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CLAUSE TYPE MATTERS Yuligggiggnzggignsrgg§nr>

01 RESEARCH QUESTION 02 WORD ORDER OVERVIEW

Rigid SVO in main and embedded clauses with

ittle reordering options
(De Vogelaer 2007, Kempen & Harbusch 2019)

Increased use of SVO order
(Laleko & Dubinina 2018,

Polinsky 2006, lsurin - 2005
Isurin & Ivanova-Sullivan 2008

Do word order (WO) patterns of
heritage speakers (HSs) differ from
those of monolingual speakers
(monos) ?

Basic SVO in neutral contexts in main and
embedded clauses, flexible WO governed by
information structure (“given-new” principle)

(Kallestinova 2007, Slioussar 2007)

Word order does not always

adhere to requirements of IS
(Laleko & Dubinina 2018)

Heritage Russian

03 METHODOLOGY

Language Situations Method (Wiese 2020).

The current study uses:

- Corpus of adolescent speakers controlled for age,

- Oral and written productions,

- Homogeneous data sample (HSs were either born

_III meon age_ gonder

heritage speakers 21 5
monos 178 34

in the US or came there unfil age 5) Annotation of WO patterns: S, V, O (direct and oblique, POS: noun, pronoun).Clause type: main, embedded

heritage speakers 15.7 4 temales

Participants

monos 8 16.6  4temales

05 DISCUSSION - WHY DO HSS PRODUCE
MORE SVO IN EMBEDDED CLAUSES?

04 RESULTS — WORD ORDER

IN DIFFERENT CLAUSES

Overall: HSs in the US produced significantly more SVO orders than monolinguals Transfer? Rather not since HSs were similar to
(X2 ( , N:480) — 945, p: 002) ‘. ‘ - . ‘
Split info main and embedded clauses revealed interesting results: MONOINGUUls In Main Ciduses.
g USA T = SVO The sfratec behmd Se‘eCﬁn SVO
¢ Russia IIEEEEE—————eoomovs HSs choose one WO among more available and extend its use to a wider range of
c  USA I m SOV contexs.
€ Russia I oSV “Narrowing of options” (Heine 2006)
0 O o 0 O  mVso - Monolingual Russian: OVS, SOV, 0SV. VS0, VOS
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% - Mono ingua Erg\ish: S\V0

of embedded clauses leads fo increased SVO

Embedded clauses: HSs produced predominantly SVO and significantly ditfered fror
monolinguals (X2 (1, N=87) = 10.47, p=".001). see discussior

- syntactically complex
(Sdnchez Abchi & De Mier, 2017 for HSs of Spanish, Levy et al 2013 on relative
clauses in mono-Russian, Linfunen&Mdkild 2014 on L2 English by speakers of

Main clauses: HSs are similar to monolinguals (X2 (1, N=393) = 3.69, p=".0548).
However, indications that HSs and monos differ from each other regarding the WO

ond 5. Finnish, Bulté B. and A. Housen. 2012 on L2)
Context: Naprotiv dorogi stojala ¢eraja masina. Ona byla otkryta. - processing of embedded clauses is less accurate than processing of main clauses
There was a black car in front of the road. It was open. (Baker & Wagner 1987 on processing of false information in main and embedded
Target: | zend¢ina stoigla rigdom s nej clauses; Santord 2002)

5 and  woman stood beside with her - acquired later than main clauses

E Snew Ogiven (Kuiken & Vedder, 2019 for L2 acquisition, Ov&innikova 2011 on mono Russian

E ‘And o woman was standing next fo it and f- Russian in Israel)

2 (cf.i rjodomsnej stojala Zens&ina)

(

Outlook: word order in h-Russian in Germany (poster of P3)

Ogiver V. Snew

References: Baker, L. and Wagner, J.L. (1987). Evaluating information for truthfulness: The effects of logical subordination. Memary and Cognition, 15:247-255. Bulté, B., & Housen, A. (2012). Defining and operationalizing L2 complexity. In A. Housen, F. Kuiken, & 1. Vedder (Eds.), Dimensions of L2 performance and proficiency.
Complexity, accuracy and fluency in SLA (pp. 21—46). Amsterdam: John Benjamins. De Vogelaer, 6. (2007). Extending Hawkins' comparative typology: Cuse, word order, and verb agreement in the Germanic languages. In: Aoralyd 34 (special issue on Scandinavian Dialect Syntax), 167-182. Heine, B. (2006). Contactinduced word
order change without word order change. M/ofk/'/ig FPapers in Multilngualism (Hamburg) 76: 1-24. Hom b urg: Universitdt Hamburg, Sonderforschungshereich Mehrsprachigkeit. Isurin, L. (2005). Cross linguistic transfer in word order: Evidence from L1 forge’rring and L2 acquisition. Proceedings of the 4t International Symposivm on
Bilngualism, 1115-1130. Isurin, L. and lvanova-Sulliva T(2008) Lost in Between: The Case of Russian Heri ’rg e Speakers. Heritage Language Jour /6( )72104 Kallestinova, E. (2007). Aspects of word order in Russion. PhD thesi U ersity 0 fI Kempen, G. and Harbusch, K. (20]9).Muruu|u’rrrucrionberweenhigh-
frequency verbs and clous typ with finite v b Iyp itions: corpus evidence from spoken gIhD’rh nd German. Zanguage, Cognition and Neuro 34(9)]140]151Kk F., & Vedder I(2019)Syrr mplexity across proficien dlgg :12 and L1 writing in D’rh,I’ruIiunundSp ish. Anternation /

Acknowledgements and collaborations: This research was funded by o gront from the Deutsche

Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) fo the Research Unit “Emerging Grammars in Author email

yulia.zuban@iflar.unistuttgart.de
sabine.zerbian@ifla.uni-stuttgart.de

Language Contact Situations: A Comparative Approach” (FOR 2537), project number: ZE 940/2-1 (PI: Sabine
Lerbian). This is a study conducted in collaboration with the RUEG project P3 on word order in mono-and
h-Russian in the US and Germany (PhD student: Maria Martynova, Pls: Luka Szucsich and Natalia Gagarina).

Journal of Applied Lingwistics. Laleko, 0. and Dubinin I(20]8)Wd0der HrgR an: Perspective f Linguistics deggyIB k , S. and Kresin, S., edifors [ ecting Across Languages 1/[//‘ /I/;’fg[ggff/iﬁ‘b’ of Olga Kagan, pages 191-215. Bloomington, IN: Slavi
LyRFd nko, E., and Gibson, E. (2013). The s y’r’r omplexity of Russi I’r clauses. Joun /M/lmy a’lgg69461 495L’r n, P. and Makild M(20]4)M uring Syntactic Complexity in Spoken and Written Learner Language: Compari g’rhl ompara able? Research in lgg 12(4)377399
Ov&inni kovu,IQOHOt vieni k’rg i taksisa (na materi Ip estvov |d kI iko )[0 the formation frhr tgy(b ed on the narratives of preschoolers)] [In Russ ]IS’rll Cejtlin (ed.). Monolingval o’b/g /pf/lf/gg 122-134. Polin kyM(2006) pIr acquisition: American Russian.
Joun /fS/ i Linguistics 14:191-262. Sanchez Abchi, V. and De Mier V(20]7) Syrr mplexity in ’r rr bySp ish heritage spea k I/g Intermational Joun /prp/o’lg f 14125]485 nford, A. . (2002). Context, attention and depth of processing during in prr n. Mind & Langu g 17188
206. Slioussar, N. (2007). Grammar and i fmf stucture. /Ifr/y iith reference 1o Russian. PhD thesis U’r ersity. Wiese, H. (2020). Langua gSr ations: A method for capturing va rh n speakers” repertoires. In Asahi, Y., editor, Methods i []/f/gy)(l//pg 105-117. Peter Lang.




