analyses to the final repetition (e.g., Santelmainal., 2002; Schimke, 2011), all further
analyses were based on final repetitions only.

4.3.3.3 Criterion C

As previously mentioned, all model sentences coathan auxiliary and a lexical verb.
In XVS model sentences (9), the auxiliary was iteerwith the subject (see Section
4.3.2.1 above). A participant who repeated an XW8cture without the auxiliary but
retained the relative order of the remaining wgasluced an XSV structure with either
a non-finite verb (9a; Sabina Year 9) or a finiezly (9b; Thomas Year 9). This could be
interpreted as either (a) a reconstruction to X8\ omission of the auxiliary. To
control for this possible confounding factor, Giiba C entailed the exclusion of all
repetitions without auxiliaries from the analysélis resulted in the loss of 10% of the
data (108 utterances) overall and 32% in Year @revthis phenomenon was the most
common.

(9) Model XVS: Dann hat Lena ein Buch gelesen
X Aux S @) \
‘then havg, Lena a book reagh-sin

(a) Repetition XS¥nsin Dann @ Lena einen Buch gelesen
X g S O no¥-fin
‘then @ Lena abook rgad,

(b) Repetition XS¥, Dann @ Lena eh ein Buch liest
X %) S O finV
‘then @ Lena eh abook rgad

Grand averages of the correct and incorrect repetibr each group at T1 and T2 were
calculated using Criterion C (Table 4.5). A logistegression analysis (fitted by the
Laplace approximation) was used to explore theceftd# verb position in model
sentences (XSV versus XVS structure) on correcttigpn. The analysis did not find a
statistically significant effect for verb positidior the learner group as a whole, in
contrast to what was found using Criterion A, polysowing to the smaller size of the
dataset. To explore the predictions of the DMTH)dibons were analyzed separately
for the five different groups (the alpha-level veasrected to .008 for multiple analyses).
Participants in Years 6 and 8 were again statiticagnificantly better at imitating
XSV structures, while the control group was stat#ly significantly better at imitating
XVS structures (Year @Est=4.08,SE=1.13,z= 3.60,p < .001; Year 8Est=.95,SE=
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27,z= 3.47,p = .008; control groupEst= -2.08,SE= .44,z = -4.73,p < .008). These
results suggest that the verb position, but nofrtbkision of an auxiliary, predicted the
likelihood of correct imitation.

Table 4.5

Distribution of Correct Repetitions of XSV and XVS Using Criterion C

XVS XSV

Time Year n Utt 1 0 1 0
T1 6 4 18 33% 6% 56% 6%
7 12 102 47% 8% 29% 16%
8 11 112 30% 22% 39% 8%
9 15 142 36% 16% 30% 18%
Total 42 374 37% 15% 34% 14%

T2 6 6 46 17% 39% 43% -
7 14 111 36% 13% 34% 17%
8 17 166 32% 20% 37% 11%
9 16 143 36% 16% 30% 18%
Total 53 466 33% 19% 35% 14%
Controls 18 186 42% 9% 23% 26%

Note. Scores given as percentages of the total number of scorable utterances (Utt). Time = sampling time, T1 =
Time 1, T2 = Time 2, Year = school year, n = number of participants producing at least two scorable responses
per condition, Utt = number of scorable utterances, XVS = model sentence with verb in second position, XSV =
model sentence with verb in third position 1 = percentage of correct repetitions, 0 = percentage of incorrect
repetitions.

4.3.4 Discussion

Native speakers of Swedish with English as L2 werteable to profit from similarities

between L1 and L3 structures when repeating L3 esees. Instead, participants
repeated ungrammatical XSV structures more coweitthn XVS structures. This

supports the DMTH and the Initial L2 Transfer Hypedes but not the Initial L1

Transfer Hypotheses.

With increasing exposure to German in school, &@rairpreference for XSV over XVS
structures in earlier years was replaced in la¢ary by a tendency to treat both types of
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structures similarly, as predicted by the DMTH. Hmar, according to DMTH the
upper intermediate group (Year 8) should have repgeXSV and XVS structures
correctly to a similar extent and the most advargedip (Year 9) should have shown
the same preference for the grammatically correattire as the native speakers in the
control group actually did. The absence of suchsalt could possibly be due to the fact
that Year 8 and Year 9 students (in general, orsihecific ones studied) are not as
proficient as they were assumed to be. Indeedjelielopmental trajectory predicted by
the DMTH was supported by the results, provided tha lack of differences between
the rates of correct repetition of grammatical andrammatical structures in the most
advanced group of learners can be interpretedpmesenting a step on the way toward
developing such a full-blown preference for gramaoaatstructures as that displayed in
the native group.

Interestingly, although the native German speakegeated grammatical XVS
structures better than ungrammatical structuresacicordance with previous studies
(e.g., Love & Parker-Robinson, 1972), they did moitate the grammatical structures
perfectly. Part of the explanation could be that thgh rate of ungrammatical word
orders in the model sentences (in fact only onelthiere grammatical) biased them
toward the production of ungrammatical structues.explore this hypothesis, future
studies should compare rates of correct repetwibgrammatical structures in native
speakers presented with material containing diffeqgroportions of ungrammatical
structures.

Separate analyses of correctly imitated XVS stmestishowed that correct repetition
was more common in sentences containing the adiedann Acquisition of this
structure thus seems to take place earlier in catipn with this adverb. Indeed, earlier
studies have suggested that syntactic developnseméxically driven, such that a
structure is first learned with a specific word datgr generalized to other lexical items
(Bybee, 2008; Bybee & Hopper, 2001; Pienemann, 19%8masello, 2003).
Longitudinal studies exploring the progression oV acquisition could possibly
determine whether acquisition actually starts vatlspecific lexical item, such as the
adverbialdann and, if so, show how the subsequent generalizaifoXVS to other
adverbials develops and what role the input recelbyethe learner plays in this process.

The present study grouped participants by lengexpbsure on the basis of school year

rather than proficiency, which is known not to teefpctly related to exposure (Bardovi-

Harlig, 1992, 2000). There were some indicatiored fharticipants in Year 7 were of
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higher proficiency than participants in later yeanhich could be due to sampling
effects. In fact, relatively few students in thea¥& class taught by the teacher first
involved in the study were interested in partidipgt and therefore a group of students
from a class taught by a second teacher were tedran a first-come, first-serve basis.
It could be that this led to the inclusion of statdewith higher motivation and higher
proficiency in Year 7 only. The inclusion of a gesdeGerman proficiency test could
have readily controlled for this possible confoungdfactor. In addition, it is possible
that a focus on new syntactic structures in lagary may have caused a regression to
previously learned forms in verb placement, as ssgggl by Dynamic Systems Theory
approaches to L2 acquisition (Verspoor, Lowie, &8, 2007).

A great deal of time was spent on generating medetences prior to conducting the
study. The lack of ceiling and floor effects fortlbharammatical and ungrammatical
structures suggested that the design of the El ssasd and that it would measure
grammatical preferences and linguistic knowledgeviBus studies using an El task did
not specify which repetition (i.e., initial or filawas used in their analyses. In an
attempt to further the understanding of how theiah®f repetition version affects

results, the present study compared outcomes dfsmsabased on either the initial or
the final imitation. No differences were found atid main analyses were therefore
performed only on the final response, which wasigin to be the one preferred by the
speaker.

The omission of auxiliaries made it a more chaliegdask to judge whether repetitions
of structures were correct or incorrect. The pgudiots, especially those in Year 6,
tended to omit the auxiliary when imitating XVSuttures. If the rest of the structure
was then repeated verbatim, the outcome was an 3t8Mture. When datasets from
which repetitions not containing any auxiliary hbden removed were separately
analyzed, there was a less pronounced differentteeinate of correct repetition of XSV

versus XVS, even though this pattern was stilistiaally significant for Years 6 and 8.

Such a loss of data could easily have been avdiyetiaving the model sentences
include lexical verbs only.

It was concluded that native speakers imitated gratical XVS structures better than
ungrammatical XSV structures, while learners shotixedreverse pattern. These results
indicate a lack of positive transfer of L1 struetsito L3 in early acquisition.
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4.4 Spontaneous Speech Data

The following sections present and discuss thegdeand results of the two spontaneous
speech tasks: the picture-based storytelling tadklz@e unstructured interview.

4.4.1 Method

4.4.1.1 Participants

To ensure that all groups were represented innth&/sis while reducing the amount of
time-consuming transcription work as far as possiblalf of the participants in each
group (i.e., Year 6n = 6; Year 7:n = 8; Year 8:n = 6; Year 9:n = 8) were randomly
sampled and only their data were transcribed. Fothér details on participants’
language background, age, eligibility, exposur&&sman and English, and recruitment,
see Chapter 3 and Table 3.1.

4.4.1.2 Tasks and material

Picture-based storytelling task

The picture-based storytelling task was designeslitit spontaneous speech data (SD),
specifically sentences with topicalized adverbidlee participants’ task consisted of
arranging four comic-strip pictures in sequence teilihg the story depicted in the
resulting strip. This procedure was performed twic&erman L3 and Swedish L1 for
each participant at T1 using two different setspwitures. The task of ordering the
pictures (which allowed multiple orders) was expddb focus participants’ attention on
seguences, which would increase their use of temhpoliverbials. A positive side effect
of this task turned out to be that the participamppeared to be more at ease and
distracted from the pressure of speaking German—hml effect seemed to last
throughout the production task. Each of the two icestrip stories was told first in
German L3 and then in Swedish L1. For more detailsthe storytelling task, see
Chapter 3.

Unstructured interview

Spontaneous speech data were also collected atsingg an unstructured interview
intended to elicit topicalized sentences and siyecb agreement. The interviews were
based on a predetermined set of questions to serdee comparability of the data
obtained from the various participants. These dquestwere woven into a dialog to
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increase the naturalness of the conversation, s$hah questions could appear in
different order across participants, depending lom flow of the conversation. For
further information about the unstructured intewjisee Chapter 3.

4.4.1.3 Procedure

The session with each participant began with the t&6ks. The participant first
performed the L3 storytelling task, which was faled by the unstructured interview.
The next task was either the EI task or the comoaitivie task (their relative order was
randomized for each participant). Finally, to avéeadg-term priming effects, the L1
storytelling task was always the last task of asises(Bock et al., 2007; Bock & Griffin,
2000). The order of the two comic-strip storiesigiven language was randomized for
each participant by that participant’s choice dh&i of two envelopes containing the
pictures. The participants were informed that tletupes could be combined into more
than one story and that, before telling the sttdrgy would need to order the pictures.
The participants were free to ask the interloctmorhelp with German words since the
focus of the present study was on syntactic, natd, phenomena. The session was
audio- and video-recorded for later transcriptiod analyses.

4.4.1.4 Predictions

To elicit SD data from the same participants whoktpart in the El task, they were
interviewed and asked to retell a picture storye Picture-based storytelling task was
carried out in both L1 and L3, to enable comparisbrparticipants’ production of
different word orders across their languages. Oam mifference between the analysis
of the El data as described above and that of hal&a was that the El data were
measured on a binominal scale (correct versusnecorepetition) while the analyses of
the SD data used an implicational scale, with eemrg as the cutoff point for
acquisition. Since data from the El task are sugget® reveal grammatical knowledge
not yet visible in spontaneous production (see @rap), it was expected that the
participants’ performance in the El task would lettdér than that in the SD task. Other
than that, the hypotheses for the SD data werdasinai those for the El data as regards
the interaction of transfer (from L1 and L2) andreélepmental trajectories (see below).

(a) Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses
According to the Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses, ksl the basis for L3. XVS
structures are common and obligatory in the pauitis’ native Swedish, while XSV
is ungrammatical in both Swedish and German.
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* Prediction: Participants will produce XVS word ardeom an early stage of
acquisition and XSV word order will not occur.

(b) Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses

According to the Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses, \XStructures (common and
grammatical in L2) will transfer initially and wilbe part of the L3 learners’
grammatical knowledge of German. The hypothesemibél L2 transfer do not
include any proposed transfer effects beyond thmlistate, meaning that there are
no specific predictions as regards the acquisitibtarget XVS by intermediate and
advanced learners.

» Prediction: The topicalized utterances of the begia (Year 6) will have XSV

structure.

(c) Developmentally Moderated Transfer HypotheBIBITH)
According to the DMTH, the learner groups will pregs along the proposed learner-
general developmental stages, from production o¥ 38uctures to production of
XVS structures.

* Prediction 1: The beginners (Year 6) will produopitalized utterances with
XSV word order.

* Prediction 2: The participants in Years 7 and 8 wibduce both types of
structures, as the number of utterances with XV&Iwoder will increase with
development while the number of utterances with Xdsder will decrease.

» Prediction 3: The participants in Year 9 will sfgioduce both structures, as
XSV structures have been shown to be produceddfteg the first appearance
of XVS structures.

« Prediction 4: Implicational scaling (see 3.10) welveal a progression from
exclusive production of XSV structures to incregsiproduction of XVS
structures.

4.4.2 Analyses

The data from the SD tasks were transcribed usiegttanscription standard of the
CHAT transcription system (MacWhinney, 2000). Gemmaarticularities were
transcribed in accordance with Szagun (1999). Templogical and lexical closeness of
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the three languages involved in the present stagylted in some ambiguous cases. For
example, in the utterand@ast um eh die Urlaufbin] ‘have been on holiday’ (where the
last word is placed in squared brackets to indipab@unciation), [bin] could have been
transcribed as either of two phonetically similart mtherwise different words: the
German first-person singular form of the copiblia;, or the past participle of the English
copula:been(Sayehli, 2001). Both alternatives were legitimeheices. All ambiguous
cases were marked as such in the database.

The criterion for scorability of an utterance was presence of at least one identified
German word and the production of each of topiedliadverbial, subject, and verb (see
Examples 10 and 11).

(10) XSV, Year 7: und dann die schlange &ater
‘and then the snake __ edsvedishi

(11) XVS, Year 9: in april war wir
‘in April were we’

Scorable utterances were identified and coded twdwrder structure (XSV as in (10)
or XVS as in (11)). The proportions of these suues were calculated for each
participant, that is, the number of instances oVX&hd XVS structure, respectively,
divided by the total number of scorable utterances.

4.4.3 Results

4.4.3.1 Spontaneous speech data across and withskg

Most of the 83 scorable utterances across the Sk¥ taad ungrammatical XSV word
order (92%, or 72 utterances; see Table 4.6). Mpezifically, all scorable utterances
from the picture-based storytelling task were norerted XSV structures (Table 4.7).
The pattern was reversed for the picture-basegtstiing task in Swedish L1, where
only 8% (9 utterances) of all scorable utteranceewon-inverted (Table 4.8).
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Table 4.6

Scores across Tasks (Storytelling + Interview) in German L3

Year utt XSV XVS
6 2 100% -
7 31 97% 3%
8 21 100% -
9 29 79% 21%
Total 83 92% 8%

Note. The column Utt shows the number of scorable utterances by Year. The XSV and XVS columns indicate
the percentages of utterances representing each structure. The grammatical structure is XVS throughout.

Table 4.7

Storytelling Scores in German L3

Year utt XSV XVS
6 2 100% -
7 22 100% -
8 13 100% -
9 14 100% -
Total 52 100% -

Note. The column Utt shows the number of scorable utterances by Year. The XSV and XVS columns indicate
the percentages of utterances representing each structure. The grammatical structure is XVS throughout.

Table 4.8

Storytelling Scores in Swedish L1

Year utt XSV XVS

6 19 5% 95%

7 39 5% 95%

8 30 13% 87%

9 28 7% 93%

Total 116 8% 92%

Note. The column Utt shows the number of scorable utterances by Year. The XSV and XVS columns indicate
the percentages of utterances representing each structure. The grammatical structure is XVS throughout.
Utterances with XSV order all started with s& (‘so’), a Swedish word which is multifunctional in in that it can
function as an adverbial or a subordinating conjunction. These sentences therefore remain ambiguous as to
whether they represent a declarative main clause or a subordinate clause.
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Even though the L1 and L3 narrations appeared tcsibglar in content for the
individual participants, subject—verb inversion (@Vwas produced only in L1 (See
Examples (13a) and (13b), produced by Cecilia, Beand Examples (14a) and (14b),
produced by Hans, Year 8).

(13)
(a) German L3, XS\Wund wann den mann kommt der schlange hat der hsstdre

X S M O Von-in
‘and when the man comes  the snake hadaheaten’

(b) Swedish L1, XVSar han kommer ut igen har ormen &tit upp hunden

X Vn S \Aon—fin O
‘when he comes out again has the snake eatéme dog’

(14)
(a) German L3, XS\Wnd dann er maledem tillbaka — vad heter det?
X S Vlon-fin O
‘andthen he paint them back — how do you say (Baedish)

(b) Swedish L1, XVSsen malar han tillbaka flackarna pa ormen
X M S O
‘then paints he back the spots on theesnak

4.4.3.2 Implicational scaling

The German spontaneous speech data produced bwdivedual participants were
scored for presence or absence of XVS and XSVtsires, with first emergence as the
cut-off point (see Chapter 2). These data wereredt&to an implicational scale (Table
4.9). This scale turned out to be perfegf.{= 1.0): there were only 1's to the right of
the dividing line and only O’s to the left of itn lother words, all participants who
produced XVS structures (only three: one in Yeand two in Year 9) also produced
XSV. This suggests an implicational order of acujois: XSV prior to XVS.

4.4.3.3 Comparison of SD and El data

To compare SD and El data, in the implicationalesctne 1's and O’s indicating the

presence or absence of a structure in SD (Tablewk®e replaced by percentages of
correct imitation of XVS and XSV, respectively, time El task at T1 (Table 4.10). The

general pattern thus obtained indicated that ppaints were able to repeat structures
that they could not yet produce. More specificalyhile there were learners who

correctly repeated structures but did not actiyelgduce them (e.g., Hans, Year 8§;
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Melanie, Year 9; Mikael, Year 6), the opposite szenof learners producing a structure
but being unable to repeat it did not occur. Ineotlvords, the level of proficiency
reflected by El data was consistently either highan or equal to that reflected by SD
data.

Table 4.9

Implicational Scale for XVS and XSV Structures

German
Year ID XVS XSV
9 Eva 1 1
9 Jakob 1 1
7 Karsten 1 1
9 Cassie 0 1
7 Cecilia 0 1
8 Chris 0 1
8 Claudia 0 1
9 Curt 0 1
7 David 0 1
7 Hans 0 1
7 Jacquelin 0 1
8 Jens 0 1
9 Jim 0 1
9 Justus 0 1
8 Lara 0 1
7 Linda 0 1
7 Markus 0 1
9 Mats 0 1
8 Melanie 0 1
8 Natascha 0 1
6 Ralf 0 1
9 Rudolf 0 1
7 Sabina 0 1
6 Ingrid 0 0
6 Max 0 0
6 Mikael 0 0
6 Sofie 0 0
6 Tanja 0 0

Note. Year = school year. Participants who produced the same type(s) of structures are ordered alphabetically.
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Table 4.10

Implicational Scale with Percentages of Correctly Repeated Structures in the El Task

German
Year ID XVS repetition XSV repetition
9 Eva 33 100
7 Jakob 50 100
9 Karsten 100 67
7 Cassie 75 33
8 Cecilia 17 100
8 Chris 0 100
7 Claudia 75 100
7 Curt 100 33
7 David 0 100
8 Hans 67 83
6 Jacquelin 100 50
8 Jens 40 100
9 Jim 67 67
9 Justus 50 80
7 Lara 100 50
9 Linda 0 100
8 Markus 100 67
7 Mats 83 50
9 Melanie 100 33
9 Natascha 83 80
8 Ralf 83 33
7 Rudolf 80 100
9 Sabina 40 80
6 Ingrid 50 100
6 Max 0 0
6 Mikael 0 100
6 Sofie 0 0
6 Tanja 0 0

Note. Year = school year. The separation line is taken from Table 4.10 and thus indicates the structures
produced by each participant in the spontaneous speech tasks, starting at the bottom of the scale with five
participants who produced neither XSV nor XVS, followed by twenty participants who spontaneously produced
XSV but not XVS, and finally three participants who produced both structures. Participants in each cluster are
ordered alphabetically. The figures represent percentages of correct repetition of the structure (either XSV or
XVS) in the El task. Note that no participant produced a structure that he or she could not repeat correctly at
least some of the time.
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4.4.4 Discussion

Of the topicalized L3 sentences produced in thentgmeous speech tasks, 92% had
XSV structure which is ungrammatical not only in h@t also in L1. By contrast, the
task performed in L1 showed a similarly high prevale of the grammatical XVS
structure. Thus, despite the high frequency of XWV&1, there seemed to be no positive
transfer of this structure from L1 to L3 producti@s the Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses
predicted. In fact, only three participants (twoYiear 9, one in Year 7) produced the
grammatical XVS structure in L3, and not all ofithetterances had this grammatical
word order. With emergence as the criterion of &ston, the results suggest an
implicational order of appearance of XSV structyraer to XVS structures, replicating
previous results (Sayehli, 2001) and supportingltiiteal L2 Transfer Hypotheses and
the DMTH. According to the DMTH, the intermediatadaadvanced learners were
expected to produce more XVS than they did, bstdleviation from the expected result
could readily be explained by reference to a lothan-expected level of proficiency in
the learner group.

The few German XVS structures that did occur apgkar the unstructured interview,
which suggests that the more controlled and limitath-acquisition procedure using the
storytelling task may have its limitations. Thispresents a useful reminder that
estimates of learners’ proficiency based on sp@tas speech data can be conservative
and leave the issue of acquisition undetermined.

4.5 Verb Placement and Transfer: A Discussion

The studies described in this chapter explorediriteraction between developmental
trajectories and language transfer in the acqarsitbf verb placement in German
declarative main clauses. Specifically, investiyadi of L1 transfer effects on imitation
and spontaneous production of topicalized declagaentences were carried out.

There was no evidence of L1 transfer of XVS striegun any task. Instead, the results
were compatible with the DMTH, which suggests thatsfer of word order occurs only
when the learner's development has reached theoppate stage (Hakansson et al.,
2002; Pienemann et al.,, 2005; Wode, 1976, 1978, Z880). General language-
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learning mechanisms, which may be reflected in nieageneral developmental
trajectories, are thus assumed to constrain thesimée of language-specific factors such
as transfer.

Further, learners may be able to repeat structuegghey cannot yet produce but are on
the verge of acquiring. In the present studies, dlg@ted imitation data consistently
overestimated learners’ proficiency in that thetipgrants were able to repeat sentences
that they were apparently not (yet) able to procgsmmntaneously, replicating the results
from several other studies (Kuczaj & Maratsos, 1936himke, 2011; Smith, 1973;
Verhagen, 2011). This means that elicited imitatdata could be used to reveal
knowledge not yet visible in spontaneous productieechimke, 2011).

Earlier research has suggested L2 as a main sofittansfer to L3 (Bardel & Falk,
2007; Bohnacker, 2006). The studies describedisdmapter found no support for L1
transfer, but transfer from L2 English (where XS¥ dgrammatical in the relevant
contexts) cannot be ruled out on the basis of tlstsdies, because they were not
designed to determine whether the DMTH or thedhiti2 Transfer Hypotheses better
explain the results obtained. This issue will iastée further explored in the following
chapter.
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CHAPTER 5

FIRST POSITION AND TRANSFER
FROM L2

5.1 Background

This chapter explores the interaction between a@dfer and developmental trajectories
in relation to the first position of declarativensences. The first section describes the
structure of declarative sentences in the thregulages involved (German, English, and
Swedish) (5.1.1). This is followed by a summarythef main earlier findings relating to
L2 processing and the acquisition of subject-f(&f) sentences and topicalized (Tp)
sentences (5.1.2). Then three sections presennélieod and analysis of the present
study (5.2), the results of the analysis of thededm the elicited imitation task (5.3),
and the results of the analysis of the spontanepegch data elicited through the
picture-based storytelling task and the unstructunéerview (5.4). Finally, the results
relating to both elicited imitation and spontanespsech data are discussed (5.5).
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5.1.1 First Position in Declarative Main Clauses @erman, Swedish, and
English

Typologically, languages can be categorized acogrth the basic or canonical order of
their main syntactic constituents: the finite v€¥f) and its arguments, the subject (S)
and the object (O). Of the world’s languages, apipnately 77% have a canonical word
order in which the subject appears in first positjpoe., SVO as in English or Swedish;
or SOV as in German or Dutch; for a discussion btther the basic word order of
German is SVO or SOV, see Dryer, 2011; Hinterh@zlPetrova, 2009). Other
languages have other word orders or even lack andmtword order (Dryer, 2011).

The canonical word order of a language is not redyg the only possible order in

which sentence constituents can be arranged: masely the most common and

pragmatically most neutral one among a variety ofdvorders that are possible in
single sentences. Languages differ in the numbgvoskible word orders and in the
flexibility with which they can be used. For exampGerman has rather flexible word
order, relying largely on case marking to indicate does what to whom in a sentence,
whereas English has fixed word order, with grameoadtroles being indicated by the

relative position of constituents (Lenerz, 1977;irQuGreenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik,

1985). Even so, both of these languages, as w&haslish, allow topicalization, that is,

having a constituent other than the subject apipetinst position at the left edge of the

clause (marked with “X” in (1-3) below).

(1) German XVS:
Heute lese ich ein Buch
‘today reagh la book’

(2) Swedish XVS:
Idag laser jag en bok
‘today reagh | a book’

(3) English XSV:
Today | read a book

Topicalized elements can be differentiated accgrdm their lexical category, their

scope, and their grammatical and pragmatic funct{Speyer, 2010). The three

languages in question differ in which elements fidathe first position of a clause in a

given context (Bohnacker & Rosén, 2007; Speyer,0R0However, adverbials are
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admissible and indeed frequently seen in first @laccall three languages (see (1a—c)
above) (Bohnacker & Rosén, 2007; Speyer, 2010).ichtiped adverbials can be
temporal or local, functioning as scene-settingnelets (e.g.dann‘then’, heute'today’,
morgen‘tomorrow’, in der Schul€in school’), or sentential adverbials modifyiniget
whole sentence in terms of its probability or dasiity (e.g., Uberraschenderweise
‘surprisingly’, glucklicherweiséluckily’). Just like subjects, adverbials withabe types
of functions can appear in sentence-initial positwithout obtaining any additional
pragmatic force (Fanselow, 2004).

Topicalizations are frequent: at least 30% of alitences in corpus studies of the three
languages of interest were topicalized (BohnackerR&sén, 2007; Engel, 1974;
Fabricius-Hansen & Solfjed, 1994; Jorgensen, 1966; 2012; Nordman, 1992). Even
S0, sentence processing studies examining objdgeetuambiguities in L1 German
OVS sentences (i.e., topicalized ones) indicatedbgects are initially misidentified as
subjects; this suggests a preference for subjesttdtructure (for a review, see Kaan,
1997). Difficulties processing OVS sentences haeenblinked to constraints on
working memory (Schlesewsky, Fanselow, Kliegl, &MKrs, 2000). The processing of
adverbials in first position has not yet been epgup but similar difficulties could be
expected given the similar burden on working memory

5.1.2 Subject-first and Topicalized Sentences inri@an L2/L3 acquisition
Similarly to native speaker studies, research onakguisition of SVO and SOV
languages has reported a preference for subjsttsantences over topicalizations as
regards comprehension (Jackson, 2007, 2008; VamR&2007). Several theories of
language acquisition have incorporated the idetath®first noun or pronoun initially
tends to be parsed as the subject of the senteraeners are thought to make form—
meaning connections during comprehension, suchahgtnoun—verb—noun sequence
will be interpreted as agent—action—patient (Bev&9/70; First Noun Principle:
VanPatten, 2007). Canonical word order is takeyiatal a default interpretation that, at
early stages of development, will be used eversémtences deviating from canonical
word order (Slobin, 1973). However, it has beenstjored whether this claim is
universally applicable (Bates et al., 1984).

The production of subject-first sentences and &jzed sentences in German as an L2
or L3 has been studied mostly in connection wittby@acement (see Chapter 4). Only
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a few studies focus explicitly on the sentencaahposition. Early projects studying the
development of German L2 acquisition described ldgveent from the production of

syntactically unconnected words via subject-fitstictures to topicalizations (Clahsen,
Meisel, & Pienemann, 1983). This developmentalettgry has been claimed to be
learner-general (Clahsen & Muysken, 1986; Pienemds®8, 2005a; 2005b; for a
review of developmental trajectories see Chapter 2)

This implicational developmental order from subjit to topicalization is supported
by empirical findings from studies of the produatiof adult learners with various L1s,
such as Swedish (Hakansson et al., 2002), Endliels{ 1996; Jansen, 2008), Korean
and Turkish (Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1996b), wsll as by data from child L2
learners with Italian (Pienemann, 1981) or Rusgidaberzettl, 2005) as their L1.
However, only spontaneous speech data have bedarexkpmeaning that structural
constraints may have been confounded with lexioattaints (Bardel & Falk, 2007). In
other words, the observed initial lack of advembialfirst position could be the result of
the absence of adverbials in the participantsclaxirather than necessarily being linked
to difficulties handling the structure as suchllS¢ome studies have reported frequent
use of adverbials in other positions before thepeap in sentence-first position,
suggesting that the difficulty is indeed structuaat not lexical (Jansen, 2008; Meisel et
al., 1981).

Several transfer hypotheses would not be compatitle a developmental trajectory
from subject-first to topicalization in the thresmbuage scenario of the present study
(Swedish L1, English L2, and German L3). While #hdsypotheses would predict
similar outcomes in early L3 acquisition—namelypguction of subject-first sentences
alongside topicalizations—the assumed source lagwuaf transfer differs across
hypotheses. The Cumulative-Enhancement Model (Flghnal., 2004) and the
Typological Primacy Model (Rothman, 2011; RothmanCé&brelli Amaro, 2010), for
example, would consider both L1 or L2 as potensalrce languages, since both
structures exist in both languages and transferedicted to occur from any language so
long as it will enhance L3 acquisition (CumulatiZzeahancement Model) or from any
language that is typologically close or perceivedbaing close (Typological Primacy
Model).

Some hypotheses would suggest only the L1 to bestlece language, because L1

grammar is assumed to be the basis on which tigettgrammar is constructed (e.g.,

Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Lado, 1957; Na Ranong & LeW@p9; Schwartz & Sprouse,
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1994, 1996). These hypotheses will here again bectiwely referred to as the “Initial
L1 Transfer Hypotheses.” According to other hypste by contrast, the L2 would be
the source language (e.g., Bohnacker, 2006). Iicp&r, the L2 Status Factor
Hypothesis (Bardel & Falk, 2007; Falk & Bardel, 20ivould consider the L2 to be the
only source of transfer, irrespective of whether it is typologically close to or shares
similar structures with the L3, since the knowleddean L2 is assumed to block L1
transfer. These hypotheses will again be collestiveferred to as the “Initial L2
Transfer Hypotheses.” Importantly, all of these dijyeses share the prediction that
subject-first sentences and topicalizations wilthboccur from an early stage of L3
German acquisition by Swedish native speakers MdtEnglish.

By contrast, the earlier-presented Developmentdiyderated Transfer Hypothesis
(DMTH) combines the idea of developmental trajaewith that of transfer, such that
transfer can take place only when the learner éashed the developmental stage where
production of topicalizations can be expected. It tpoint, both positive and negative
transfer of structures may occur. Accordingly, BIMdTH predicts that the production of
subject-first sentences will precede that of tdpe#ions.

A study based on spontaneous speech data from Swedtive speakers acquiring
German as L2 or L3 (depending on whether they had gnowledge of English) did
not support the implicational developmental ordédr soibject-first sentences and
topicalizations (Bohnacker, 2006). The participgmtsduced both topicalizations and
subject-first sentences after only four months mgposure to German, which was
interpreted as evidence of full transfer from Li e German L2 learners and of partial
transfer from L2 (English) for the German L3 leamdHiowever, when the results from
that study were reanalyzed using implicational ingawith emergence rather than
accuracy as the acquisition criterion, it appedhed, despite their short exposure, all
participants were at an advanced level of Germauisition. In fact, they had acquired
syntactic structures that could not be ascribddltor L2 transfer (e.g., the separation of
finite and non-finite verbs in complex predicatesg Chapter 2, Table 2.1), and they
also all produced subject—verb inversion, irredgpectof their overall language
combination. Hence, the reanalysis of the data estgd that all participants were
already at an advanced level of German, meaningtheir data probably were not
representative of the beginning stages of Germguisition (Pienemann & Hakansson,
2007).
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The potential transfer of topicalizations from L2/to L3 at initial stages of acquisition
has not previously been experimentally explorede Pphesent study extends previous
research with the inclusion of an elicited imitatidask and the elicitation of
spontaneous speech data.

5.2 The Present Study

The present study examined the transfer of toiadins in L3 acquisition, in particular
the interaction between L2 transfer and developaldrdjectories. It extended previous
research on the acquisition of topicalizations vmtbre controlled data from an elicited
imitation task. Elicited imitation tasks enableighlevel of control over the structures
that are tested. This is particularly important tire case of the production of
topicalizations, since these are optional in thredhanguages included in the present
study and it is therefore not possible whether #iesence of topicalizations in
spontaneous speech data reflects the effects wdtstal or lexical difficulties nor to
conclude whether the structure in question has beguaired or not. By contrast, data
from elicited imitation tasks enable such a conolus since production is forced.
However, the present study also explored spontanespeech data, because the
combination of both data types provides a moreildetaicture of any transfer effects as
well as of the development of L3 German. In thdofeing sections, task design and
results are presented and discussed, first foeltbided imitation task (5.3) and then for
the two spontaneous speech tasks: the picture-basagytelling task and the
unstructured interview (5.4). Finally, the resuliesm the spontaneous speech data and
the elicited imitation data taken together are used in the concluding section of the
chapter (5.5).

5.3 Elicited Imitation Data

5.3.1 Method

5.3.1.1 Participants

The participants in the elicited imitation (El) kasvere the same Swedish native
speakers and German controls as presented abGkapters 3 and 4 (Table 3.1).

93



5.3.1.2 Task and materials

The model sentences were the same as those pregei@bapter 4. There were a total
of six subject-first (Sf) sentences and twelve ¢afized (Tp) sentences. The model
sentences were analyzed as filler sententes®) and experimental sentencas=(2).

Of the experimental sentences, six were subjestt-fientences (three SVO and three
Vend—i.e., subordinate clauses) and six were ttiparh sentences. The topicalized
sentences with XSV structure (three ADV and thrE®Swere analyzed for Analysis 1,
and the topicalized sentences with XVS structunee@ INV and three SLIT) were
analyzed for Analysis 2 (Table 5.1). The remainiogicalized sentences in each
analysis were treated as fillers (for a completedi model sentences in the El task, see
Appendix B, Table 1). The choice of performing tegparate analyses was made in the
light of the finding from the previous study (sebapter 4) that XSV structures were
more likely than XVS structures to be correctlytated, across the learner groups. The
targeted items appeared in first position in bgies of structures (Sf and Tp), which
controlled for the primacy and recency effects @et be seen in El tasks. (For more
details on the task and the materials, see Chdpter

Table 5.1
Experimental Sentence Types: Sfand Tp
(a) Subject-first model sentences

SVO Vend
*Lena kann lesen ein Buch morgen Lena sagt, dass sie ein Buch lesen kann
S Vfin Vnon-fin O X S Vfin O
‘Lena can read a book tomorrow’ ‘Lena says that she abook read can’

(b) Topicalized model sentences

Analysis 1: Tp-XSV

ADV SEP
*Morgen Lena kann lesen ein Buch *Morgen Lena kann ein Buch lesen
X S Vfin Vnon—fin O X S Vfin O Vnon—fin
‘tomorrow Lena can read a book’ ‘tomorrow Lena can a book read’
Analysis 2: Tp-XVS
INV SLIT
Morgen kann Lena ein Buch lesen *Morgen kann Lena lesen ein Buch
X Vfin S @) Vnon—fin X Vfin S Vnon—fin O
‘tomorrow can Lena a book read’ ‘tomorrow can Lena read a book’

Note. * indicates an ungrammatical sentence from a standard language perspective. SVO = Subject-Verb—
Object, Vend = finite verb in subclause final position, INV = subject-verb inversion, SLIT = Swedish literal
translation, ADV = fronted adverbials, SEP = verb separation, S= subject, V = verb, X = any element other than
the subject; here an adverbial, V,on.in = NON-finite verb, Vy, = finite verb, O = object, Tp = topicalization.
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5.3.1.3 Procedure
The elicited imitation task was carried out as fesly described in Chapter 4.

5.3.1.4 Predictions

The results from the previous study on verb placem@hapter 4) ruled out

explanations based on an initial transfer from Hbwever, initial L2 transfer was

acknowledged as a possible alternative explanatidhe data, since that study did not
enable the effects of L2 transfer to be disentahdlem those of developmental
trajectories. In the present study, however, thegligtions derived from the Initial L2

Transfer Hypotheses differed from those yieldedtliy Developmentally Moderated
Transfer Hypothesis (DMTH), allowing the respectafects to be isolated. The data
from EI task presented in Chapter 4 were reanaly@edorrect repetition of Sf and Tp

structures, and tested for possible transfer. Ubdé#r of the initial transfer hypotheses
(a and b below), topicalizations are assumed tqdm of a learner's grammatical

knowledge, while under the DMTH (c) a progressieguasition of these structures is
expected.

(a) Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses
Both Sf and Tp structures are grammatical and cominothe participants’ L1
(Swedish), which is the basis for L3 accordingn® Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses.
» Prediction 1: Sf and Tp structures will be corngectpeated at equal rates by
all participants, both at T1 and at T2.
» Prediction 2: The control group will also repeathbstructures equally well
because both structures are grammatical in starggknchan.

(b) Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses
Since Tp structures are grammatical and commohenparticipants’ L2 (English),
they will transfer to the participants German L3.
» Prediction 1: Sf and Tp structures will be corngectpeated at equal rates by
all participants, both at T1 and at T2.
» Prediction 2: The control group will also repeathbstructures equally well
because both structures are grammatical in star@amnehan.

(c) Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis
Learners will progress along the proposed leareeerpl developmental trajectories
and thus acquire Sf before Tp structures.
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* Prediction 1: The beginners (Year 6) will repeat8fter than Tp structures,
and the difference between the rates will be maomqunced at T1 than at
T2.

» Prediction 2: With advancement in L3 acquisitiome humber of correctly
repeated Tp structures will increase such thahérarin Years 7, 8, and 9 will
correctly repeat Tp and Sf at similar rates.

Note that the initial transfer hypotheses (a angredict the same results (albeit for
different reasons), meaning that the present sdyable to distinguish the effects of
these two hypotheses from each other. However, pileiously presented study
(Chapter 4) did not find any evidence for L1 tramdfased on typological or structural
similarities using partly the same data as in tresgnt study. L1 transfer is therefore
tentatively ruled out and the present study isqypally intended to test the Initial L2

Transfer Hypotheses and the DMTH.

5.3.2 Analyses of Data

5.3.2.1 Criteria of scorability

A response from a participant was scored when & wtelligible and contained a verb,
a subject, and a third element (adverbial or ohjdatxical changes within the same
category (e.g., noun®ruder ‘brother’ for Buch ‘book’) were accepted (meaning that
responses containing them were scored as cor@st)yere inflectional changes in
words (e.g., from the third person singufet ‘has’ to the second person singukast
‘have’). Responses with reductions, omissions, @hpses were scored when they met
the general criteria of scorability given abovereduce the loss of word order data. To
ensure that the data from individual participantsild be stable and representative, each
participant had to produce at least two scoraldparses to Sf model sentences and two
scorable responses to Tp model sentences to higeligr further analyses.

5.3.2.2 Scoring

Repetitions of the model sentences were scoredguairbinominal scale: correct
repetition (1) vs. incorrect repetition (0). Foresponse to a model sentence with Sf
structure to be scored as correct, it had to begima subject; a response to a Tp model
sentence had to have an adverbial in the initigltiom. Note that these scores (correct
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vs. incorrect) do not take verb placement into antoGrand averages of the correct
repetition of model sentences in each conditiondach group at T1 and T2 were
calculated. If the rate of correct repetition ferecstructure was higher than that for the
other, it was concluded that the more correcthtated structure was the preferred one
(see Chapter 4).

5.3.3 Results

5.3.3.1 Results of Analysis 1

In Analysis 1, repetitions of topicalized model w#tes with a verb in third position
(Tp-XSV) and subject-first (Sf) model sentencesevesmpared. Of all responses, 90%
(n = 1,445) were scorable. Grand averages of the c@oamd incorrect repetition of
model sentences in each condition for each grodfland T2 were calculated (Table
5.2). Percentages of correct repetition are presantFigure 5.1.

Table 5.2

Distribution of Correct Repetitions of Sf and Tp-XSV

Sf Tp-XSV

Time Year n Ut 1 0 1 0
T1 6 10 78 54% 3% 22% 22%
7 16 164 42% 9% 34% 16%
8 12 131 44% 8% 44% 4%
9 15 185 44% 6% 42% 8%
Total 53 558 45% 7% 37% 11%
T2 6 11 113 42% 8% 27% 22%
7 16 179 41% 9% 38% 12%
8 17 197 41% 9% 47% 3%
9 16 183 46% 5% 42% 7%
Total 60 672 43% 8% 40% 10%

Controls 18 210 45% 6% 43% 6%

Note. Sf = model sentence with subject-first, Tp-XSV = topicalized model sentence with verb in third position,
Time = sampling time, T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2, Year = school year, n = number of participants producing at
least two scorable responses per condition, Utt = number of scorable utterances, 1 = percentage of correct
repetitions, 0 = percentage of incorrect repetitions.

97



(@)

Time 1 o Sf
OTp-XSV
T

1

100 +
90 A

80 A
70 -
60 -
50 -
40 A
30 A
20 A
10 A

Percent correct repetition

Year9 Controls

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

(b)

Time 2 @S

100 - OTp-XSV

90 A

_I_

80 A

70 -
60 -
50 -
40 -
30 -

Percent correct repetition

20 A
10 -

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9
Figure 5.1. Percentages of correct repetition of subject-first model sentences (Sf) and
topicalized model sentences with XSV structure (Tp-XSV). The error bars represent the

standard errors.
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A logistic regression analysis (fitted by the Lay@aapproximation) was used to test
whether the initial item in a model sentence—a ecib{Sf) or an adverbial (Tp-XSV)—
had an effect on the likelihood of correct repetitdf that model sentence across groups
and sampling times. This analysis found no staali significant effectsg > .05). To
explore the DMTH’s predictions that the initialmen a model sentence would have an
effect on the likelihood of correct repetition, feularly in Year 6 learners at T1,
separate analyses for groups (Years 6—-9 and theotgnoup) and sampling times (T1
and T2) were carried out. Alpha-levels were cogedo .005 for multiple analyses.
These analyses showed that correct repetition wedigbed by the first item in the
model sentence for Year 6 at THs(= -3.27,SE= .87,z = -3.76,p < .001) and at T2
(Est= -1.7,SE= .6,z = -2.84,p < .005) in the sense that Year 6 participants were
statistically significantly better at repeating Shfuctures than Tp-XSV structures. With
an alpha corrected to .005, the effect was noissitatlly significant for Year 7 at T1
(Est=-1.59,SE= .93,z=-1.71,p = .087). Nor were any effects found for any of the
remaining groups at either time (pls > .13). These results suggest that, both atifll a
at T2, the beginners (Year 6) preferred Sf streduo Tp-XSV structures while the
other participants (Years 7-9 and the control grob@d no preference for either
structure.

As a typical example of the beginners’ repetitioattgrn, two responses given by
Jacqueline, Year 6, are presented (4a and 5agnkersce (4a), she correctly repeated an
Sf model sentence; and in sentence (5a), she ati@agedel Tp-XSV sentence into an
Sf structure. The inclusion of a (sentence-findNexbial in sentence (5a) suggests that
the absence of that adverbial from the initial posiof the same sentence reflects a
structural change rather than poor knowledge oflékecal category. One example of
the repetition pattern displayed by older learrard the control group is presented in
sentences (4b and 5b) (Hans, Year 8). Here, me¢tsces with both Sf and Tp-XSV
structures were correctly repeated. Note the poeseh structural and lexical changes,
indicating that the sentences were not repeatdzhtier but reconstructed.

(4) Model Sf: Lena kommt wenn sie Henrik treffen kann
‘Lena comg, if she Henrik meg§,«in canin’

(a) Repetition Sf, Year 6L ena treffen Henrik
‘Lena meegbn-in Henrik’

(b) Repetition Sf, Year 8:Lena kommt wenn Henrik kann treffen sie
‘Lena comg, if Henrik cam, meefonsinher
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(5) Model Tp-XSV: Heute Lena kann horen die Hunde
‘today Lena caf heafonfinthe dogs’

(a) Repetition Sf, Year 61Lena kannst horen die Hunde heute
‘Lena cag, heakon-sinthe dogs today’

(b) Repetition Tp-XSV, Year &eute Lena kann horen die Hunde
‘today Lena caqn heafon-inthe dogs’

These results did not represent any evidence ior fakthe Initial L1 and L2 Transfer

Hypotheses, which both predicted that all partictipgroups would repeat Sf and Tp-
XSV equally well. By contrast, these results armpatible with the predictions derived
from the DMTH according to which the beginners vebptefer Sf structures to Tp-XSV
structures. However, the DMTH also predicted angjen effect of Sf preference at T1
than at T2, for which no evidence could be found.

Item and order effects

There was only one pseudo-randomized list of sestéems. Order and item effects
overlapped, since each item appeared only oncettendame order was used for all
participants. Statistical analyses of effects aleorand item on the likelihood of correct
repetition yielded non-significant results, suggestthat neither order nor single
sentence items affected the correctness of regretiti

Effects of model sentence type

A logistic regression analysis of the effect ofteage type (SVO or Vend for Sf, and
ADV or SEP for Tp-XSV) found no significant effecin correct repetition of type
within structure. It was thus legitimate to subsugaeh pair of sentence types into one
structure in the analyses.

5.3.3.2 Results of Analysis 2

In Analysis 2, the rates of correct repetition afbject-first (Sf) structures and

topicalized structures with a verb in second posi{iTp-XVS) were compared. A total

of 88% of the responses € 1,408) were scorable (Table 5.3). Grand averajes

correct repetition of model sentences in each ¢mmdfor each group at each time were
calculated (Figure 5.2). Although the scores weemegally high, there were no

groupwise ceiling effects in the data.
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Table 5.3
Distribution of Correct Imitations of Sf and Tp-XVS

Sf Tp-XVS
Time Year n utt 1 0 1 0

T1 6 8 68 54% 3% 25% 18%
15 162 42% 9% 43% 6%
12 134 43% 8% 46% 3%
16 184 45% 6% 42% 7%
Total 51 548 45% 7% 41% 7%

© 0

T2 6 10 97 44% 9% 35% 11%
7 16 175 42% 9% 39% 9%
8 17 196 41% 9% 48% 2%
9 16 178 48% 5% 42% 5%
Total 59 646 44% 8% 42% 6%
Controls 18 214 44% 6% 44% 7%

Note. Sf = model sentence with subject-first, Tp-XVS = topicalized model sentence with verb in second position,
Time = sampling time, T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2, Year = school year, n = number of participants producing at
least two scorable responses per condition, Utt = number of scorable utterances, 1 = percentage of correct
repetitions, 0 = percentage of incorrect repetitions.
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(b)
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Percent correct repetition

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9
Figure 5.2. Percentages of correct repetition of subject-first model sentences (Sf) and
topicalized model sentences with XVS structure (Tp-XVS) across groups. The error bars

represent the standard errors.

A logistic regression (fitted by the Laplace appnaation and containing two random
predictors: individual participants and item/ordienind no effect of the type of the first
item in the model sentence—a subject (Sf) or anedua (Tp-XVS)—on the
correctness of imitation. As in Analysis 1, separatalyses for groups (Years 6-9 and
the control group) and sampling times (T1 and T2rewcarried out to explore the
specific group- and time-related predictions of BMTH. Alpha-levels were corrected
to .005 for multiple analyses. Participants in Yéavere significantly better at imitating
Sf structures than Tp-XVS structures at pXk(.005). There was an opposite pattern for
Year 8 learners at T2, but this failed to reachmifigance with corrected alpha levels
(Est= 3.55,SE= 1.94,z = 1.83,p = .068). There were no other significant effedts o
structure, item or order, or model sentence tygeXVS: INV and SLIT; Sf: SVO and
Vend) on the rate of correctness of repetitionng group at any time. This means that
the results of Analysis 2 for Year 6 pointed in #amne direction as, but were weaker
than, those yielded by Analysis 1 (no significaiffiedences at T2 in Analysis 2).
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5.3.3.3 Adverbials interpreted as subjects in fipgtsition

A gualitative analysis of the data showed that sguadicipants (25%) may have
interpreted the topicalized adverbials of modelkeeces as their subjects, turning those
adverbials into proper names when repeating theemedntences (6% of all Tp
repetitions). This type of interpretation was inelegent of verb or subject position,
given that it was found for all sentence types thiate tested in the Tp condition (see
Sentences 6-9 below). The adverbial interpreteal@sper name and the actual subject
of the model sentence were often co-ordinated enrépetitionsDan und HenrikDan
and Henrik’ @lann ‘then’ interpreted a®an); Lena und MorgariLena and Morgan’
(morgen ‘tomorrow’ interpreted asMorgan). A further indicator thatmorgen
‘tomorrow’ was indeed interpreted as a subject thastransformation of the sentence
subject into a genitive attribute of the direct emtj (6a—b). Most participants who
interpreted adverbials as subjects were in Yeanad 7—supporting the finding from
the regression analyses of a subject-first preterémearly acquisition (Figure 5.3).

(6) Model Tp-XSV (ADV): Dann Henrik hat gewaschen die Jacke
‘then Henrik has washed  the jacket’

(a) Repetition Sf, Year 7Danund Henrik hast die Jacke gewochen
‘Dan and Henrik hayg the jacket washed’

(b) Repetition Sf, Year 6Henrik und Dan hat Jacke nicht schmutzig
‘Henrik and Dan has jacket not  dirty’

(7) Model Tp-XSV (SEP): Dann Henrik will warmen Kaffee trinken
‘then Henrik wantg warm coffee drinkon-fin’

(a) Repetition Sf, Year 7Dan und Henrik will warm Kaffee trinken
‘Dan and Henrik wagt warm coffee drinkon-sin

(b) Repetition Sf, Year 9.Dan und Henrik will in der Kafeter eh ja getrinken
‘Dan and Henrik wagt in the cafeteria eh well drindq-sin

(8) Model Tp-XVS (INV): Morgen kann Lena Mama treffen
‘tomorrow cak, Lena mom megén-sin’

(a) Repetition Sf, Year 6Morgan kannst treffe Lenes Mama
‘Morgan cag, meef, Lene’s mom’

(b) Repetition Sf, Year 7Magnus will Lenas Mama treffen
‘Magnus wani, Lena’s mom meg§n-sin
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(c) Repetition Sf, Year 7:Morgen will Mutter treffen
‘Morgen wani, mother meebn.-in

(9) Model Tp-XVS (SLIT): Morgen will Henrik essen kaltes Eis
‘tomorrow wani, Henrik eatonin cold ice cream’

(a) Repetition Sf, Year 7Morgan eller Henrik essemdgot
‘Morgan_or(SwedishHenrik eag, or non-in SOMething
(Swedish)’

(b) Repetition Sf, Year 7.Eh Morgan will essen kall Eis
‘Eh Morgan want, eatonsin cold ice cream’

Topicalized Adverbials Interpreted as Subjects

a1
o
I

N w B
o o o
I I I

=
o
I

Percentage of Setences

o

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Control

Figure 5.3 Distribution of Topicalized Adverbials Interpreted as Subjects across Groups
The x-axis displays Years 6 through 9 and the control group while the y-axis shows
percentages of responses turning topicalized adverbials into subjects for each of these five

groups.

5.3.4 Discussion: Elicited Imitation Data

The present study found evidence for a developrhpattern in that learners of German

L3 at early stages (Year 6) showed a repetitiotepatfor subject-first sentences and

topicalizations that indicated a preference fofjettefirst sentences while there were no
indications of a preference for either structuréh@ more advanced groups (Years 7-9
and the native speaker control group). There Wiseafew cases where adverbials that
could phonetically be interpreted as proper namesewepeated as subjects by
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beginners (e.g.morgen ‘tomorrow’ was interpreted adlorgan). This pattern of
interpreting the first element of a sentence asutsiect has been reported previously
(the First Noun Principle: VanPatten, 2007). Thissdings are incompatible with the
initial transfer hypotheses, which predicted a fpaosi transfer from L1 or L2,
respectively, such that no preference for a pdaicstructure should be found at any
stage.

The analyses reported in Chapter 4 showed differatg@s of correct repetition of
topicalizations depending on whether they were X8W XVS structures. Some
indications of different rates of correct repetitiwvere found here as well when each of
these structures was compared with subject-firstesees. However, it cannot be ruled
out that these differences in patterns are an teffiethe design of the present study, for
two reasons: the lexical and semantic content®ftntences was not controlled across
types of structure, and the XVS structures werdlypgrammatical (INV but *SLIT)
while the XVS structures were not (*ADV and *SEE)en so, previous results having
suggested a null effect of grammaticality, these types of topicalizations should
probably be further explored.

Although differences in the frequency of subjecstfiand topicalized sentences in a task
(there were twice as many topicalized model semsteas subject-first model sentences)
could affect repetition by structural priming (Bodl®86; Hartsuiker & Kolk, 1998), this
seemed not to be the case for any group at eitiner (except possibly Year 8 at T2).
This absence of an effect of the frequency of stines in model sentences or in natural
language suggests that elicited imitation providegood reflection of participants’
grammatical knowledge. Further, the instructionfdous on imitation could possibly
have reduced the effects of priming and frequency.

In sum, the results suggested (1) that the beginmere unable to profit from the
similarity to structures in L2 and L1 when imitagitopicalizations in L3 German; and
(2) that subject-first and topicalized sentencesewgrogressively acquired. Both of
these findings support the DMTH.
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5.4 Spontaneous Speech Data

This section presents and discusses the desigreanlds of the two spontaneous speech
tasks—the picture-based storytelling task and tistructured interview.

5.4.1 Methods
For a presentation of the participants, the tals&, material, and the procedure, see
Chapter 4 (Section 4.4.1).

5.4.1.1 Predictions

Spontaneous speech data were elicited at T1, aspigture-based storytelling task and
an unstructured interview, from a subset of theigipants who took part in the El task.
For the present purposes, the data were analyzethdopresence of a subject or an
adverbial in the first position of declarative samtes. Although topicalized sentences
represent an optional structure in the languagestefest, this type of structure is
frequent across these languages, which increasedikiélihood of its appearance.
Further, the storytelling task was carried out imthbL1 and L3 so as to enable
comparison of the ratios of subject-first sentenimesopicalizations. The predictions
yielded by the three different transfer hypothemesbased on the same assumptions as
for the elicited imitation task described abovee3d assumptions are repeated here
along with the specific predictions for the spomrtaus speech data.

(a) Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses
Both Sf and Tp structures are grammatical and comimothe participants’ L1
(Swedish), which is the basis for L3 accordingn® Initial L1 Transfer Hypothesis.
» Prediction 1: All participants will produce Sf aifig structures in L3 German.
* Prediction 2: The ratio of Tp to Sf structures 8 Wwill be similar to that in
L1.

(b) Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses
Since Tp structures are grammatical and commohaeanparticipants’ L2 (English),
they will transfer to the participants German L3.
« Prediction: The participants, even the beginnei$,produce both Tp and Sf
structures in their German L3.
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(c) Developmentally Moderated Transfer HypotheBiSITH)
Learners will progress along the proposed leareeerpl developmental trajectories
and thus acquire Sf before Tp.
* Prediction 1: Learners in Year 6 will produce Sitemces only.
* Prediction 2: Learners in Years 7-9 will producehb8f sentences and Tp,
given that Tp is acquired at an early stage of &doun.
* Prediction 3: The participants will produce more Stpuctures in L1 than in
L3.

5.4.2 Analyses of Data

5.4.2.1 Criteria of scorability

For information about the transcription of the datee Chapter 4. For the present
analysis, utterances were deemed scorable if thaeyaimed at least one identifiable

German word. To be included in the analysis, aaderutterance further had to contain
at least a subject, a verb, and an unspecified tunstituent (X), in any order.

5.4.2.3 Scoring

A scorable utterance was scored as an Sf strutarsubject appeared in first position
and as a Tp structure if an adverbial appearedrsh gosition. Unlike in the analyses
presented in Chapter 4, verb placement was distedam the scoring. For each
participant, the relative frequency of Sf and Tpswealculated (e.g., the number of Sf
structures as a percentage of the total numberaséble utterances).

5.4.3 Results

5.4.3.1 Across and within tasks

Across the storytelling task and the interview iar@an L3, most scorable utterances
had Sf structure (Table 6.4). The difference in rblative frequency of the structures
was smaller in the German L3 storytelling task (€ab.5), and in the Swedish L1

storytelling task the two structures were aboutadlgdrequent (Table 6.6)
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Table 5.4
Scorable Utterances across Tasks in German L3

Year utt Sf Tp
6 45 96% 4%
7 186 83% 17%
8 145 86% 14%
9 216 87% 13%
Total 592 86% 14%

Note. In this and the two subsequent tables, the Utt column shows the number of scorable utterances by Year.
Utt = Utterances, Sf = subject-first sentences, Tp = topicalized sentences.

Table 5.5
Scorable Utterances from the Picture-based Storytelling Task in German L3
Year utt Sf Tp
6 32 94% 6%
7 62 65% 35%
8 48 71% 29%
9 61 7% 23%
Total 203 74% 26%
Table 5.6
Scorable Utterances from the Picture-based Storytelling Task in Swedish L1
Year Utt Sf Tp
6 43 56% 44%
7 68 43% 57%
8 50 40% 60%
9 66 58% 42%
Total 227 49% 51%
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5.4.3.2 Implicational scaling

The L3 German production data from both tasks ves@yzed using an implicational
scale (Table 5.7). For each participant, the pmesemr absence of each structure—Sf
and Tp—was determined using emergence as the ttyaoft (i.e., one occurrence
indicated acquisition). The scale was perfect, with highest scalability coefficient
possible Csca = 1.0). In fact, almost all participants produdecth structures—the
exceptions were five participants in Year 6 whomd produce any Tp (one of them did
not produce any Sf either).

Table 5.7
Implicational Scale for the Structures of Tp and Sfin L3 German
German
Year ID Tp Sf
7 Cassie 1 1
8 Cecilia 1 1
8 Chris 1 1
7 Claudia 1 1
7 Curt 1 1
7 David 1 1
9 Eva 1 1
8 Hans 1 1
6 Jacqueline 1 1
7 Jakob 1 1
8 Jens 1 1
9 Jim 1 1
9 Justus 1 1
9 Karsten 1 1
7 Lara 1 1
9 Linda 1 1
8 Markus 1 1
7 Mats 1 1
9 Melanie 1 1
9 Natascha 1 1
8 Ralf 1 1
7 Rudolf 1 1
9 Sabina 1 1
6 Ingrid 0 1
6 Max 0 1
6 Mikael 0 1
6 Sofie 0 1
6 Tanja 0 0

Note. Years = school years. Participants who produced the same types of structures are ordered alphabetically.
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5.4.3.3 Comparison of spontaneous speech and elicimitation data

To compare SD with El data, the implicational sa&ferred to in the previous section
(Table 5.7) was used, with the 1's and 0’s indiggafpresence or absence of a structure
in the spontaneous speech data being replacedrbgrages of correct imitation of Sf
and Tp-XSV/Tp-XVS in the EI task at T1 (Table 5.8)ost participants repeated all
structures correctly at least once. However, thesis one participant (Tanja, Year 6)
who was able to repeat structures that she coulgieigproduce. The opposite scenario,
of learners producing a structure but being un&bleepeat it correctly, did not occur.
Accordingly, the elicited imitation data sometimes/erestimated the learners’
proficiency compared with and never underestimétedspontaneous speech data.

Table 5.8
Implicational Scale with Percentages of Correctly Repeated Tp and Sf in the EI Task
German

Year ID Tp (XSV/XVS) Sf
7 Cassie 60/100 83
8 Cecilia 100/100 100
8 Chris 100/100 67
7 Claudia 100/100 100
7 Curt 50/83 83
7 David 50/40 100
9 Eva 83/100 100
8 Hans 100/100 100
6 Jacqueline 50/67 100
7 Jakob 33/50 100
8 Jens 100/100 50
9 Jim 60/100 80
9 Justus 83/80 67
9 Karsten 50/67 100
7 Lara 40/100 67
9 Linda 50/17 100
8 Markus 100/100 100
7 Mats 100/100 100
9 Melanie 100/100 67
9 Natascha 100/100 100
8 Ralf 75/100 75
7 Rudolf 100/100 80
9 Sabina 83/100 67
6 Ingrid 33/100 100
6 Max n.a. n.a.
6 Mikael 100/80 100
6 Sofie 0 100
6 Tanja 0 100 |

Note. Years = school year. Participants who produced the same types of structures are ordered alphabetically.
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5.4.3.4 Participants without topicalizations in L3

Comparison of the data from the storytelling task.3 and L1 revealed that four out of

the five participants who did not produce any Ti.8did produce that structure in L1

(Table 5.9). Their ratios of Sfto Tp in L1 varigeeatly, but in all cases more than 33%
of the L1 utterances were topicalized.

Further, in storytelling in L3, most topicalizecermients produced by participants in the
learner groups were prepositional phrases (ed.und ‘in Lund’), noun phrases (e.g.,
dendreizehn‘on the thirteenth’), or adverbials of time (e.dann‘then’) or place (e.qg.,
hier ‘here’). Even the five participants whose L3 datairely lacked Tp structures,
produced nine prepositional phrases and two adslerliimong them—only never in
sentence-initial position. The absence of Tp sitmad in these five participants was
therefore not due to limitations in their vocabwylar

Table 5.9

Percentages of Tp and Sf Utterances in Swedish L1 Storytelling by Participants Having
Produced No Tp Utterances in L3 German Storytelling

ID Utt Sf Tp
Ingrid 6 33% 67%
Max 7 14% 86%
Mikael 6 67% 33%
Sofie 9 44% 56%
Tanja 9 100% -
Total 37  52% 48%

Note. ID = participant’s code name, Sf = subject-first sentences, Tp = topicalized sentences, Utt = total number
of scorable utterances in the picture-based storytelling task.

5.4.4 Discussion of the Spontaneous Speech Data

The combined results from this study indicated aettgmental trajectory where

subject-first sentences are produced before topatains. The perfect implicational

scale (with emergence as the criterion for acdamsitand the absence of topicalized
structures only in the learners with the least amaf exposure (Year 6) replicated
earlier findings of native Swedish speakers ifitialot producing topicalizations in

German L3 (Sayehli, 2001). Hence, these resultp@tphe DMTH and suggest the
absence of transfer of topicalizations in earlyussitjon.
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It is possible that the absence of topicalized esasds could be due to stylistic
preferences, given that these structures are naatbdry in any of the languages in
guestion and that their production was not forcedhe spontaneous speech tasks.
However, at least assuming a measure of stylistinsistency across languages, then a
similarly low rate of topicalized structures woulthve been expected for the L1
spontaneous speech task as well, and this waseatatse. In fact, the comparison of
data from the storytelling tasks in L1 and L3 sigigehat stylistic preference was not
the reason why topicalization structures were fliespuent than subject-first structures in
L3.

It has been suggested that adverbials and prepositvhich are typically involved in
topicalizations, are among the lexical items thatacquired late (Bardel & Falk, 2007).
The lack of topicalized sentences in data from tregis could therefore be due to gaps
in their lexicon. However, since the participantsowdid not produce any topicalized
sentences actually produced both adverbials angogitens, this explanation can be
ruled out.

The analyses of spontaneous speech data suppbeddMTH and were incompatible
with the Initial L1 and Initial L2 Transfer Hypotkes in that the results suggested a
developmental progression from an initial highee raf subject-first than topicalized
sentences to similar rates of both structures.

5.5 General Discussion

In this chapter, the interaction of developmentaljectories and transfer in the
acquisition of topicalization in German declarativain clauses was examined. More
specifically, it was explored whether there werg affects of L1 or L2 syntax transfer

in the imitation of declarative sentences such tbpicalizations would be equally well

repeated as subject-first sentences and would bduped at an early stage of
acquisition.
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The results from the El task showed similar rafesoorect repetition of topicalized and
subject-first sentences, but only in the intermesdend more advanced learner groups
and among the native speakers, suggesting thatethianers did not transfer structures
from L2 at initial stages of acquisition. The sprgous speech data supported the
absence of transfer from L1 as well. More spediffcaeven though topicalized
sentences are frequent in L1 (e.qg., Jorgensen,) E8¥bL2 (e.g., Los, 2012), they did
not appear in all participants’ L3 production. Henthe results did not find evidence for
developmentally and structurally unconstrained dfan claims such as L1 transfer
(Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994, 1996), L2 transfer (Ba&d Falk, 2007; Falk & Bardel,
2011), partial transfer (Flynn et al.,, 2004), oangfer between languages that are
typologically close (Rothman, 2011).

However, it is possible that transfer was develapaléy constrained (Hakansson et al.,
2002; Pienemann et al., 2005; Wode, 1976, 1978, Z880). That is, a general
learning mechanism that constrains learner-gemkneadlopmental trajectories may also
have influenced transfer such that only structumestching the learner’s current
developmental stage were transferred. AccordintpéoDMTH, for example, a learner
would not be able to take advantage of the existeftopicalization structures in L1 or
L2 until he or she was developmentally ready tadpoe them in L3, meaning that the
acquisition of subject-first sentences would prectxt of topicalized sentences.

The results presented in this chapter gave evidératesubject-first structure is acquired
before topicalization structure, meaning that tlvesre in line with the predictions
yielded by the DMTH. The study presented in thetrahapter explores evidence in
favor of the DMTH by investigating negative transfand its relationship with

developmental trajectories.
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CHAPTER 6

BEYOND WORD ORDER:
DEVELOPMENTAL TRAJECTORIES
IN MORPHOLOGY

6.1 Background

The results of the previous studies presentedigmthiesis suggest that learners follow
learner-general developmental trajectories whemiigog L3 German word order. The

study reported in the present chapter explores uheersal order of morpheme

acquisition proposed by Processability Theory (Plenemann, 1998, 2005a, 2005b)
and the interaction between universal order andstes by investigating native

Swedish-speakers’ acquisition of German adjectivdlections and subject-verb

agreement. The first subsection (6.1.1) of thistisecpresents the rules governing
adjectival inflection and subject—verb agreemerthaparticipants’ three languages (L1
Swedish, L2 English, and L3 German). The next tulmsgctions discuss the acquisition
of adjectival inflections (6.1.2) and subject—verdpreement (6.1.3) in L2/L3 German.
This is followed by a discussion of phrasal anénghrasal morphemes (6.1.4).
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6.1.1 Adjectives in Attributive and Predicative Rosn and Subject—Verb
Agreement in German, Swedish, and English

6.1.1.1 The German inflectional system

German, which is a fusional language, employs atifteal morphemes to express
grammatical categories such as case, number, pegeader, mood, and tense. These
morphemes are cumulative such that there is noeaam-one relationship between form
and function. One inflectional morpheme can haweis# functions. For example, the
verbal morphemee expresses both person and number (Bickel & Ni¢ghd(klla,
2011b; Boase-Beier & Lodge, 2003). In addition, i@&n displays a high degree of
syncretism in its inflectional system: the same photogical form can have distinct
functions depending on context and word root (BagrnBrown, & Corbett, 2005;
Hopp, 2010). For example, the morphemeattached to a verb can mark either the first
person plural or the third person plunair(steh-ensie steh-efwe stand’, ‘they stand’).
By contrast, if the same surface forrerj is attached to a feminine noun, it can mark
the nominative, genitive, dative, or accusativeralludie/der/den/die Frau-erthe
women, of the women, to the women, the women’), ihattached to an adjective it can
mark the dative, accusative, or genitive caiar grol3-enFrau ‘to the tall women’den
gro3-enMann ‘the tall man’,desgrof3-enKindes‘of the tall child’). It has been assumed
that both the existence of one-to-many relatiorshigtween form and function and the
syncretism of the inflectional system affect th&eraf acquisition negatively (Diehl et
al., 2000).

6.1.1.2 Adjectival inflection

In German, when the adjective is in attributiveipos, the choice of suffix depends not
only on the case, number, and gender of the nouasphbut also on its definiteness.
Taking the determiner as a starting point, thréfemint inflectional paradigms can be
defined: a strong one (without determiner), a weak (with the definite determiner),
and a mixed one (with an indefinite or possessierniner) (Boase-Beier & Lodge,
2003). A total of five different suffixes are usedthese three paradigms, -en -es -

er, and em(see Appendix D, Table 1, for a presentation efrtlixed paradigm).

Adjectives in predicative position are not inflett@n a variable use of inflected and
uninflected predicative adjectives in Old High Garmhowever, see Fleischer, 2007).
Instead, the syntactic context constrains the ageaé between noun and modifying
adjective in German (Fleischer, 2007). For a compar between the inflected
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adjectives in the mixed paradigm used when thectdgis in attributive position and
the uninflected adjectives used in predicative pwsi see Table 6.1; all forms given are
in the nominative case.

In Swedish, unlike in German, adjectives are inféldan both attributive and predicative
position and agree with nouns in gender, numbaet,dafiniteness (Hammarberg, 1996;
Table 6.1 below). Gender is distinguished in ingiedi contexts while the adjective
always takes the suffba in plural and definite contexts.

English adjectives can occur in attributive anddprative position but are not inflected
in either position. Adjectives do not exhibit graatmal gender, definiteness is not
marked, and number is marked only on the noun €rad).

Table 6.1

(a) German Adjectives in Attributive and Predicative Position in the Mixed Declension

Singular
M F N Plural

Attr ein braun-er Hund eine braun-e Kuh ein braun-es Haus braun-e Hunde

‘a brown dog’ ‘a brown cow’ ‘a brown house’ ‘brown dogs’

Pred derHund ist braun die Kuh ist braun das Haus ist braun die Hunde sind braun

‘the dog is brown’ ‘the cow is brown’  ‘the house is brown’  ‘the dogs are brown'

Note. Adjectives and their inflections are in bold. Since gender is not distinguished in plural forms, only one
example noun (Hund ‘dog’) is given. All forms given are in nominative case. M = masculine gender, F = feminine
gender, N = neuter gender, Attr = attributive position, Pred = predicative position.

(b) Swedish Adjectives in Attributive and Predicative Position

Singular Plural
Uter Neuter
Attr | enbrun hund ett brun-t hus brun-a hundar
‘a brown dog’ ‘a brown house’ ‘brown dogs’
Pred | hunden &r brun huset ar brun-t hundarna ar brun-a
‘the dog is brown’ ‘the house is brown’ ‘the dogs are brown’

Note. For the purpose of this study, and for the sake of simplicity, only the indefinite paradigm is presented for
adjectives in attributive position. For the whole paradigm, see Appendix D, Table 2. Attr = attributive position,
Pred = predicative position.
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(c) English Adjectives in Attributive and Predicative Position

Singular Plural
Attr a brown dog brown dogs
Pred the dog is brown the dogs are brown

Note. Attr = attributive position, Pred = predicative position.

6.1.1.3 Subject—verb agreement

The German verbal inflectional paradigm for thespre tense has four different suffixes
(-e, -st -t, and-en). The first, second, and third persons are mankdubth the singular
and the plural, and the German copudairf ‘be’) has suppletive forms and is highly
irregular (see Appendix D, Tables 3 and 4).

Swedish lacks subject—verb agreement even thoumdfe fierbs are marked for tefise
with inflections added to the verb stem. The Swed®pulavara, ‘to be’ does not mark
person, number, or gender—e.g., the present-temsei$ alwaysar: jag ar hungrig ‘|
am hungry’,dear hungriga‘they are hungry’).

English has subject—verb agreement but only in thatthird person singular of the
present tense is marked wite. The English copulabg) is highly irregular, with
suppletive forms (see Appendix D, Table 5).

6.1.2 Acquisition of Adjectival Inflections in L2/8 German

The use of inflections in L2 learners is highly iahte and inconsistent throughout
acquisition (Lardiere, 1998a; Prevost & White, 200@r a review see Hopp, 2010).
The inflections are rarely target-like. They aréenfomitted, but a frequent pattern
found among learners is to use a default form tjinout a paradigm (Slabakova, 2009).
Even though the German system of adjectival infbastis thus difficult to acquire, it is

rare for it to be explicitly taught in L2 acquisiti contexts (Cox, 1982; Kirrmann,

1961).

Y In the present tense, the suffix -er is added to the verb stem if it ends in a consonant (jag spring-er ‘I run’). If the
verb stem ends in a vowel, the suffix -r is added (jag titta-r ‘I look’). The infinitive is formed by adding -a to verb
stems ending in a consonant (spring-a ‘to run’). If the stem ends in a vowel, the infinitive form is identical with the
stem (ga ‘to go’; titta ‘to look’) (Hansson, Nettelbladt, & Leonard, 2000).
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German adjectives are inflected in attributive posionly. Consequently, studies of the
acquisition of the inflectional system all examimaun phrases (NP). It is only in recent
years that such studies have been given similantadh in L2 acquisition research as,
for example, studies of agreement in the verb gh(&®) (e.g., Bohlke, 2003; Diehl et
al., 2000; Jaensch, 2008, 2011; Parodi, SchwariZ]atasen, 2004). The main focus of
NP agreement studies has often been on gendernamsiy or agreement (e.g.,
Salamoura & Williams, 2007; Schriefers, Jescheraklantsch, 2005; Spinner & Juffs,
2008), on differences in target-like productionatetl to age of acquisition (Blom,
Polisenska, & Weerman, 2008; Weerman, Bisschopufité? 2006), or on sources of
the variable use of inflections (Jaensch, 20081201

Although developmental trajectories in the acqigisitof the adjectival paradigms have
rarely been explored, a longitudinal study of Gernaquisition by French native
speakers found that, initially, the participantd diot add suffixes to adjectives. Their
first adjectival inflections appeared in free véada (Diehl et al., 2000). When
systematicity in suffixation appeared at a latagst this was not related to any specific
grammatical categories. The learners either usedefault form or adjusted the
inflections phonologically. Grammatically sensitisystematicity occurred only in more
advanced learners, first with number and later wéhder.

Some studies have found adjectives to be inflestgalural contexts prior to singular
ones (Jaensch, 2008, 2011) (for Scandinavian lagguaGlahn et al., 2001). These
results were attributed to number being acquireldrbegender (Glahn et al., 2001)
(Hammarberg, 1996 in Scandinavian languages) aforaal features of the adjectival
paradigm in German: it has fewer plural forms (tw@n singular forms (five) (Jaensch,
2008, 2011).

In Dutch, like in German, attributive adjectivegesy with the following noun but there
iIs no agreement with the noun for predicative adjes. In a study of fourteen L2
learners, who had been exposed to Dutch for betwesmonths and 18 years, it was
found that attributive but not predicative adjeesvwere suffixed by all but three
learners (Weerman et al., 2006). One weaknessabfstndy was the variation in the
learners included: they represented a wide randd ®f(Berber, Chinese Danish, Dari,
French, Hindi, Kurdish, Thai, and Turkish), and tefothem had had 12 and 18 years,
respectively, of exposure to Dutch. The resultsewerterpreted as indicating that
attributive adjectives are differentiated from poative ones in early acquisition,
similarly to what has been found in L1 developmdifiis was attributed to the absence
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of input with suffixed predicative adjectives artk tdifference in syntactic context
between attributive and predicative adjectives.

6.1.3 Acquisition of Subject—Verb Agreement in GeamL2/L3

Research on the development of subject—verb agrgeimethe acquisition of L2/L3
German has examined the relationship between ptioduof verb morphology and
syntax (e.g., syntactic rules for negation and \g&tond (V2) word order). This was
inspired by findings in German L1 acquisition tichtldren consistently produced finite
verbs in the second position of the sentence, ed@m this placement involved subject—
verb inversion (Clahsen, 1982). However, no suctiepa has been unequivocally
established in L2/L3 acquisition, in part owing thfferences in definitions of
“finiteness” and acquisition criteria (Clahsen & yken, 1986; Jordens, 1988; Meisel,
1997); (for discussions see Jansen, 2000; angt8cH003).

When verbs were grouped into lexical verbs and sépoaly light verbs (e.qg.,
auxiliaries, modals), simultaneous acquisitioniniténess (i.e., inflections) and syntax
(i.e., V2 word order) was established in L2/L3 light verbs only (Parodi, 1998, 2000).

Similarly, L2 acquisition of verbal inflections assated with agreement at an earlier
stage for auxiliaries and modals than for lexica&rbs, irrespective of syntactic
phenomena, has been reported several times (Ciethl, 000; Kopcke, 1987; Parodi,
2000; Pienemann, 1998; Rieck, 1989). Generally,lddtners—irrespective of their
L1—at first use invariant forms in all persons. &aV studies have reported overuse of
the bare stem and the suffixes and-e in various L1 groups (Blackshire-Belay, 1995;
Kopcke, 1987; Parodi, 2000; Pishwa, 1985; Vaini&k3oung-Scholten, 1994). In line
with the findings presented above, four stages baem suggested for the acquisition of
verbal inflection: (1) invariant forms, (2) systamause of-t to mark the third person
singular, (3)-stto mark the second person, and-@)to mark the first and third person
plural (Képcke, 1987).

Although L2 learners typically do not transfer sxiforms from L1 to L2, it is a topic of

debate whether the existence of an agreement garadiL1 facilitates the acquisition

of such a paradigm in L2. In some cases, no fatih effects have been found (e.g.,

Diehl et al., 2000; Vainikka & Young-Scholten, 1994 a study where participants

were divided into two groups depending on whetherglural was marked in the noun

phrase (NP) in their L1, there were no indicatiohpositive L1 transfer (Parodi et al.,
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2004). Across types of L1, plurality was expressexcally through numerals and
quantifiers while adjectives were not inflectecearly acquisition.

6.1.4 Phrasal and Inter-phrasal Morphemes

In Processability Theory (PT, Pienemann, 1998, 20@805b), morphemes are divided
into phrasal and inter-phrasal ones. This distinction concerns the structuratadise
over which grammatical information needs to be axged to achieve agreement. One
example of a phrasal morpheme is the inflectionffixsof an adjective in attributive
position agreeing with the noun (within the same) MPgender and number (German:
ein braun-es Hausa brown house’; Swedistett brun-t hus‘a brown house’). One
example of an inter-phrasal morpheme is the infleel suffix of a verb, where
information about number and person is exchangeosadwo phrases (NP and VP)
(German:der Junge lach-tthe boy laugh-s’). Another example of an intergotal
morpheme is the inflectional suffix of a Swedisheatlve in predicative position,
agreeing with the noun in gender and numbtrsget ar brun-tthe house is brown’).

According to PT, phrasal morphemes are acquireorbehter-phrasal ones (see Chapter
2). This has been established to be the case iactipgsition of Scandinavian languages
as L2 (Glahn et al., 2001). More specifically, agnent of adjectives in attributive
position (phrasal morphemes) occurred earlier iodpction than did agreement for
adjectives in predicative position (inter-phrasalrphemes).

It was therefore hypothesized that the L3 acquitdré&serman in the present study
would acquire adjective—noun agreement in attrdgutposition (phrasal morphemes)
prior to subject—verb agreement (inter-phrasal menges).

It was also thought possible that Swedish nativeakers might transfer noun—adijective
agreement both in attributive position and in prative position to their L3. The latter
transfer would result in ungrammatical L3 structufeegative transfersee Chapter 2).
According to the Developmentally Moderated Transfgpothesis (DMTH; (Hakansson
et al., 2002), where transfer is expected to bestcamed by the learner’s current level
of development, agreeing adjectives in attribupesition are expected to occur before
agreeing adjectives in predicative position. Thenefthe DMTH would predict that the
Swedish native speakers in the present study wandduce noun—adjective agreement
for adjectives in attributive position before theguld produce subject—verb agreement,
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and that any negative transfer of agreement farcages in predicative position would
occur after the acquisition of attributive adjeetagreement.

6.2 The Present Study

The present study examined developmental trajestoni morphological acquisition of

German as an L2/L3 and explored the relationshipvden developmental trajectories
and transfer suggested by Processability Theory (Fi€nemann, 1998, 2005a, 2005b).
More specifically, the study explored whether depetent does indeed constrain
transfer.

6.2.1 Methods

6.2.1.1 Participants

There were 61 participants in the four learner gsoand 18 in the control group (Table
3.1). All groups except the control group wereddsin two different occasions (T1 and
T2) five months apart.

6.2.1.2 Task and materials

Attributive and predicative adjectives

The communicative task was intended to elicit cadaljectives in attributive and
predicative position (analogous to the study ofh@lat al., 2001). The participants were
asked to identify the colors of 24 items depictedacsheet of paper (see Chapter 3 and
Appendix A, Table 2, for the items and Appendix @& pictures of the items). Two
types of questions were used to elicit attributwel predicative adjectives: (Yas ist
neben den rot-en Blumeri®hat is next to the red flowers?’ and (@)elche Farbe hat
der grol3-e Hund?What color is the big dog?’. Note that both qu@sttypes included
inflected adjectives, here with the suffixesand-e. The targeted answers were, for the
first type of question, NPs such @is blau-er FiscHa blue fish’ (attributive adjectives);
and, for the second type of question, full sentersech agkr ist braun'it is brown’
(predicative adjectives) (for a complete list ofegtions and target answers see
Appendix B, Table 2). The number of targeted answeas controlled across position
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(attributive vs. predicative), number, and gendgable 6.2). The specific suffixes
targeted by the task are listed below (Table 6.2).

Table 6.2

Targeted German Adjective Endings in Attributive and Predicative Position

Attributive Predicative

Singular Plural  Singular Plural Total

M -er -e -g -0 8
F -e -e -0 -0 8
N -es -e -0 -0 8
Total 6 6 6 6 24

Note. Total indicates the number of adjective elicitations by position, number, and gender. Each cell (e.g.,
masculine, attributive position, singular) was elicited at both T1 and T2. M = masculine, F = feminine, N = neuter.

Most of the adjectives and nouns used in the tapleared in the early chapters of the
participants’ German textbooks, and all of them eveognates with Swedish words.
Cognates were chosen in order to facilitate congmsion and production, and also
because cross-language transfer of morphologiedlifes is more frequent in cognates
than in non-cognates (Lemhofer, Schriefers, & Haajc010; Salamoura & Williams,
2007). (See Appendix A, Table 2, for a list of therd items used in the task.)

The order of the questions was pseudo-randomizét, the restriction that no more
than three consecutive questions could target #&meesnumber, suffix, adjective, or
noun. Further, the first twelve questions alwaygdted attributive adjectives and the
last twelve targeted predicative ones.

Subject-verb agreement

The questions of type (2) in this task—those ingehtb elicit answers in the form of full
sentences—also targeted subject—verb agreementthdticopulasein ‘to be’. Of the
twelve questions, half targeted the third persogudar (e.g.Es ist braunlt is brown’)
and half targeted the third person plural (€5@e,sind brauriThey are brown’).
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6.2.1.3 Procedure

In the first step, the participants were askeddamiify the colors of blotches on a sheet
of paper. This was done both to review the necgssarabulary and to obtain a baseline
with which the forms of elicited adjectives in ditrtive and predicative position could
be compared. The second step was the elicitatiattiabutive adjectives, preceded by a
practice item after which the participants coul@ gsiestions about the task. Finally,
predicative adjectives and subject—verb agreemen¢ wlicited. The participants were
explicitly encouraged to answer in full senteneeg.(Es ist rot'lt is red’ or Sie sind rot
‘They are red’) in order to avoid fragmentary ansv&ich agelb‘yellow’. The session
ended with a short debriefing.

6.2.1.4 Predictions
The following predictions for the present study evdormulated in relation to the
following three hypotheses.

(@) Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses

In L1 (the basis for L3), adjectives are infleciadboth attributive and predicative
position and there is no subject—verb agreemenmnceéletransfer will be expected
only in the inflection of adjectives.
* Prediction 1. Participants in all learner groupdl wroduce agreement for
adjectives not only in attributive but also in poadive position.
e Prediction 2: Subject-verb agreement will not bedpced in early
acquisition (Year 6).
* Prediction 3. German native speakers (the controum) will produce
subject—verb agreement and agreement for adjedtiva#iributive but not
predicative position.

(b) Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses

Adjectives are not inflected in L2 (English), whidgh the basis for L3. Hence,
learners will initially not inflect adjectives in3. There are no predictions concerning
the relative order of production of inflections fadjectives in different positions.
Learners will mark subject—verb agreement from antyestage of acquisition, since
such agreement exists in L2.

» Prediction 1: Beginners (Year 6) will not produes adjectival inflections.
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Prediction 2: All participants will produce subjegerb agreement.

(c) Developmentally Moderated Transfer HypotheBIBITH)

Learners will progress along the proposed univaitsaklopmental trajectories, and
they will produce phrasal morphemes (e.g., attieutadjectives) before inter-

phrasal morphemes (e.g., inflected predicative cidges and subject—verb

agreement). Transfer from a previously learneduageg will be constrained by these
developmental stages.

Prediction 1: Year 6 participants will not produaey adjectival inflections
(i.e., no information exchange will take place).

Prediction 2: Participants in later years will edt adjectives in attributive
position.

Prediction 3: Participants who display subject—vagoeement (inter-phrasal
morphemes) will also display agreement for attnlmutadjectives (phrasal
morphemes).

Prediction 4: Inflections on adjectives in prediatposition may occur but
then only in more advanced learners who displayeamgent for attributive
adjectives.

Prediction 5: The native-speaker control group wiisplay subject—verb
agreement and agreement for adjectives in attwbubut not predicative
position.

6.2.2 Analyses

6.2.2.1 Criteria of scorability

Data targeting attributive adjectives

The participants’ answers were recorded and sulesdiguranscribed. The requirements
for an utterance to be scorable included the oeogs of a noun and an adjective in
attributive position before or after the noun. Aiterances with adjectives in predicative
position only (e.g.zwei Lampe is blu, blattwo lamp is blu, blue’zwei Hund und der
Farbe ist blau‘two dog and the color is blue’) were excluded, vesre utterances
without any adjectives. More than 99% of the da¢senscorable (Table 6.3).
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Data targeting predicative adjectives

For utterances targeting predicative adjective®daoscorable, they had to contain an
adjective in predicative position and a copula.etdthces without a copula (e.der
Mann hast braurithe man has brown’gelb und schwarzyellow and black’) were
excluded, as were those in which the adjective amokein attributive position (e.gder
groRe Haus hass grine Farltbe big house has green color’). More than 85%hef
data were scorable (Table 6.3).

Table 6.3

Scorable Utterances in Attributive and Predicative Position

Time Year n Attributive Predicative
Utt % Utt %

T1 6 11 132 99% 132 78%
7 16 193 98% 192 87%

8 17 204 100% 204 85%

9 16 193 99% 191 91%

Total 60 722 99% 717 86%

T2 6 12 144 100% 144 93%
7 16 192 99% 193 97%

8 17 204 100% 204 100%

9 16 192 100% 192 99%

Total 61 730 100% 730 98%
Controls 18 216 100% 215 100%

Note. Percentages of scorable utterances (the ratio of the number of scorable utterances to the total number of
scorable and excluded utterances). Subject—-verb agreement occurred in utterances with adjectives in
predicative position, meaning that the scorability rate for utterances targeting subject—verb agreement is the
same as for utterances with adjective in predicative position. T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2, n = number of
participants, Utt = number of scorable utterances, % = percentage of utterances that were scorable, Attributive =
utterances with adjectives in attributive position, Predicative = utterances with adjectives in predicative position
(also used to explore subject—verb agreement).

Subject-verb agreement

An utterance was deemed scorable for the exploraticcubject—verb agreement when
it contained a noun phrase and a copula. (Note ith@tactice, this was the same as the
criteria for utterances targeting adjectives in dprative position, for which the

125



requirements were a copula and an adjective inigagde position—in that case, the
copula would always have a noun phrase as its ci@ed in the present case, for
practical reasons, the copula would always haveedigative in the form of a (color)
adjective.) The noun phrase could be lexical (eler,Mann‘the man’) or realized as a
pronoun (e.g.er ‘he’). Utterances without a copula were excluded).(der Mann hast
braun ‘the man has browngelb und schwarzyellow and black’). More than 85% of
the data met the criteria for scorability (Tabl8)6.

6.2.2.2 Scoring

Scorable utterances were coded for the following:
a. Time (T2, T2);
b. Year(Year 6, Year 7, Year 8, Year 9, Controls);
c. ID (individual participants);
d. Adjective position (attributive, predicative);
e. Suffixation (suffixed, unsuffixed);
f. Suffix type (€, -es -er, -e, -, or other)

Attributive agreement (agreement: 1, no agreenfgnt:

> @

Number (plural, singular)

Gender (masculine, neuter, feminine)
j. Color term(color adjective)

k. Subject—verb agreemefstigreement: 1, no agreement: 0)

Suffixation

Adjectives were considered to be suffixed when ttiffgred from the baseline elicited
in the vocabulary review in at least one word-fippbneme; suffixes did not need to be
target-like. For examplepte ‘red’ would be scored as suffixed if the baselioethat
participant wasot but not if the baseline was alsute.

Suffix types
The suffix types produced were recorded and caledlfor each participant.

Attributive agreement

Since gender is not marked on German nouns, aota@jen attributive position would

have to agree with a determiner or a numeral innibwen phrase instead (for similar
reasoning in a study of Scandinavian languages,Gdabn et al., 2001). Attributive
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agreement was scored on a binominal scale (agreefinam agreement: 0), and it was
assessed as between the adjective and the deteonimemeral, meaning that batim-

e rot-e Bluméa red flower’ and &in rot-er Blumeéa red flower’ were scored as being
in agreement even though it is only in the form#&erance that the numeral and
adjective agree in gender with the noun, whiclremihine (whereas the latter utterance
would have been correct if the noun had been masjul

Only Standard German combinations were coded foe determineein could agree
with either of two adjectival suffixes depending whether the noun was masculine (
er) or neuter {€9. The determineeine and the numeratweiwere coded as agreeing
when they occurred with an adjective with the siHéi (For a more detailed example of
scoring, see Table 2 in Appendix C.)

Subject-verb agreement

Subject—verb agreement was scored on a binomiaé $agreement: 1, no agreement:
0), when the pronoursr/sigesor an NR,, occurred withist and when the pronoisie

or anNR, occurred withsind

6.2.3 Results

Below, the results for the task relating to adjegiin attributive position are presented
first, followed by those for the task relating tdjectives in predicative position. Then
the results from all three tasks (subject—verb exgent, predicative adjectives, and
attributive adjectives) are presented in an implkcel analysis (6.2.3.4).

6.2.3.1 Descriptive statistics

Adjective position

Suffixation frequency in attributive and predicatiyposition was calculated across
sampling times (T1 and T2). The proportion of sw&fion was calculated as the number
of suffixed adjectives divided by the total numloérscorable utterances per individual
and group. The control group correctly suffixedaaljectives in attributive position and

none in predicative position. As regards the leagreups, the proportions observed
suggested an increase of suffixation in attributpgsition with longer exposure to

German (Table 6.4). In predicative position, therre no suffixed adjectives at T1 in

any group but at T2 four participants in Years d 8nsuffixed some adjectives (Table
6.4). No pattern was apparent for suffixation geatives in predicative position.
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Table 6.4.

Percentages of Suffixed Adjectives in Attributive and Predicative Position

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9
Utt % Utt % Utt % Utt %
Aftr 34 13% 136 37% 175 43% 258 68%
Pred 0 _ 8 2% 0 _ 3 1%

Note. Utt = number of utterances, %= percentage of suffixed adjectives per scorable utterance for each group,
Attr = attributive position, Pred = predicative position.

Time, number, gender, and color term

The rate of suffixed adjectives over time (T1 ar®) Was calculated individually and
per Year (6-9) (Table 6.5). The control group wasasured at T1l only and was
therefore not included in this analysis. The praipar of suffixation of attributive
adjectives, which had been shown to increase eseanally (between school years),
was found to increase longitudinally as well (frof to T2; Table 6.5). Further,
adjectives were suffixed more often in plural thsingular contexts (Table 6.6).
Comparisons across gender in singular contextsaleseno suffixation patterns for the
learner groups (Table 6.7). The control group redcheiling in all of these cases.
Further, no pattern emerged when proportions dfxatifon were compared across the
three color terms (Table 6.8) used in the parheftask eliciting attributive adjectives.
Finally, there were no indications of order or iteffects of the single list of items used.

Table 6.5
Percentages of Attributive Suffixation at T1 and T2
Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9
Utt % Utt % Utt % Utt %
T1 19 15% 29 15% 74 36% 114 60%
T2 15 10% 107 58% 101 50% 144 76%

Note. In this and the three subsequent tables, Utt = number of utterances, %= percentage of suffixed adjectives
per scorable utterance in the context in question, T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2.
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Table 6.6
Percentages of Attributive Suffixation in Plural and Singular Contexts

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9
utt % Utt % Utt % Utt %

Singular 14 11% 60 33% 73 36% 106 56%
Plural 20 15% 76 40% 102 50% 152 80%

Table 6.7
Percentages of Attributive Suffixation across Gender (Singular Contexts)
Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9

Utt % Utt % Utt % Utt %
Masculine 4 9% 19 30% 30 44% 34 53%
Feminine 5 11% 24 38% 23 39% 42 66%
Neuter 5 11% 17 27% 20 29% 30 47%
Table 6.8
Percentages of Attributive Suffixation across Color Terms

Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9

Utt % Utt % Utt % Utt %
blau

15 13% 53 35% 70 41% 105 66%
‘blue’
grun

6 9% 38 40% 41 40% 79 82%
‘green’
rot
4 13 14% 45 35% 64 48% 74 58%
Lre1

6.2.3.2 Inferential statisticselating to suffixation of attributive adjectives

A multi-level logistic regression analysis was @adrout to test whether any of the
predictor variables ofYear (6-9, excluding the controls)lime (T1, T2) Number
(singular, plural)Gender(masculine, feminine, neuter), a@dlor term (blau, grin, rot)
had an effect on the outcome variableSoifffixation(suffixation: 1, no suffixation: 0).
Items (test items) andD (participant) were entered into the regressionraasiom
effects. The analysis was carried out for attrimitadjectives only, as the variation in
the predicative condition was too small. There wagmificant main effects oYear
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(between Years 6 and Est=1.78,SE= .49,z= 3.67,p < .001; between Years 6 and 8:
Est 2.12,SE= .48,z=4.4,p < .001; and between Years 6 andEstE 3.48,SE= .49,z

= 7.13,p < .001) This suggested that the participants in Yearsseffixed adjectives
more often than those in Year 6. The main effeghfbfor Time(Est= 1.12,SE= .13,z

= 8.44,p < .001) showed that the suffixation rate in eadug was higher at T2 than at
T1. These effects found fofearand Time were strong indications of a learning effect.
There was also a main effect Number(Est = -.81,SE = .20,z = -4.07,p < .001),
indicating that adjectives were significantly moofien suffixed in plural than in
singular contexts. No other effects approachedsstal significance.

6.2.3.3 Suffixed predicative adjectives

At T1, no suffixes were produced in any of the &térable utterances containing an
adjective in predicative position. At T2, 2% (i.41 of the 715 scorable utterances)
contained a suffixed adjective in predicative posit These cases were distributed
across four participants and two groups (thredgyaaints in Year 7 and one in Year 9).
There were some indications that predicative adjestwere more likely to be suffixed

in plural ( = 9) than in singular contexts € 2).

6.2.3.4 Implicational scaling of adjective suffixan

The proportion of suffixes added to adjectivesttnlautive position that agreed with the
determiner and the numeral, the proportion of gaffiadjectives in predicative position,
and the proportion of cases of subject—verb agreethat had been calculated for each
participant were entered into an implicational saaing an emergence criterion of two
occurrences. The acquisition criterion was incrégsem one occurrence, as used for
word order (Chapters 4 and 5), to two occurrenasalise subject—verb agreement
could only be established when a participant hadiyeed two different forms of the
copulasein—istandsind (Table 6.9); that is, a participant had to havedpced at least
one instance of agreement in the singular and onaé plural (NB,q/er/sigles ist
NP, /siesind).
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Table 6.9: Implicational Scale for Suffixation

T1 T2
Year ID Pred SV Attr Year ID Pred SV Attr
9 Lena 0 1 1 7 Maja 1 1 1
9 Madelen 0 1 1 9 Christel 1 0 1
8 Melchior 0 1 1 8 Clas 0 1 1
8 Mona 0 1 1 7 David 1 0 1
9 Natasja 0 1 1 9 Eva 0 1 1
9 Anders 0 0 1 8 Jessica 0 1 1
9 Christel 0 0 1 9 Johanna 0 1 1
8 Clas 0 0 1 9 Lena 0 1 1
8 Conrad 0 0 1 9 Madelen 0 1 1
7 Curt 0 0 1 9 Melanie 0 1 1
9 Eva 0 0 1 8 Melchior 0 1 1
8 Hans 0 0 1 7 Mans 1 0 1
7 Jakob 0 0 1 9 Natasja 0 1 1
6 Jana 0 0 1 8 Otto 0 1 1
9 Jeanette 0 0 1 7 Rudolf 0 1 1
9 Jim 0 0 1 9 Anders 0 0 1
9 Johanna 0 0 1 7 Anton 0 0 1
9 Justus 0 0 1 7 Artur 0 0 1
9 Karsten 0 0 1 7 Cassie 0 0 1
7 Lara 0 0 1 8 Chris 0 0 1
9 Linda 0 0 1 8 Conrad 0 0 1
8 Markus 0 0 1 7 Curt 0 0 1
9 Melanie 0 0 1 7 Emil 0 0 1
8 Otto 0 0 1 8 Hans 0 0 1
9 Paul 0 0 1 7 Jakob 0 0 1
8 Petter 0 0 1 9 Jeanette 0 0 1
8 Ralf 0 0 1 8 Jens 0 0 1
7 Rudolf 0 0 1 9 Jim 0 0 1
9 Sabina 0 0 1 9 Justus 0 0 1
8 Saskia 0 0 1 9 Karsten 0 0 1
8 Thomas 0 1 0 9 Linda 0 0 1
7 Anton 0 0 0 7 Louis 0 0 1
7 Artur 0 0 0 7 Mats 0 0 1
7 Carmen 0 0 0 6 Mikael 0 0 1
7 Cassie 0 0 0 8 Mona 0 0 1
8 Cecilia 0 0 0 9 Paul 0 0 1
8 Chris 0 0 0 8 Petter 0 0 1
7 Claudia 0 0 0 8 Ralf 0 0 1
7 David 0 0 0 9 Ronald 0 0 1
7 Emil 0 0 0 9 Sabina 0 0 1
6 Eskil 0 0 0 6 Sofie 0 0 1
6 Ester 0 0 0 8 Thomas 0 1 0
6 Inarid 0 0 0 7 Carmen 0 0 0
6 Jacquelin 0 0 0 8 Cecilia 0 0 0
8 Jens 0 0 0 7 Claudia 0 0 0
8 Jessica 0 0 0 6 Eskil 0 0 0
6 Joel 0 0 0 6 Ester 0 0 0
6 Josefine 0 0 0 6 Ingrid 0 0 0
8 Lili 0 0 0 6 Jacquelin 0 0 0
7 Louis 0 0 0 6 Jana 0 0 0
7 Maja 0 0 0 6 Joel 0 0 0
7 Mats 0 0 0 6 Josefine 0 0 0
6 Mikael 0 0 0 7 Lara 0 0 0
8 Mirjam 0 0 0 8 Lili 0 0 0
7 Monika 0 0 0 8 Markus 0 0 0
7 Mans 0 0 0 6 Max 0 0 0
9 Ronald 0 0 0 8 Mirjam 0 0 0
6 Sara 0 0 0 7 Monika 0 0 0
6 Sofie 0 0 0 6 Sara 0 0 0
6 Tanja 0 0 0 8 Saskia 0 0 0
6  Max n.a. na. n.a. 6 Tanja 0 0 0
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The scalability of the implicational scale at bdth and T2 was higﬁ”(Tl: Csca= .95;
MMep = .79; % improvement in reproducibility = .20. TQs.4= .95; MM, = .80; %
improvement in reproducibility = .16). This suggestn implicational order of
acquisition of the three structures applying athbdtl and T2. As stated above,
Processability Theory (PT; (Pienemann, 1998, 20@B&5b) expects there to be an
implicational order between phrasal and inter-phlrasiorphemes, meaning that
attributive adjectives will be acquired prior tobgect—verb agreement and predicative
adjectives; however, PT yields no predictions @gsés the implicational order, if any,
between the latter two structures. In the prestenlys only one of the four learners who
produced suffixed predicative adjectives also peedusubject—verb agreement, and
therefore no implicational order could be inferredtween the two inter-phrasal
morphemes in question. However, the other resulfgp@ted PT in that phrasal
morphemes were acquired before inter-phrasal ones.

6.2.3.5 Detailed analyses of participants suffixiagljectives in predicative position

In the data collected, all participants who prodlseffixation in predicative position
also produced suffixation in attributive positionhe four participants who suffixed
adjectives in predicative position did so at T2yonl

David, Year 7

At T1, David suffixed one adjective in attributipesition:rot-en ‘red’, meaning that he
was one occurrence short of the acquisition caterAt T2, he suffixed 67% (8 out of
12) adjectives in attributive position, using twofetent suffixes:-e and -en More
specifically, he suffixed all adjectives in pluntexts (6 out of 6) and two in singular
contexts (2 out of 6). While his use @n was restricted to plural contexts and his
baseline form to singular context® appeared in both singular and plural contexts.
According to the criteria for agreement appliedafijectives in attributive position,
David showed 25% agreement.

In predicative position, David suffixed 17% (2 @ft12) of his adjectives at T2—one
adjective in a singular context and one in a pleaitext. In both of these cases, the
color adjectivegelb ‘yellow’ was suffixed with-t, which may represent a negative
transfer of the identical Swedish suffix. This sufficcurred only in predicative position,

2 Scales are considered to be valid and scalable #igecoefficient of reproducibility is above .9dathe coefficient of
scalability is above .6 (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1994, $10-212).
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suggesting that structural position may have camsd its use. Further, as exemplified
by the two sentences below, David consistently ueedhird person singular formt
‘is” with both singular and plural NPs at both TddaT2. His production was therefore
analyzed as not displaying subject—verb agreement.

(1) Singular (David, T2)

€) die kleine Fische ist gelb-t
‘the small fish is yellow’

(b) die kleinen Blumen ist gelb-t
‘the small flowers is yellow’

Maja, Year 7

At T1, Maja produced one suffixed attributive adiee (bli-en‘blue’), thus not meeting
the acquisition criterion, and no suffixed adjeetivin predicative position. At T2, she
suffixed all adjectives in attributive position ngitwo different suffixes:e and-en
Both of these suffixes appeared in both singular@aral contexts. The color adjective
rot ‘red’ was invariably produced witlen; griin ‘green’ andblau ‘blue’ invariably with
-e. In predicative position, 33% (4 out of 12) of hadjectives were suffixed. Only
adjectives in plural contexts were suffixed, usimg different suffixes-en and-e. As
regards subject—verb agreement, Maja used the pardon singular fornist as the
default form at T1 while at T2 she usstonly in singular contexts and the third person
plural form sind in plural contexts, as exemplified in the sampémtences below.
Maja’s production at T2 was therefore analyzedigglaying subject—verb agreement.

(2) Singular (Maja, T2)

(@) er ist blau
‘it is blue’

(b) eristgelb
‘itis yellow’

(c) er istrot
itis red’

(d) er istbraun
‘it is brown’
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Plural (Maja, T2)
(e) sie sind blau-e
‘they are blue’

) sie sind gelb eh gelb-en
‘they are yellow eh yellow’

(9) sie sind rot-en
‘they are red’

(h) siesind braune
‘they are brown’

Mans, Year 7

Mans did not produce any suffixed adjectives at Whjle at T2 all adjectives in
attributive position were suffixed (using, -en or -eg. The suffix-enoccurred in plural
contexts,-esin singular contexts, ana in both singular and plural contexts. The color
adjectivesblau ‘blue’ androt ‘red’ were produced with different suffixes in fifent
number contexts-€nin the plural-e in the singular), whilgriin ‘green’ was invariably
produced with finate in attributive position. Mans had a 58% rate akagnent at T2.

In two cases at T2, an adjective in predicativatprswas suffixed with-e, irrespective
of the number context. In the example below it bamoted that Mans invariably used
the third person singular form of the copulst)( which he also invariably used at T1.
Hence, he had not acquired subject—verb agreement.

(3) Singular (Mans, T2)

(@) es ist blau-e
‘it is blue’

Plural (Mans, T2)

(b) der ist blau-e
‘he is blue’

Christel, Year 9

In attributive position, Christel produced 67% (& @f 12) suffixed adjectives at T1.
She used only the suffixe, which also appeared in her base form for a nunaber
adjectives. Christel did not produce any adjectivepredicative position at T1, using
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instead circumlocutions such de grof3e Glas hat grin Farbghe big glass has green
color'.

At T2, all of Christel's adjectives in attributiyasition except one were suffixed (92%).
There was no systematic distribution of her suffixeven though she useslin most
cases. In the predicative condition, 30% of heeettjes (3 out of 10 utterances) were
suffixed with-en These cases were all in plural contexts and wadlhree different
adjective stems. Further, the examples below exgnmphristel’s invariable use of the
third person singular of the copula along with bee of the third person neutral pronoun
es‘it’ in all number and gender contexts. Hence, slagl not acquired subject—verb
agreement.

(4) Singular (Christel, T2)

(@) es ist blau
‘it is blue’

(b) esistrot
‘itis red’

(c) esistgrin
‘itis green’

Plural (Christel, T2)

(d) es ist eh blau-en
‘itis eh blue’

(e) esistrot-en
itis red’

() es istgrin-en
itis green’

6.3 Discussion

The results showed overall learning effects as rdsgauffixation of adjectives in
attributive position. There was an increase in @dje suffixation between T1 and T2,
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and also between Year 6 and Year 9. However, therityaof the adjectives produced
by the participants were not inflected (not evernewtonly adjectives in attributive
position were considered). Further, in the casesravkthe learners added a suffix to the
adjectival stem, there were at first no obviougqras of agreement. Adjective forms
seemed to occur in free variation, and there wesmnyminvariant forms across
participants. However, some learners did displagetalike agreement patterns. When
an emergence criterion of two occurrences was egph an implicational scaling, there
emerged an implicational order of acquisition whadgectives in attributive position
were followed by subject—verb agreement. This wathér supported by the finding
that subject—verb agreement increased both crasessally (it did not occur in Year 6)
and longitudinally.

When suffixed adjectives appeared, the participaidinguished between structural
positions: suffixation appeared in attributive piasi but not in predicative position

(except in four participants at T2). This pattendicated a sensitivity to the syntactic
context, replicating earlier findings (Klein & Pe 1992; Spinner & Juffs, 2008;

Weerman et al., 2006). Further, suffixation of atijees in predicative position appeared
only in learners who also produced suffixed adyediin attributive position (one of the
four, Christel, Year 9, met the acquisition criberifor attributive suffixation even at

T1), suggesting that the production of suffixedilatitive adjectives precedes that of
suffixed predicative adjectives.

The results from this study cannot be explainedhaylnitial L1 Transfer Hypotheses,

according to which adjectives would be suffixedboth predicative and attributive

position. Further, the results are not compatibkh whe Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses,

which predicted the appearance of subject—verbeaggat patterns even at beginner
level. Any attempts at explaining the results widference to partial transfer—for

example that the lack of suffixation of adjectivegpredicative position was due to L2

transfer while the lack of subject—verb agreemesn due to L1 transfer—would require
a theoretical justification as to why certain pattewould transfer from L1 and others
from L2 (cf., Pienemann & Hakansson, 2007 on plaktiaand L2 transfer as post hoc

explanations).

By contrast, the results of the present study sdapipe developmental implicational

order of morpheme acquisition suggested by Probésggalrheory (PT; (Pienemann,

1998, 2005a, 2005b). That is, at earlier stages pduticipants seemed limited to

information exchange within the same phrase (aggehoun agreement in attributive
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position). Information exchange across phrasegdstsverb agreement) followed at a
later stage of acquisition. The cases where adgstin predicative position were
inflected could represent developmentally moderdtadsfer from L1. That is, this
pattern could be an indication that the learneasdfierred this L1 structure only at the
stage where they were able to produce phrasal raorgs. This would thus be
consistent with the Developmentally Moderated TiansHypothesis (DMTH).
However, as the current study included only a sifdl (Swedish), this interpretation
cannot be conclusive. Instead of having transfermdfixation of adjectives in
predicative position could have arisen as an ovengdization of adjective suffixation
from attributive position to predicative positioA. follow-up study of native English
speakers could potentially establish whether thfsceis indeed a transfer effect and
whether the production of inter-phrasal morphemaesdeed restricted by development.

A previous study proposed a semantic differencevéeh number and grammatical
gender that would affect the learning of numberitp@dy because of its semantic
content (Glahn et al., 2001).

“Hence, in a language that has number agreemeatjectives, such morphological
marking contributes in a straightforward way to ttlarity of the utterance. Lexical

gender, on the other hand, lacks this clear coneépiasis, it has to be known by the
speaker, and it has little relevance, if any, far ineaning of the utterance. With this in
mind, the priority of number marking over genderkiag in learner production should

not be surprising.” (Glahn et al., 2001, p. 412).

The authors suggest, in line with previous studldammarberg, 1996; Lund, 1998,
1996; Agren, 2008), that the explanation of develeptal trajectories in the acquisition
of morphology needs to take conceptual and semdiftezences into account alongside
the morpho-syntactic processing constraints of &nemann, 1989).

The impact of semantic factors on acquisition waspsrted by the results of the present
study in that a difference was found for numberneciives in plural contexts were

significantly more often suffixed than adjectives singular contexts. However, the
present study was not designed to be able to confinether the acquisition of plural

suffixation before singular suffixation was indeetependent on the semantic
information contained or whether the reason wasttie@singular paradigm of German
consists of a larger number of different forms thaa plural paradigm. This alternative
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explanation is based on the assumption that a erlefmrm—function relationship
facilitates acquisition (Goldschneider & DeKeys#(05; Jaensch, 2008).

To sum up, the present study of adjective agreerapdtsubject—verb agreement in
German L3 acquisition supported the existence deeelopmental trajectory in the
acquisition of morphemes. There was no evidencavor of the Initial L1 Transfer
Hypotheses or the Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 7

EFFECTS OF PSYCHOTYPOLOGY ON
L1 TRANSFER

The results reported earlier in this thesis suggésit learners follow general
developmental trajectories for syntax and morphplacguisition in German. There was
no indication of full transfer of structures fronther L1 or L2 to L3. The conclusion
drawn so far is that developmental trajectories stam transfer. However, an
alternative explanation could be that structuremdfer only when languages are
perceived as structurally similar, a phenomenonedgbsychotypology(Kellerman,
1977, 1979, 1983, 1986). If there were psychotygicld effects, the extent of transfer
would vary with the perceived similarity between &ad L3 (and indeed between L2
and L3, but that aspect is not investigated hdies potential relationship was explored
by means of correlational analyses between the waidr data obtained in the elicited
imitation task and the data on suffixation of atjexs in attributive position, on the one
hand, and measurements of the participants’ psypbtugical estimates of German
versus Swedish as obtained by means of a questienoa the other.
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7.1 Learners’ Perception of Language Similarity

The concept of psychotypology was introduced byléfelan (1977, 1979, 1983, 1986)
to highlight the fact that the perceived distanagween two languages does not
necessarily correspond to the typological distametveen them, which is assessed on
more objective linguistic grounds. Kellerman suggéshat psychotypology, rather than
typology proper, is what affects transfer (Kellermé986). Psychotypological estimates
are assumed to change as a person obtains additmdoemation about and more
knowledge of the languages involved (Kellerman,@%nd to vary depending on the
level at which the degree of similarity of two larges is established (De Angelis,
2007). For example, learners may perceive an dvamallarity between two languages
that belong to the same language family. The péarepf similarity may also be more
restricted, confined to specific similar componeotdeatures of the languages, and it
may also be experienced on item level. Rast (20085 the concept to learners’
metalinguistic strategies and awareness. Accondirigl generate hypotheses about the
similarity of two languages, a learner will conshis or her linguistic knowledge and
formulate working hypotheses about the target lagguhat will subsequently be tested
and reformulated as appropriate.

More recent research into the effects of psychdbgyoon transfer has been carried out
in relation to L3 acquisition (De Angelis & Selink001; Foote, 2009; lonin, Montrul,
& Santos, 2011; Kirkici, 2007; Leung, 2003; O Laoi& Singleton, 2007; Rothman,
2011; Sain Simsek, 2006; Sercu, 2007). Given that these studiésdedl with
multilingualism, and that the sources of transfean ctherefore be complex,
psychotypology has been used to explore which@iahguages involved would be the
expected source of transfer. However, even thowgticgpants’ perceptions are often
assumed to be pivotal, they are actually seldomsuored. Instead, it is implicitly or
explicitly presupposed that psychotypological eates are identical with the
conclusions of linguistic typology (e.g., loninadt, 2011; Leung, 2003; Ringbom, 2001,
Rothman, 2011; Sercu, 2007). This may indeed be cdwme when some of the
participants’ languages are more obviously typalally close (e.g., Swedish and
English) than others (e.g., Swedish and Finnislowéter, it is not self-evident that all
learners will make equal or equally strong psycholygical estimates of any language
pair. Moreover, it may even not be clear on obyectypological grounds which two
languages are overall closest when both languagdyfand shared lexicon are taken
into account (as in the case of English, Dutch, Bnehch in Sercu, 2007). Hence,
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psychotypological estimates might differ substdiytitom typological assessments. It
is therefore essential to measure learners’ paoreptrather than inferring what they
might perceive on the basis of other data. In fgisychotypology is not measured in
its own right but equated with typology, then itwadly is nothing but typology and
there is no need for it as a separate conceptaGahere is no consensus on how
psychotypological estimates should be operatioedliar what the best methods for
measuring them are. The few studies that have taildsr to measure psychotypology
have used a one-item questionnaire (Letica & Maegde8007) or introspective
interviews (O Laoire & Singleton, 2007; Singleton(Laoire, 2006).

7.2 The Present Study

For the present study, a multi-item questionnairaswdesigned to measure
psychotypological estimates of Swedish versus Geri@Garrelational analyses between
the psychotypological estimates thus obtained ahgrdoduction were used to explore
possible transfer effects.

7.2.1 Method

7.2.1.1 Patrticipants

The learner groups’ psychotypological estimatesGarman versus Swedish were
measured at Time 2 (see Table 3.1).

7.2.1.2 Task and material

A questionnaire in Swedish was designed in accaelanth the guidelines of Dornyei
(2003). Besides guestions targeting psychotypotbgstimates of the distance between
German and Swedish, there were also demographgtigag relating to issues such as
sex, age, and personal language background (sqeeCHa.

Psychotypology was measured by means of seven,itdmdich four were general and
three targeted word order, phonology, and vocabulaspectively (Table 7.1). A six-
point Likert-type scale (see Chapter 4) was usemhdéasure the respondents’ level of
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agreement with the statements. A total score wiasileded for each participant, and this
was taken to be a measure of his or her psychaigmall estimate of German versus
Swedish.

7.2.1.3 Procedure

During the researcher’s last visit to each clasgep questionnaires were distributed.
They were filled out individually, which took appimately 10 minutes. The
participants were asked not to work together artdamaopy each other’'s answers, and
invited to ask any clarification questions they htidiave. All such questions were
answered by the researcher in class so that evegarid benefit from the answer.

7.2.1.4 Predictions

According to the general hypothesis of psychotygiglal effects on transfer, learners
who perceive German and Swedish as being typolibgicdase would be more likely to
transfer similar structures from L1 to L3 in protlan than those learners who perceive
the two languages as more distant. Below followdtlgpses for the production of
specific structures (a—c) that should be more featin participants perceiving the two
languages to be typologically close.

(a) XVS structures

Learners perceiving German and Swedish as beingayieally close should produce
more XVS structures than learners perceiving Gernaaudl Swedish as being
typologically less close, since they should be nldely to transfer XVS structures,
which occur in both L1 and L3.

(b) Topicalization structures

Learners perceiving German and Swedish as beingadgieally close should produce

more topicalization (Tp) structures than learneesceiving German and Swedish as
being typologically less close, since they shouwddiore likely to transfer Tp structures,
which occur in both L1 and L3.

(c) Suffixed adjectives in attributive position

Learners perceiving German and Swedish as beingagieally close should produce

more suffixed adjectives in attributive positiorathlearners perceiving German and
Swedish as being typologically less close, siney tthould be more likely to transfer

suffixation of adjectives in attributive positiowhich occurs in both L1 and L3.
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7.2.2 Analyses

7.2.2.1 Internal Consistency and Reliability

Item responses were coded from 1 for complete themgent to 6 for total agreement.
To ensure that all items measured the same cohstach item was correlated with the
total score of the remaining items (Cronbach's Algbronbach, 1951). The Cronbach’s
coefficient Alpha of .89 indicated high internalnsistency (Dérnyei, 2003, p. 112). In
other words, a participant who responded with ‘fagip agree” on one item was highly
likely to do so on the other six items as well.

Table 7.1

Items Measuring Respondents’ Psychotypological Estimates of German vs. Swedish

1. Tyska och svenska har otroligt manga lika ord
‘German and Swedish have an incredible numbemoitasi words.’

instammer helt : : : : : :instammer inte alls

‘strongly agree’ ‘strongly digree’

2. Jag tycker svenska och tyska ar mycket lika varaamdr
‘| think Swedish and German are very similar toleather.’

3. Tyskan later egentligen mycket som svenskan
‘German actually sounds a lot like Swedish.’

4. Tyskan och svenskan bygger sina meningar likac.
‘German and Swedish build sentences in the samé way

5. Om man kan svenska ar det latt att lara gyske.
‘If you know Swedish, learning German is easy.’

6. Svenska och tyska har otroligt manga likheter
‘Swedish and German are similar on an incrediblalmer of points.’

7. Nar man pratar tyska ar det lite som om man pratasnstigt svenska
‘Speaking German is a bit like speaking funny Swihdi

It has been claimed that any item whose correlatrdh the remaining items is lower
than .3 should be eliminated from further analysesVaus, 2001, p. 184). Item 4 had a
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correlation of just above .3 (Table 7.2), but ehating it would not have greatly
increased the overall Cronbach’s Alpha. In addititms item targeted similarities in
word order, an important aspect of the presentighdsence all seven items were
retained. However, as word order was of particulgarest, separate correlation analyses
were conducted for Item 4.

7.2.3 Results

The total score for each participant was deemedepwesent his or her individual
psychotypological estimate of German versus Swedpbarman’s Rho correlation was
used to describe the relationship between theggaatits’ psychotypological estimates
and their L3 production as measured by the eliameitation task (Chapters 4 and 5)
and the communication task (Chapter 6). To explgessible changes in
psychotypological estimates with increasing expestor German, Spearman’s Rho
correlation analyses were used to analyze theior$dtip between these two measures
across Years.

Table 7.2
Cronbach’s Alphas for the Multi-ltem Psychotypology Scale

ltem a when

ltem correlation removed
1 72 .87
2 .82 .86
3 .81 .86
4 31 91
5 .81 .87
6 .66 .88
7 71 .88

Note. “Item correlation” refers to the correlation of the specific item to all other items. The column “a when
removed” gives the overall Cronbach’s Alpha with the specific item removed from the data. a = Cronbach’s
Alpha.

7.2.3.1 Correlations between psychotypology andok@duction within groups

A weak negative relationship between psychotypclgestimates and Yeay € -.33;p

< .01) indicated a tendency for participants taneste German and Swedish as less
similar with increased exposure (Figure 7.1) (YéarM = 3.1; Year 9:M = 2.1).
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Interestingly, this tendency was more pronouncedamord order 4 = -. 57,p < .001)
(Year 6:M = 2.7; Year 9M = 1.2).

Psychotypology German and Swedish by Year
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Figure 7.1 Psychotypology of German vs Swedish, by Year
This graph visualizes how the psychotypological estimate for German versus Swedish

decreased with more exposure to German

7.2.3.2 Correlations between psychotypology andok@duction within participants
There were no statistically significant relatioqshbetween psychotypological estimates
and rates of correct repetition of XVS or XSV stuwres (allp’s > .102) or between the
perceived level of word order similarity and ratéscorrect imitation of XVS or XSV
structures (alp’s > .128) at either time (T1 or T2).

There were also no statistically significant relaships between psychotypological
estimates and correct repetition of topicalizatibfp-XSV) or subject-first (Sf)
structures (alp’s > .365) or between the perceived level of wordeo similarity and
correct repetition of either type of structure (&l > .129).

However, there was a weak negative correlation éetvpsychotypology estimates and
the number of suffixed adjectives in attributivespion at Time 14 = -.26;p < .05)—
but not at Time 2 > .208). This means that more suffixes were predushen the
estimated level of similarity was low. There waga@aresponding weak and negative
correlation between the perceived level of wordeorsimilarity and the production of
suffixed adjectives in attributive position, whiapproached significance at i< -.24;
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p = .069) and was statistically significant at T2 -.31; p < .05). However, since
increased exposure was also associated with losueid of estimated similarity, the
reason for these tendencies could be the highdicigmcy that comes with increased
exposure rather than psychotypology as such.

7.3 Discussion

The patrticipants’ psychotypological estimates ofr@n versus Swedish were assessed
using a questionnaire with an internally reliabéven-item scale in a cross-sectional
study. The correlational analyses showed that #tmgs of the similarity between
German and Swedish were higher in participants Wwad had comparatively little
exposure to German. This supports suggestiong#raeptions of typological distance
vary with the level of knowledge of the target laage (Kellerman, 1979). The
participants in the present study thus seem td star with the preconception that
Swedish and German are fairly similar but then pFsgively reassess this judgment as
they are increasingly exposed to German. An altexnaxplanation is that older and
more mature participants may have greater metabtiguawareness and that this may
have caused them to arrive at a different estimhtbe similarity between German and
Swedish. As the data are cross-sectional, theaeneed for future longitudinal studies to
explore this pattern further. However, it does seem unreasonable to assume that
learners are initially guided in their judgment by assumption of great similarity
between German and Swedish but reassess this gealwegnen faced with the—at
times tiresome—task of actually learning German.

Importantly, however, whether participants perceivg@erman and Swedish as being
more or less similar did not affect their German [Beir general psychotypological

estimates and their more specific perceptions atlvoder similarities between German
and Swedish did not correlate with word order mitliserman production.

There were some indications of a weak negativeioalship between psychotypology
and suffixation of adjectives in attributive poaiti The results suggested that the higher
the perceived similarity between German and Swednshless suffixation of adjectives
in attributive position occurred, even though blathguages actually suffix attributive
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adjectives. However, it should be kept in mind tbatrelation is not causation. This
relationship could be related to the correlatiobmeen perception of similarity on the
one hand and exposure—and thus proficiency—on tifier.oThe participants who had
had more exposure to German, and who were therpfot®bly also more proficient in

the language (and thus more likely to place a»sudfi adjectives that should have a
suffix), rated the two languages as less similazcakding to the results presented in
Chapter 6, exposure is associated with more ativibuadjectives being suffixed.

Exposure/proficiency could thus be the third comrifaartor in this context.

In sum, there did not seem to be any interactidwden the participants’ perceptions of
the typological similarity between their L1 and &8d their L3 production or imitation.
Consequently, according to earlier chapters anddbelts presented here, there are no
indications that developmental trajectories areaéd by structural similarities between
L1 or L2 and L3, regardless of whether such sintitsr are perceived or established on
objective grounds.
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CHAPTER 8

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This thesis has studied the acquisition of morpjmdagtic structures in L3 German by
native speakers of Swedish with English as L2. Sih@larities and differences among
these three languages have made it possible torexjble interaction between language-
specific factors—transfer from L1 and L2—and leargeneral developmental
trajectories in L3 acquisition. Participants at abeyond the initial stage of L3
acquisition were divided into four groups by schgehr, as a proxy for length of L3
exposure. They performed several different taskabkemg the collection of both
spontaneous speech data and more controlled dlicitiéation data targeting the same
structures.

In the following, the results from the differenska will be discussed in the light of two
types of transfer hypotheses—Initial L1 Transferpbiyheses and Initial L2 Transfer
Hypotheses (so named based on the language expediedhe source of transfer in the
acquisition of a certain structure)—as well as e tight of the Developmentally

Moderated Transfer Hypothesis (DMTH, Hakanssonl.et2@02), which assumes that
transfer is constrained by developmental trajeesori
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8.1 Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses

The overall pattern of results described in thestt could not be explained by initial L1
transfer. First, this is true for the elicited iatibn data. The learners were better at
repeating L3 sentences that did not match L1 seatesiructure (XSV) than L3
sentences that did (XVS). Further, when askedpeattwo structures that were equally
grammatical in their L1 (subject-first sentencesl @opicalizations), the beginners
differed in their rates of correct repetition in.L3

The spontaneous speech data also confirmed thiat inl transfer was not an adequate
explanation for the pattern of results. The vasjonty of the topicalized sentences
produced by the learners did not match L1 sentstroeture, in line with the findings
from an earlier study (Hakansson et al., 2002)tHeuy the frequency patterns for two
sentence structures (topicalizations and subjesit-fisentences) found for the
participants’ telling of a picture-based story id were not mirrored when the same
participants told the story in L3.

The pattern was the same for morphology: there measupport for initial L1 transfer.
Neither the form nor the function of inflectionalorphology initially transferred from
L1 to L3, irrespective of whether the outcome wolldve been positive transfer
(suffixation of attributive adjectives) or negativeansfer (suffixation of predicative
adjectives). However, the majority of the adjedivproduced were not suffixed,
irrespective of their structural position.

To sum up, the results presented are thus not ddstgavith transfer hypotheses
suggesting that L1 grammar is the basis on whieht#inget grammar is constructed
(e.g., Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Lado, 1957; Na Ran&nfjeung, 2009; Schwartz &
Sprouse, 1994, 1996). Nor are these results conipatith transfer theories expecting
L1 transfer to occur when L1 and L3 are typolodicalose or perceived as being close,
as suggested in the Typological Primacy Model (Rath, 2011; Rothman & Cabrelli
Amaro, 2010). This was particularly evident as ithsults indicated that higher ratings
of psychotypological proximity between Swedish a@drman did not increase the
learners’ propensity to produce syntactic or morplatactic structures that are similar
in L1 and L3.
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Still, there are aspects of the data that couldekplained by the Cumulative-
Enhancement Model (Flynn et al., 2004), which eipéd transfer of a structure to
occur only when it leads to positive transfer. lEsxample, the participants suffixed
German adjectives in attributive position but natiially—in predicative position. In
other words, it could be claimed, in line with tBeamulative Enhancement Model, that
positive transfer from L1 Swedish occurred (attivel suffixation) but negative
transfer from L1 Swedish did not (predicative stdfion). However, this explanation
falls short in several ways. First, there are twlzeo studies that have obtained similar
results (Spinner & Juffs, 2008; Weerman et al.,600hey tested participants with
various different L1s that differed in whether adiges in attributive and/or predicative
position were suffixed or not. Those authors injoa therefore—rightly—did not
suggest that their results could be explained ligreace to L1 transfer. Second, the
Cumulative Enhancement Model would have also ptediother instances of transfer
from L1 of similar syntactic structures that didt mzcur (e.g., subject-verb inversion).
That model thus cannot account for the overallgpatbf results, only for parts of it.
Further, it is important to note that the numbepaiticipants who suffixed adjectives in
attributive position increased over time. This cadicts any predictions based on initial
L1 transfer.

These explanatory limitations of the Cumulative &mtement Model entail three
conclusions when it comes to the investigationrahsfer phenomena. First, to show
that transfer has occurred, results from learneith wifferent L1s should be
compared—transfer should be defined by referenaatémgroup heterogeneity (Jarvis
& Pavlenko, 2008). This can be accomplished eiiyeincluding learners with different
language backgrounds in the same study or, azipréssent case, by comparing results
with those from other studies. Second, the fadttthea Cumulative Enhancement Model
could explain some aspects of the results but metowverall pattern implies that it is
crucial to examine several different language $tmes, not just one, as evidence may
be found for isolated predictions but not overatterns. Third, it is important to not
only examine learners at the initial state butaketa developmental perspective and
examine the acquisition of a structure across &xaraf different proficiencies.

In sum, the data analyzed in this thesis did nppett Initial L1 Transfer Hypotheses as
regards L3 acquisition of word order and morpholofyis was the case irrespective of
whether L1 was expected to have a privileged rele#ansfer source, and irrespective of
whether overall language similarities or specifitistural similarities were expected to
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affect transfer (Flynn et al., 2004; Montrul et, &011; Na Ranong & Leung, 2009;
Rothman, 2011).

8.2 Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses

It has been suggested that L2, rather than LIhasptimary source of transfer to L3
(Bardel & Falk, 2007; Bohnacker, 2006; Falk & Bdrd2011; Hammarberg, 2001;
Williams & Hammarberg, 1998). In particular, thecaoence of XSV structures in the
spontaneous speech production of Swedish nativakepe learning German L3 with
English L2 (Hakansson et al., 2002) has been atgibto transfer from L2 English,
suggested to block L1 transfer (e.g., Bardel & F&B07). However, if L1 is indeed
blocked, L2 transfer is to be expected in varicases other than XSV structure, and this
was not supported by the data of the present thesisuse the overall pattern of results
could not be explained by reference to initial ténhsfer.

This was particularly evident in the elicited intiten data. Even though initial L2
transfer could account for the imitation pattern relation to verb placement (a
preference for XSV—grammatical in L2, ungrammatical 1), it could not explain the
pattern found as regards repetition of the firgifan of sentences. In that context, the
beginners apparently could not profit from the pre® of topicalizations in L2 when
repeating L3 topicalizations, preferring insteatdjsat-first sentences.

As regards the spontaneous speech productionttatégack of topicalizations has been
ascribed to an initial absence of adverbials in lgyacon (Bardel & Falk, 2007).
However, this was not the case in the present stslyhe participants produced both
prepositional phrases and adverbials—but only imesee-final position. Topicalization
is an optional word order in German, meaning that lack of topicalizations in the
spontaneous speech data could not be interpretecbradusive evidence that the
participants lacked these structures in their L3n@@& grammar. However, the lack of
topicalizations in the elicited imitation task dgsed to force the production of such
structures supported the findings from the spomasespeech task (see above). The
beginners imitated subject-first sentences bettean ttopicalizations, supposedly
reflecting their grammatical knowledge. Furthererth was a tendency, above all in
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beginners and lower-intermediate learners, to pmétradverbials that phonologically
resembled proper names as subjects, which supptreeduggested preference for
subject-first sentences but could not be explabenhitial L2 transfer.

Similarly to the results from the tasks exploringrd/order, the results in relation to the
acquisition of inflectional morphology did not supp L2 as the primary source of
transfer. Even though English marks subject—verneeaygent, only a few advanced
learners displayed such agreement patterns in UB.th@ other hand, the lack of
adjectival inflections could be explained by refere to initial L2 transfer. Again,
however, this can provide only a partial explamatior the pattern of results found in
this thesis. Moreover, there is no theoretical angtion for why certain L2 structures
would initially transfer to L3 while others wouldthdo so. This once more underscores
the usefulness of examining several different laggustructures instead of a single one
when comparing the explanatory power of variousollygses.

It has also been suggested that there is a pnofigithreshold that must be attained for
L2 transfer to become stronger than L1 transfern{farberg, 2001; Williams &
Hammarberg, 1998). In the light of this, the ladkL@ transfer in the present studies
could be related to low levels of L2 proficiencyowkver, a lack of L2 transfer due to
low L2 proficiency should entail additional L1 tfar, which was not found in these
studies. Thus, even if L2 proficiency was not meagdun the present thesis, there were
no indications of low L2 proficiency having caudbd absence of L2 transfer.

In sum, Initial L2 Transfer Hypotheses could noplain the pattern of results found in
this thesis.

8.3 Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis

The Developmentally Moderated Transfer HypotheBMTH; (Hakansson et al., 2002)
takes a developmental perspective on transfexpéas L1 or L2 transfer to occur to
the extent allowed by the constraints on the lg&ranguage at a given time. Only
when a learner is developmentally ready will hesloe transfer a structure. Learners are
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expected to follow learner-general developmentglettories in language acquisition
despite structural similarities between target smalce languages.

The overall pattern of results in this thesis can dxplained by reference to the
consistency of the learner-general developmentgédtories found for German L3

acquisition (e.g., Jansen, 2008; Meisel et al. 11®8enemann, 1998). This is true, first,
for the elicited imitation data. The higher ratescorrect repetition of supposedly

earlier-acquired structures (subject-first and XS¥mpared with supposedly later-
acquired structures (topicalizations and XVS) fegibners and intermediate learners
were indicative of development, as the rate oferrepetition was assumed to reflect
syntactic preferences shaped by grammatical kngelg@&chimke, 2011; Verhagen,

2005, 2009, 2011). The equal rates of correct repetof supposedly successively-

acquired structures (XSV and XVS) found for the madvanced learners could be
explained as a step toward the preference for gedioah structures displayed in the
control group consisting of native speakers.

The results from the elicited imitation data wengpmorted by those from the
spontaneous speech data, forming perfect implicati®cales where the beginners
produced only the supposedly earliest-acquiredcttras (subject-first) while the
advanced learners produced the supposedly latgsirad structures (XVS). More
specifically, the implicational scaling suggestduhtt subject-first sentences were
acquired before topicalized sentences, and thatimarnted topicalized sentences
(XSV) were acquired before inverted topicalizedteroes (XVS), replicating earlier
findings of developmental trajectories for L3 Genrecquisition (e.g., Jansen, 2008;
Meisel et al., 1981; Sayehli, 2001). These sintiksiin trajectories compared with the
findings from earlier studies of adults’ L2 and &8quisition suggested that the results
reported in the present thesis were related to ldpreent in L3 rather than to
maturational factors, although cognitive developtmhanterms of participants’ age, was
positively correlated with length of exposure anapre importantly, with L3
developmental trajectories.

As regards the acquisition of inflectional morplgplp the pattern observed could be

explained by reference to a developmental trajgctsuggested by Processability

Theory (PT; (Pienemann, 1998, 2005a, 2005b), tlkepexds on the distance across

which grammatical information exchange takes pléggecifically, an implicational

order was found to obtain between the productiophwésal morphemes, which rely on

information exchange within a phrase (e.g., agregrfetween a noun and an adjective
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in attributive position), and the production ofanfphrasal morphemes, which rely on
information exchange across phrases (e.g., subgtt-agreement). Further, at the point
when suffixed adjectives appeared in productioay ttid so only in attributive position,
not in predicative position. As mentioned abovés fhattern cannot be explained with
reference to language-specific factors, becaustasipatterns of production have been
found across learners with various different L1giri8er & Juffs, 2008; Weerman et al.,
2006). The results also suggest that the partitspaistinguished structural positions, as
revealed by suffixation appearing in attributivesgpion but not in predicative position,
which supports the existence of learner-generakldpwmental trajectories based on
grammatical information exchange (Pienemann, 12085a, 2005b).

Adjectives were more often suffixed in plural thgingular contexts, replicating earlier
results relating to the acquisition of Scandinavamguages (Glahn et al., 2001). The
results also provided evidence in support of tiseii@ption that the gradual development
of morpho-syntax is guided not only by structurattbrs but also by semantic ones
(Hammarberg, 1996; Klein & Perdue, 1992); howeWr, does not take semantic
factors into account.

In the analyses presented, the developmental msigre was mainly reflected in the
differences observed between beginners (Year 6) ahénced learners (Year 9).
Across the whole learner group, the length of eypod$o L3 (as measured by school
year) did show the expected positive linear retediop with developmental stage, but
the learners in one group—Year 7—manifested a gépdrigher proficiency than the
older learners in Year 8, as evidenced by prodnciiba higher developmental level.
This higher proficiency in the younger studentslddpe due to the use of different
sampling methods for this group than for the othkrgact, the majority of the learners
in Year 7 had a German teacher other than the dmetaught all of the students in
Years 6, 8, and 9, and the Year 7 students whdhaather teacher were sampled on a
first-come, first-served basis. To this should deeal, however, that L2 acquisition is
typically characterized by large variability in fimeency. The same amount of exposure
and instruction does not necessarily result in shme proficiency (Bardovi-Harlig,
1992, 2000). Statistically significant differencas proficiency are therefore not
generally expected to obtain between successiveokgiears (e.g., Rule & Marsden,
2006).

The DMTH not only predicts that learners will fodadevelopmental trajectories, it also
predicts that L1 or L2 transfer will occur only asd when allowed by developmental
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constraints. The unexpectedly low rates of productand imitation of grammatical
XVS structures and the high rates of production epektition of ungrammatical XSV
structures in Year 9 were compatible with developtay constrained L2 transfer.
Once a learner is developmentally ready to acconateoa given structure in his or her
L3 production, that structure may transfer; in tese of negative transfer, this may
actually slow down acquisition (Pienemann & Hakans007). Thus it is possible that
developmentally constrained English L2 transfersealthe participants to produce XSV
structures for a long time.

Some of the learners produced suffixed predicatadjectives (inter-phrasal
morphemes), which can be interpreted as instarfaesgative L1 transfer. In support of
the DMTH, these learners all produced phrasal nem@s at the time when they
produced inter-phrasal ones. However, the evidemdavor of the DMTH was not
conclusive, because only a few learners producéfiked predicative adjectives and
because only native speakers of Swedish were stu@ilds means that the effects of
transfer could not be distinguished from those efallopment, since inflection of
adjectives in predicative position could be ananste of overgeneralization. Future
studies should compare these results as regardacthesition of German adjectival
inflections with results obtained for a group otiva speakers of a language, such as
English, where adjectives are not inflected, stoamake it possible to distinguish the
effects of transfer from those of development. €ts an English group displayed a
production pattern for predicative adjectives thidfiered significantly from that of the
present Swedish group, positive evidence of L1sfeenwould have been found, since
L1 transfer could then be defined by referencenterigroup heterogeneity, as pointed
out above (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008).

Taken together, the overall pattern of results satgthat learners follow learner-
general developmental trajectories despite strattsimilarities between target and
source languages. The DMTH’s developmental persethus accounts best for the
results presented in this thesis. The DMTH expkét®r L2 transfer to occur when a
learner is developmentally ready. In other wordsteptial L1 and L2 transfer is

suggested to be constrained by the learner’s denweot in the language that would be
the recipient of the transfer.
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8.4 Elicited Imitation and Spontaneous Speech Data

When elicited imitation data showed that the ratesorrect imitation were higher for
certain structures, this was assumed to reflecp#rgcipants’ syntactic preferences as
shaped by previously acquired knowledge. Similasllgen structures were equally well
correctly repeated, it was assumed that the paaits had not (yet) formed any
preferences. These assumptions were confirmedebé&mman native speakers’ patterns
of repetition: their preferences overlapped with gihammaticality of German structures,
replicating previous results showing that nativeadqers repeat grammatical structures
better than ungrammatical structures (e.g., Lowagker-Robinson, 1972).

A comparison of elicited imitation data and spoetaus speech data shows that the
former consistently overestimated the learnersfigiency: participants were able to
imitate structures that they were not (yet) ablerimduce spontaneously, but never vice
versa, replicating the results of several othedistl (Kuczaj & Maratsos, 1975;
Schimke, 2011; Smith, 1973; Verhagen, 2011). theyefore assumed that learners are
able to imitate structures that they cannot yetipce but are on the verge of acquiring.
If this is so, elicited imitation data can be usedeveal knowledge that is not yet visible
in spontaneous production (Schimke, 2011). In thesis it has been argued that a
further advantage of elicited imitation data istthdorces participants’ production and
hence makes it possible not only to generate seifficiata to conclude what knowledge
learners have acquired, but also to test learnlarewledge of optional structures.
Further, as pointed out by R. Ellis (2008), elidiimitation tasks are well suited for the
assessment of L2 learners’ grammatical proficiehtygum, this dissertation has shown
that elicited imitation tasks are useful tools @se&arch on second language acquisition.
Such tasks are therefore recommended for useurefugsearch.

8.5 Variation, Optionality, and Lexically Driven Acquisition

Quantitative and qualitative analyses of spontasesmeech and elicited imitation data
suggested a gradual development of the productibrthe structures examined.
Developmental trajectories manifested variationtearms of seemingly incompatible
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structures (e.g., XSV and XVS) being produced siamdously by the same learner in
spontaneous speech data. However, extensive pdasesg which learners produce
structures representing several developmental stage common and expected in
second language acquisition (Pienemann, 1998; &o&400) and are referred to as
“phases of optionality” (Parodi & Tsimpli, 2005; Bertson & Sorace, 1999). Evidence
of phases of optionality was also found in theigd imitation data, as intermediate and
advanced learners did not differ in their ratescofrect repetition of ungrammatical
XSV structures and grammatical XVS structures. Mass interpreted as indicating a
step toward the preference for grammatical strestutisplayed in the native control

group.

A comparison of spontaneous speech and elicite@iion data showed that phases of
optionality were in evidence for more learnershe elicited imitation data than in the

spontaneous speech data. This finding suggestédebeptive and expressive elicited
imitation tasks might reveal the presence of lisgaoiknowledge that is not yet visible

in entirely expressive spontaneous production (ks,2008; Schimke, 2011).

Optionality and variation can be difficult to reaile with representational approaches
to language, as a change of developmental stagedesmsassumed to indicate a change
of syntactic representations entailing that stmegu generated from earlier
representations could no longer occur. Howeves, iiienomenon when observed has
often been treated as mere “performance noiseaaralby-product of acquisition. From
the emergentist perspective, by contrast, variafooh as that found in “phases of
optionality” is key to language acquisition. Langaas considered to be dynamic, and
grammatical rules are expressed in terms of statigbrobabilities. It is assumed that
the acquisition of language is “lexically drivent ‘wsage-based’—the learner acquires
specific words in specific constructions, whichlvalter be generalized to other lexical
items and form item-based schemas and construc{mgs, Bybee, 2008; Bybee &
Hopper, 2001; Tomasello, 2003). The constructiarsassumed to be under constant
influence by frequency and item effects from tharmers’ input and output. Hence,
variation is a necessary consequence of this pspeesl it is constitutive of language
acquisition as such.

Interestingly, there was evidence in this thess the acquisition of XVS structures in

imitation was lexically driven by the adverb@dnn‘then’. This lends supportot only

to several emergentist language theories but as®Tt, which— although not an

emergentist theory—assumes that syntactic enviratsyae initially annotated per item
157



in the lexicon before later being generalized ® wWord’s (sub-)category (Pienemann,
1998). Future longitudinal studies of the progmas®f XVS acquisition could possibly
determine whether this acquisition is indeed itetiafirst by a specific lexical item such
as the adverbiatlann and explore the issue of generalization to strestwith other
adverbials.

This thesis has found not only variation in thedurction of individual participants but
also great variation within groups. This was expéctonsidering that the learners were
grouped according to time of exposure and amouintsbfuction, which is known to not
necessarily result in the same proficiency (Barddéailig, 1992, 2000; Rule &
Marsden, 2006). Further, although the expectedtipesiinear relationship between
exposure to L3 (as measured by school year) anficigracy was found across the
learner group as a whole, one of the groups—thdests in Year 7—manifested a
generally higher proficiency than expected (seevapadl he variation found in the data
is of interest in and of itself, because it canphe$ better understand the processes at
work in second language acquisition. Future re$eatwould further investigate the
variation found in language acquisition in relattorboth language-specific and learner-
general factors.

158



CHAPTER 9

CONCLUSION

This dissertation investigated the interaction leetw learner-general developmental
trajectories and language-specific factors in trenfof transfer to L3 from L1 and L2
(the second previously learned language). It thieudht together two concepts—
developmental trajectories and transfer—that atenoflefined as mutually exclusive
and have rarely been studied in relation to eatterof{Perdue, 2006; Whong-Batrr,
2006). The results obtained in the various analysesented were compared with the
predictions yielded by transfer hypotheses andtkdicted course of morpho-syntactic
developmental trajectories in L3 acquisition. Thansfer hypotheses differed in the
expected constraints on transfer, such as the #mmgstatus factor of either L1 or L2
(Bardel & Falk, 2007; Bohnacker, 2006; Falk & Bdrd&11; Na Ranong & Leung,
2009; Rothman & Cabrelli Amaro, 2010) and perceiwedobjective cross-linguistic
similarities (Flynn et al., 2004; Kellerman, 1988ontrul et al., 2011; Rothman, 2011).
These transfer hypotheses were divided into InitialTransfer Hypotheses and Initial
L2 Transfer Hypotheses, depending on the expederts language of transfer in the
acquisition of a certain structure. All of thesepbtheses have in common that they
consider the learner’s initial or final state. Byntrast, the Developmentally Moderated

Transfer Hypothesis (DMTH, Hakansson et al., 200@)ich was also explored in the
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thesis, specifies how transfer affects the devetpnof L3 beyond the initial state,
assuming transfer to be constrained by developrh&majactories such that a structure
cannot transfer until the learner’'s L3 acquisitmocess has progressed far enough for
the learner to be developmentally ready for thaicstire.

The analyses showed that positive or negative feankom previously learned
languages, be it L1 or L2, did not modify the deypehental trajectories for L3 syntax
and morphology acquisition. The results thus sujgplothe DMTH. More specifically,
native Swedish speakers did not profit from sintikes between L1 or L2 and L3
structures in their repetition and production of Cdntrary to expectations, this pattern
was not influenced by the learners’ perceptionhaf degree of similarity between L1
and L3. Further, language status—regardless ofhehétl or L2 was assumed to be the
privileged source of transfer—did not entail tramsf

Although there were some limitations to the desfthe thesis, the thorough analyses
exploring the acquisition of word order and infleaal morphology in different
production and imitation tasks yielded convergimgults. However, future studies
should compare the results for groups with diffedeh and L2 combinations, because
conclusive positive evidence for transfer can heébin a single study only if different
groups display significantly dissimilar productipatters (inter-group heterogeneity).

The developmental perspective taken in this theas-evidenced by the investigation of
the interaction between learner-general developahémjectories and language-specific
factors in the form of L1 and L2 transfer, and bg study of learners at different levels
of L3 proficiency—made it possible to obtain a matetailed picture of the L3
acquisition process. It was shown that those hygsath that focused solely on language-
specific factors and made claims about L3 acquaisitivithout taking the dynamic
process of language acquisition into account cawit explain the overall pattern of
results found in this thesis. Language acquisitsotmansient and essentially takes place
over time. To capture factors that affect its depetent, it is therefore crucial to
consider the factors of time and development.

Further, the thesis showed the importance of exagia wide range of linguistic
structures when evaluating the explanatory powelifeérent transfer hypotheses, as the
study of isolated phenomena may easily yield ewidean favor of certain hypotheses,
which are then generalized on insufficient groubdsfail to capture overall patterns in
language acquisition. This thesis has also underddhe advantages of collecting both
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elicited imitation and spontaneous speech datalation to the same structures, which
enables the comparison of data across tasks. Tineexgence found between results
from different tasks or data types strengthenedrttexnal validity of the analyses and
enabled a more precise description of L3 developmen

The findings that developmental trajectories weoé susceptible to modification by
positive or negative transfer of structures fromadrlL2 to L3 and that there was no
relationship between positive transfer and leatnesgchotypological estimates of the
similarity between the native and the target lagguhave implications for teaching.
Language teachers and textbooks often expect isatnde able to take advantage of
their prior knowledge of languages, particularly emhthey are made aware of
similarities between them. The results of this thesay therefore be particularly useful
to prevent frustration, helping teachers and laarnederstand that if proficiencies are
not instantly transferred, this may be because skmictures in question are
developmentally constrained. Future research shiaudpbt efforts to translate the basic
understanding presented in this thesis into tegchmethods that facilitate language
learning. This will be an important goal for an neasingly global future with ever-
increasing demand for people proficient in multilgleguages.
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Appendices

APPENDIX A

LISTS OF LEXICAL ITEMS USED IN THE TASKS

Table 1

Verbs, Auxiliaries, Nouns and Adverbials Used in the Elicited Imitation Task with Their
Translations

S AUX ADV O \
Lena will heute Hunde horen
(proper vill idag hundar héra
name) ‘wants’ ‘today’ ‘dogs’ ‘hear’
Henrik kann morgen Suppe kochen
(proper kan imorgon soppa koka/laga
name) ‘can’ ‘tomorrow’ ‘soup’ ‘cook’
Hund hat dann Jacke waschen
hund har sedan/sen jacka tvatta
‘dog’ ‘has’ ‘then’ ‘jacket’ ‘wash’
manchmal Wasser trinken
ibland vatten dricka
‘sometimes’ ‘water’ ‘drink’
Kaffee malen
kaffe mala/rita
‘coffee’ ‘paint’
Musik singen
musik sjunga
‘music’ ‘sing’
Bild machen
bild géra
‘picture’ ‘make’/'do’
Melodie baden
melodi bada
‘melody’ ‘bath(e)’
Mama treffen
mamma traffa
‘mom’ ‘meet’
Buch lesen
bok lasa
‘book’ ‘read’
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Table 1

continued.

Brot
brod
‘bread’

Eis
glass
‘ice-cream’
Boot
bat
‘boat’

backen
baka
‘bake’

essen
ata
‘eat’

sehen
se
‘see’

kommen
komma
‘come’

sagen
saga
‘say’

Note. S = Subject, AUX = Auxiliary, ADV = Adverbial, O = Object, V = Lexical verb. Each German word is given
with its Swedish (underlined) and English (in single quotes) translations.

Table 2

Nouns and Adjectives Used in the Communicative Task with their Translations

Adj Noun
Haus
blau Blume
grin Lampe
German rot Hund
gelb Fisch
braun Mann
Schlange
‘hus’
‘bl&’ ‘blomma’
‘gron’ ‘lampa’
Swedish ‘rod’ ‘hund’
‘gul’ ‘fisk’
‘brun’ ‘man’
‘orm’
‘house’
‘blue’ ‘flower’
‘green’ ‘lamp’
English  ‘red’ ‘dog’
‘yellow’ ‘fish’
‘brown’ ‘man’
‘snake’

Note. Adj = adjective. The items are listed in the same order for each language.
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Table 1

APPENDIX B

TASKS

Elicited Imitation Task: Model Sentences

Str N° Model sentence
Vend 1 Lena sagt, dass sie den Hund baden kann
‘Lena says, that she the dog bathonfin CaNsin
SVO 2 Lena will malen ein Bild morgen
‘Lena wants, paint,onsn @ picture tomorrow’
SLIT 3 Morgen will Henrik essen kaltes Eis
‘tomorrow wantz, Henrik eat,on.sin cold ice cream’
ADV 4 Heute Lena kann héren die Hunde
‘today Lena cany, hear,on i the dogs’
INV 5 Morgen kann Lena Mama treffen
‘tomorrow cang, Lena mom meetqon-fin’
SEP 6 Dann der Hund kann kaltes Wasser trinken
‘then the dog cany, cold water drinkon.fin’
SvVO 7 Henrik kann singen die Melodie schon
‘Henrik cang, Singnon-finthe melody nicely’
SEP 8 Dann Henrik will warmen Kaffee trinken
‘then Henrik want;, warm coffee drink,on-sin’
ADV 9 Heute Henrik will kochen Suppe
‘today Henrik wantg, cO0Konfin SOUpP’
SLIT 10 Dann kann Henrik sehen die Hunde
‘then cang, Henrik seeqonin the dogs’
INV 11 Dann hat Lena ein Buch gelesen
‘then havey, Lena a book readon-fin’
Vend 12 Lena kommt, wenn sie Henrik treffen kann
‘Lena comey, if she Henrik meet,onsin CaNsin’
SVO 13 Lena hat gemacht die Jacke schmutzig
‘Lena havey, makenon.fin the jacket dirty*
ADV 14 Dann Henrik hat gewaschen die Jacke
‘then Henrik havey, washpqn.sn, the jacket’
Vend 15 Lena sagt, dass sie heute tanzen will
‘Lena says, that she today danceon.fin Want,
INV 16  Morgen will Lena ein Brot backen
‘tomorrow want;, Lena a bread bakeqnin
SLIT 17 Dann hat Henrik gemalt schén das Boot
‘then havey, Henrik paint,qn.sin nicely the boat’
SEP 18 Manchmal Henrik will dumme Musik héren

‘sometimes Henrik wantg, silly music hearnon.ir

Note. Str = model sentence structur@&{l = subject-verb inversion, SLIT = Swedish litetednslation, ADV = fronted adverbial,

SEP = verb separation, SVO = subject-verb-objeendv= finite verb in subclause final positjpriN°

order of presentation
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Table 2

Questions Asked in the Communicative Task and Their Target Answers

N° Question Target Answer

1 Was ist neben dem blauen Fisch? zwei griine Blumen
‘What is next to the blue fish?’ 'two green flowers’

2 Was ist neben der griinen Lampe? zwei blaue Lampen
‘What is next to the green lamp?’ ‘two blue lamps’

3 Was ist neben dem blauen Boot? ein roter Hund
‘What is next to the blue boat?’ 'a red dog’

4 Was ist neben dem griinen Boot? zwei blaue Hunde
‘What is next to the blue fish?’ 'two blue dogs’

5 Was ist neben den griinen Hunden? ein rotes Glas
‘What is next to the green dogs?’ 'ared glass’

6 Was ist neben dem grinen Haus? eine blaue Blume
‘What is next to the green house?’ 'a blue flower’

7 Was ist neben den zwei griinen Blumen? ein blauer Fisch
‘What is next to the two green flowers?’ 'a blue fish’

8 Was ist neben dem blauen Haus? zwei rote Fische
‘What is next to the blue house?’ 'two red fish’

9 Was ist neben den zwei roten Fischen? ein blaues Haus
‘What is next to the two red fish?’ 'a blue house’

10 Was ist neben der roten Lampe? zwei rote Hauser
‘What is next to the red lamp?’ 'two red houses’

11 Was ist neben den zwei roten Booten? zwei griine Glaser
‘What is next to the two red boats?’ 'two green glasses’

12  Was ist neben den zwei blauen Lampen? eine griine Lampe
‘What is next to the blue lamp?’ 'a green lamp’

13  Welche Farbe hat der Mann? Er ist braun
‘What color is the big house?* It is brown’

14  Welche Farbe hat das grof3e Haus? Es ist grin
‘What color is the big house?’ It is green’

15 Welche Farbe haben die kleinen Hunde? Sie sind braun
‘What color is the small dogs?* "They are brown’

16  Welche Farbe haben die groRen Fische? Sie sind blau
‘What color are the big fish?* "They are blue’

17  Welche Farbe hat der kleine Fisch? Er ist gelb
‘What color is the little fish?* It is yellow’

18 Welche Farbe hat die kleine Lampe? Sie ist rot
‘What color is the little lamp?* It is red’

19 Welche Farbe haben die kleinen Blumen? Sie sind gelb
‘What color are the little flowers?* They are yellow’

20 Welche Farbe hat das groRe Glas? Es ist grin
‘What color is the big glass? It is green’

21 Welche Farbe hat die lange Schlange? Sie ist blau
‘What color is the long snake?* It is blue’

22  Welche Farbe haben die kleinen Hauser? Sie sind rot
‘What color are the small houses?’ "They are red’

23  Welche Farbe haben die kurzen Schlangen? Sie sind grin
‘What color are the short snakes?* They are green’

24  Welche Farbe haben die kleinen Boote? Sie sind braun

‘What color are the small boats?*

"They are brown’
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Table 3

Unstructured Interview: List of Questions

Questions

Hast Du ein Haustier? Waschst du das Haustier? Wie machst du das?
‘Do you have a pet? Do you wash the pet? How do you do that?’

Was kannst du gut? Was kannst du nicht so gut?
‘What are you good at? What are you not so good at?’

Was machst du gern? Was machst du nicht gern?
‘What do you like doing? What don't you like doing?’

Was willst du machen, wenn du grof3 bist?
‘What do you want to do when you grow up?’

Wo willst du wohnen wenn du gro3 bist?
‘Where do you want to live when you are grown-up?’

Hast du einen Bruder oder eine Schwester?
‘Do you have a brother or a sister?’

Was macht dein(e) Bruder / Schwester gern?
‘What does your brother /sister like to do?’

Was machst Du gern mit Deinen Freunden?
‘What do you like to do with your friends?’

Was hast du im Sommer gemacht?
‘What did you do this summer?’

Was wirst Du Weihnachten machen?
‘What will you do for Christmas?’

Was ist dein Lieblingsbuch? Wovon handelt das?
‘What is your favorite book? What is it about?’

Welchen Film hast du zuletzt gesehen? Wovon handelt er?
‘Which is the last movie you watched? What was it about?’

Was hast du am Wochenende gemacht?
‘What did you do on the weekend?’

Was machst du morgen?
‘What are you going to do tomorrow’

Was ist dein Lieblingsfach in der Schule?
‘What is your favorite class in school?

Was machst du am liebsten mit deinen Freunden zusammen?
‘What do you like best to do with your friends’

Was hast du in der Thema-Woche gemacht?
‘What did you do during the theme-week?’
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1) Picture Stories by Jan Romare Used in the Pictased Storytelling Task

Picture Story A: The man washes the snake

All pictures printed with kind permission by JanrRare
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2) Pictures Used in the Communicative Task

Picture A: elicitation of adjectives in attributipesition

= )
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Picture B: elicitation of adjectives in predicatipesition
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APPENDIX C

EXAMPLES OF SCORING MATRIXES

Table 1

a) Elicited Imitation Task Scoring Matrix (Abbreviated) for Cecilia, Year 8, at Timel

Model Response
\% Str - N°  Aux Adv Response sentence V pos C

pos

XVS SLIT 3 will  morgen | Morgen will Henrich essen Kall XVS 1
Eis

XSV ADV 4 kann heute | (Heuteh) Heute Lena > XS n.a.

XVS INV 5 kann morgen | Morgen Lena kann Mama treffen XSV 0

XSV SEP 6 kann dann Dann der Hund kann kall XSV
Wasser trinken

XSV SEP 8 will dann Dann Henrich will warm Kaffe XSV 1
trinken

XSV ADV 9 will heute | Heute Henrik will Soppa kuchen XSV 1

XVS SLIT 10 kann dann | Dann Henrich der Hund kann XSV 0
Soche suchen

XVS INV 11 hat dann | Dann Lena hat ein Buch gelesen XSV 0

XSV ADV 14 hat dann Dann Henrik hat (gemacht eh) XSV 1
gewaschen die Jacke

XVS INV 16 will morgen | Heute Lena will ein Brach XSV 0
backen

XVS SLIT 17  hat dann | Dann Henrich will der > XSV 0

XSV SEP 18 will manch- | Manchmal Henrich will dumm XSV 1

mal Musik héren

Note.Model = model sentence characteristics, Responm&sponse sentence characteristics, V pos = vesitiqgpg Str =
model sentence structureN{l = subject-verb inversion, SLIT = Swedish litetednslation, ADV = fronted adverbial, SEP = verb
separation, SVO = subject-verb-object, Vend = inierb in subclause final positlprN°® = item number based on its serial order,
Aux = auxiliary/modal, Adv = adverbial, Responsatsece = participant’s full response sentence,drrect repetition (1

= correct repetition, 0 = incorrect repetition,.rsanot applicable because of not meeting the raiteof scorability), S =
subject, V = lexical verb, O = object, X = any ekamh other than the subject, here an adverbial, seatence was
abandoned, ( ) = sentence/word was rephrased.

b) Correct and Incorrect Repetition of XVS and XSV sentences for Cecilia, Year 8

V pos Utterances C IC %C
XVS 6 1 5 17%
XSV 5 5 0 100%

Note.V pos = verb position in model sentence, C = canregetition, IC = incorrect repetition, %C = pantage of correct
repetition across all scorable utterances. Therahtes column shows the number of scorable uttesanc
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Table 2

Adjective Scoring Matrix (Abbreviated) for Melchior, Year 8, at Time 1

T Adj Response Sf  Nr Gnd Typ ClIr Agr
T1 att ein blau-es fisch 1 1 M/N -es blau 1
Tl att einblau-es haus 1 1 M/N -es blau 1
Tl att eine rot hund 0 1 F [4] rot 0
Tl att eine blau-e blume 1 1 F -e blau 1
Tl att einerot-e glas 1 1 F -e rot 1
T1 att eines grin lampe 0 1 n.a. [ grin 0
Tl att zweirot-es fische 1 0 n.a -es rot 0
Tl att zweirot-en hduser 1 0 n.a. -en rot 0
Tl att zweiblau-e hunde 1 0 n.a. -e blau 1
Tl att zweigrin-e blumen 1 0 n.a. -e gran 1
Tl att zweiblau-e lampe 1 0 n.a. -e blau 1
T1 att zweigrin-en glase 1 0 n.a. -en grin 0
Total 10 7
T1 pre dermann bist eh braun 0 1 M 7)) braun 0
T1 pre dasgroBBe haustist grin 0 1 N 7)) griin 0
T1 pre diekleine fisch ist gelb 0 1 F (7] gelb 0
T1 pre diekleine lampe ist eh rot 0 1 F (7] rot 0
T1 pre dasgroBe glasistgrin 0 1 N (7] griin 0
T1 pre dielange schlange ist blau 0 1 F ) blau 0
T1 pre diekleinen hunde sind eh braun 0 0 n.a. 7)) braun 0
T1 pre diegroBen fische sind blau 0 0 n.a. 7)) blau 0
T1 pre diekleinen blumen sind gelb 0 0 n.a. (7] gelb 0
T1 pre diekleinen hauser sind eh rot 0 0 n.a. (7] rot 0
T1 pre die kurzen schlangen sind grin 0 0 n.a. (7] griin 0
T1 pre die kleinen booten sind braun 0 0 n.a. ) braun 0
Total 0 0

Note. T= Time (T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2), Adj = Adjective position (att = attributive position, pre = predicative
position), Sf = Suffix (1= suffixed adjective, 0 = nonsuffixed adjective), Nr = Number of the determiner (1 =
singular, 0 = plural), Gnd = Gender of the determiner (M = male, N = neuter, F = female), Typ = suffix type, Clr =
color adjective used, Agr = agreement between adjective and determiner (1= agreeing, 0 = not agreeing). The
Totals row shows the total number of suffixed adjectives in attributive and predicative position, respectively, as
well as the total number of cases of agreement between adjectival suffix and determiner for each position.
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APPENDIX D

DECLENSIONS OF GERMAN, SWEDISH, AND ENGLISH

Table 1
German Adjectival Suffixes in the Mixed Declension

Singular Plural
Case M F N
Nominative -er -e -es -e
Genitive -en -en -en -er
Dative -en -en -en -en
Accusative -en -e -es -e

Note. The columns show German adjectival suffixes in the singular and plural across all cases and genders in
the mixed declension. M = masculine, F = feminine, N = neuter.
! Gender is not marked in plural forms.

Table 2

Swedish Adjectival Suffixes

Singular Plural®
Uter Neuter
Indefinite! | -@ -t -a
Definite® -a -a -a

Note. The columns show Swedish adjectival suffixes in the singular and plural across genders and
definite/indefinite contexts.

1t is only in indefinite contexts that gender is distinguished, through use of the base form in the uter gender and
the suffix -t in the neuter gender.

% In the plural, the adjective always takes the suffix -a. The same suffix is also always used in definite contexts.
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Table 3
German Verbal Inflectional Paradigm

Infinitive Person Singular Plural
-n 1% -elg* -n

2" st -t

3 -t -n

Note. The columns show verbal suffixes in the singular and the plural across all persons.
Some verb forms are similar across number and person, e.g., -t in the second person plural and the third person

singular.
! In speech, the suffix for the first person singular is often omitted.

Table 4

Inflection of the German Copula

Infinitive | Person Singular Plural

sein 1% bin sind
2" bist seid
3" ist sind

Note. The columns show the present-tense forms of German copula sein, which are suppletive to some extent.
The form sind is the same for the first and third person plural.

Table 5
Inflection of the English Copula

Infinitive | Person Singular  Plural

be 1 am are
2nd are are
3 is are

Note. The columns show the present-tense forms of the English copula be, which are all suppletive relative to
the infinitive. The form are is used in the plural and the second person singular.
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