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Abstract

The present studyivestigates transfer in L3 acquisition, testing the
Cumulative Enhancemef(flynn et al. 2004) anthe Typological PrimacyRothman
2011) models through an investigation of Freadkerb placement andbject clitics. |
compare proficiencynatched L3 and L2 French speakers whose prior languages are
L1-Sinhald L2-English or LEEnglish. In French, adverbs may appear between the
finite verband the direct objectHowever, French doe®hallow adverbs betven the
subject and the finite verlwhereasin English, they mayln English, adverbs may not
intervene between the finite verb and the direct object, unlike in Fr8irdiala on
the other handillows both preverbal and postverbal adverb placemarfrench,
object pronominalization isealizedthrough preverbal ciits. Sinhala also has
preverbal object pronouns but additionally allows null pronouns, which are
ungrammatical in French. English has only overt postverbal object profidwes.
CumulativeEnhancement Modg@roposes that the grammar of previously acquired
languages enhances subsequent language acquisition. Under this model, the L3
speakers wuld be more targelike on postverbal adverbs and preverbal clitics than
the L2 speakers, due to fhizEtion from Sinhala. Th&ypological Primacy Model
proposes thate structurally more similar language transfers in L3 acquisition. Under
this model, both groupsould experience transfer from English, so their performance
would be similar.Thedata vascollected via an audio acceptability judgement task, a
written acceptability judgment tasikd a production tasKhe results for adverb
placement support tHéumulative Enhancement Modé&lowever, the results for
object clitics suggest that the L2 gragpmore targetike than the L3 group. This
suggests that the results are not compatible with either of the two models. Therefore, |
discuss the results in relation to L3 accounts that predict negative transfer from any

previously acquired languag8labalova 2016; Westergaard et g2016).
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

The keygoal of the presenthesis is to shed light on the nature of grammar
development in third language (L3) acquisition. This goal is achieved by means of a
study of L3 speakers with a language peofiiat has not previously been studied:
namely, first language (L1) speakersSohhala whose second language (L2) is
English and L3 is French. The research is situated within the relatively new field of
L3 acquisition. When Mfreseadhke bbegan, framahe 4960sg e ac
and 1970s, it focused first on L1 acquisit{@rown, 1970) and then on soalled
A Lo2@Corder, 1971)Moreover,L3 acquisition was once subsumed under the field of
L2 acquisition(De Angelis, 2007; Falk & Bardel, 2011; 8kkova & Garcia Mayo,
2016).Therefore some scholars considered acquisitionas essentially another
instance of L2 acquisition (GareMayo Mayo & Rothman, 2012; Rothman &

Cabrelli, 2009)However,more recentlythere has been a sharp increasgtudes on
adult multilingualism(Rothman & Cabrelli, 20099ndrecentstudies have
accumulated enough evidence to show L2adcquisition is different from L3
acquisition Slabakova & Garcia Mayo, 201Balk & Bardel, 201). In L2
acquisition the learner deends on the native languagéhereas in L&acquisition
more tharonelinguistic systems available for transfeMore and morecholarsare
nowtrying to understand the role of the L1 ahdL2 in the L3development
(Lozano, 2003; Leung, 200Bardel & Falk, 2007, 2012; Falk & Bardel, 2011;

Rothman & CabrellAmaro, 2010PuigMayenco& Marsden 2018). Four logical
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possibilities for transfer from previously acquired linguistic systems have been
identified (PuigMayenco & Marsden, 28; Cabrelli Amaro, Anaro & Rothman,
2015;Rothman & Cabrelli Amaro, 20)0ony theL1 influencegheL3 acquisition,
only theL2 influenceghe L3 acquisition, bothheL1 andthelL2 influence L3
development and the fourth possibility is no transfer featmertheL1 or L2.
Different modelsof L3 that correspond to the first three of these four possibihtes
been put forward in order to explaime role of L1 and L2 in L3 acquisitionamely,
the Absolute L1Transferwhere only the L1 influences the L3 acquisiteomdthe L2
StatusFactorwhere only the 12 influences the L3 developmenivhereaghe
CumulativeEnhancement Modghe Scalpel Modeblndthe Linguistic Proximity
Model predicttransfer from both the L1 and the irRthe L3 development provide
more detail®f these models later in the thes#sl these modelgonsiderthe
following questions

When and how does transfer taikace? Wiich of the two previously acquired
language is privileged? Is transfer selective or wholesaleénsfer facilitative or
non-facilitative? Although these models attempt to answeséuiestions, they make
different predictions about the radé previous linguistic systems in L3 development.
For example, evidence in support of the L1 as the sole source of transfer to the L3
comes fromhestudies by Herma@010, Lozano(2003, Na RanongandLeung
(2009 andJin (2009 whereas evidence in support of the L2 as a privileged source of
transfercomes from the studies by Bardel and Falk (2007), FakkdBardel (2011),
Bohnacker (R06) and Leung (2005Moreover,Flynn et al.(2004), Slabakov&2016)
andWestergaard et a2016)found evidence to support that both the L1 and the L2
influence L3 deelopment. Therefore, the L3 data available for us at present do not

clearly support ne model over the rest.
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In this contextthere isa needfor further research that includes different
linguistic properties and language combinatiddar€CiaMayo & Slabakova2015)
Many ofthe previousstudieshave taken into consideration languagebinations
which involve European languagéBuigMayenco & Marsden, 2018; Bardel & Falk,
2007, 2012; Falk & Bardel, 201Rothman & Cabrelli Amaro, 201&labakova,
2016; Westergaard et al., 201Bjowever, some of the studies have also focused on
nontEuropean language combinatior3ehoz, 2003Na Ranong& Leung, 2009; Jin,
2009;Leung, 2005 As noted previously he presenstudycontributes to the fieldby
examining a language combination that hagerbeenconsideredefore.It
investigateknowledye of adverb placement and object clificg 1-Sinhald L2-
Englishi L3-French interlanguagd@o the best of my knowledge, prior L3 studies have
not investigated these two properties together.

Sinhala is the majority language spoken in Sri Laitkia typologically distant
from both English and FrencBoth of these languages belong to ltelo-European
language familywhereas Sinhalbelongs to the Indéryan language family
Moreover, Sinhal#s related to other south Asian languages such as Hindi, Urd
Bengali, Punjabi and Marathi (Gair, 1970; Fernando, 1973; Abrew, 1980;
Kariyakarawanal998; Sumangala, 1988; Hemaidage, 2002}However,Sinhala
developed separately from the other khyan languages because of the
geographical location of Sri Lank&air, 1970; Fernando, 1973, Kariyakarawana,
1998).Modern Sinhala is diglossic and demonstrates two distinct \egietlloquial
Sinhala and written Sinhala (Paolillo, 1992). Colloquial Sinhala is used +toetigy
conversationswvhereas writtersinhda is used in all written documentSinhala has
seven vowelseighteerconsonantand two glidegKariyakarawana, 198

Sumangala, 1988Yhe articulatory characteristics of the vowels are given in Table 1
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The consonant anglide inventory in Sinhale presentedn Table 2 Sinhalabeinga
left-branching languagaeliffers from both English anerench | provide more

syntactic details about all three languages later in the thesis.

Table 1. Sinhala vowel classification

Front Cerntral Back
Spread Round spread Round
High I U
High-mid E O
Mid D
Low-mid yis
Low A

Table2. Inventory of consonants and glides

Consonant Labial Dental Alveolar Retroflex Palatal Velar Glottal

stop p/b t/d o/ "0 klg
Affricative clj

Nasal M N Q

Lateral L

Flap R

Fricatives F S (@) h
Glides W y

However,Sinhala and French shasgucturalsimilaritieswith respecto
adverb placement and object pronominalizat®&inhalaandFrenchadverbs may
occur between the finite verb anddisectobjectas in (1) and (2)Thereforepoth
languages allov&-V-Adv-O order However, SV-Adv-O order is not allowed in
Englishasin (3). Moreover, h Sinhala and Frenglobject pronominalization is
realized preverballgs in @) and ). However, Eglish differs from Sinhala and
French with repectto object pronominalization ahownin (6). Based on the
structuralsimilaritiesbetween French and Sinhatlag present study argues thhe
L1-Sinhala L2-Englishi L3-French speakers will be more targjke than LEXEnglish

L2-French speakers on adverb placement and object clitics.
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() I regarde souventla téle.
he watches often the TV
O60He often watches TV. 6

(2) eyya balane nethara nupavahiniya
he look-EMP often nupavahiniya
He often watches TV. O

(3) *He watches often TV.

(4)Je le lis.
| it read
ol read it. o

(5) manp ekka kiyawanawa.
I it seePRS1sG
Oteadit 6

(6) *I it read.

L3 Frenchacquisition studies are still scarce (Hermas, 2010, 20d5g,
2015;Ben Abbes, 2016)Thereforethe findingsof this study will further enhance our
understanding of nenative acquisition of French, by focusing on French as aia.3.
identify how transfer could manifest in {Sinhald L2-English L3-French
interlanguage, this study tests two competing L3 motiesTypological Primacy
Model (Rothman 2010, 2011) attte Cumulative Enhancement Model (Flynn, Foley
& Vinnitskaya, 2004)A detailed account of these modigjiven later in the thesis.

A brief outline of each chapter now follows.
1.2 Organization of the thess

Chapter 2 details the L3 and L2 acquisition backgdoto the present research.
It begins ly outliningthe competing models of L3 acquisition, nantblg Absolute
L1 transfer (Lozano, 2003; Leung, 2005; Na Ranong & Leung 2009, Jin 2009 and
Hermas 20Q), thelL2 StatugFactor(Bardel & Falk, 2007, 2012; Falik Bardel,

2011) theCumulative Enhancement ModéFlynn et al., 2004)the Typological
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Primacy Model (Rothman 2010, 2011he Scalpel Model ( Slabakova, 2016) ahe
Linguistic Proximity Model (Westergaard et al., 201Bhe chapter thereviews some
of theL2 and L3 French acquisitistudies on adverb placement and object clitics.

In Chapter 3, first explain the word order differences in EngJiEhench and
Sinhalawith respectto adverb placement and obj@conominalizationl then
examinehow syntactic theorganunderpintheword order differencem the three
languages.

Chapter 4oresents the research questiandhypothesesn L2 and L3 French
related to adverb placement and object clithdditionally, this chapter algoresents
theresearch questions and hypotheses on L2 Enggitiwas also decidetb
investigatewvhether thd.1-Sinhala L2-Englishi L3-French speaksmaretargetlike on
the corresponding two propertiestiveir L2 English.

Chapter 5 details the experimental aesé design used in this study to
empirically examine knowledge of adverb placement and object clitics in L2 and L3
Frenchand L2 Englishacquisition. In this chapterfirst give a detailed account of the
par ti ci pan thediffergntpmficientydestshattmedparticipants have
completedSecondly, loutlinethe language background questionnaire administered to
the participants. Finallyl,detailthe experimental test batteglong with therationale
behinddecisions relating teach of thedsks.

The results of the experiment are reported in Chapter 6. The test battery
endeavours to tekhowledge of adverplacement and object pronominalization in
French and English. The results & and L3Frenchare reported firdbefore turning
to the results fot.2 English.

In Chapter 7, | discuss the results presentdéchaptert in light of the

hypotheses outlined in Chapterl 4irst consider the hypotheses on L3 French before
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turning to the hypotheses on L2 EngliSecondly | evaluate th&€umulative
Enhancement Model artide Typological Primacy Model in light of the new data from
the pesent study. Thirdlyl expand the discussion tonsiderother modelsthe
Scalpel Model antheLinguistic Proximity Model). Finally, this chapter discasthe
limitations of the studynd gives directions for future research.

Chapter rovides a conclusion to the thebissummarizing the main

findings.
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Chapter 2

Models of L3 acquisitionand previous research omdverb

placement and object clits in French

2.1 Introduction
As explained in Chapter 1, the present stexigmines knowledge of adverb

placement and object clitics B acquisition. Therefore, it is noteworthy to review
the models of L3 acquisition and outline the main findings of ptevL.3 acquisition
studies on object clitics and adverb placement in FreRlgis chapter is organized as
follows: first, it provides a brief introduction to the field of L3 acquisition and then the
influential models of L3 acquisitioarereviewed. Final}, it discusses the results of
recent L2and L3 acquisition studies on at placement and object clitics in French.
2.2 Third language acquisition

Cenoz (2003) states thaB acquisitionrefers to the acquisition of a norative
language by learmge who have previously acquired or are acquiring two other
languages. Hower, the first problem that scholars encounter when referring to the L3
acquisition |literature is that there is n
(Garcia Mayo & Rothma2012). One reason for not having wedtablished
terminologies in_3 aquisitionliterature is primarily because it$s$ill anemerging
field (De Angelis, 2007). For a long time3 acquisitionstudies were subsumed
under the field of L2 acquisitioibg Angelis, 2007; Falk & Bardel, 2011; Slabakova
& Garcia Mayo, 2016). Manscholars have treaté® acquisitionas essentially
another instance of L2 acquisitioBgrciaMayo Mayo & Rothman, 2012; Rothman &

Cabrelli, 2009)and some scholars believed thare is no difference between an L2
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and anL3, under the assumption thet languages acquired after an L1 are second
languagegMitchell & Myles, 1998. Therefore, De Angelis (2007) points out that

many researchers in the field of L2 acquisition havedaoted studies oo3
acquisitionwithout knowing they are investigatior8llearners. Moreover, Slabakova

and Garcia Mayo (2016) state that a review of studies done over the past decades may
reveal that many of L2 acquisition studies are in f&cacquisiion studies as the
participants are often L3 speakers, at least in ancthogical sense.

Being a relatively new field, studies @8 acquisitiondo not always report
converging evidence regarding the ongoing debate in thevibidh concerns the
guestion of what constitutes an L@maro, Flynn, & Rothman, 2012enoz (2003)
and De Angelis (2007) argue that adult L2 learners are very different from_&dult
learners as L3 learners have a greater number of linguistic represesdatidable for
them at the start df3 acquisitionas compared with L2 learners.LllB acquisition
with the possibility of transfer fronwo linguistic systemsdetermining the transfer
source is not always straightforward. However, for an L2 learner, L1 is the main
possble source of transfer in L2 acquisition.

Apart from understandmthe nature of L3, researchers are attempting to
ascertain the other factors that play decisive rolé8iacquisition Slabakova and
Garcia Mayo (2016) identify three factors which pdagivotal role inL3 acquisition
One factor is the cognitive andyxhological prominence of the languages from which
transfer occurs. They maintain that researchers need to consider the role of the native
language and the L2 witlespecto psychologichprominence and language
competencylt is commonly agreed that trafer is most likely to occur between
languages that are closely related (De Angelis, 1999, 2007; Cenoz, 2001; Dewaele,

1998).Linguists formally define the relationships between languatyesving on
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researchHowever, the L3 learner defines the relatlipsetween L1, L2 and L3
based on perceived language distance. This is the distance that the learner perceives to
exist between languages. However, this distance may or may not ackistli{De
Angelis, 2007; Dewaele, 1998). In the literature, the peeddanguage distance is
often referred to agsychotypolog (Rothman, 2012)Competency is another element
of the Acognitive and pGonpetercy obtgeipossaudly pr o mi
acquired languages is also central to make predictions dl@opbssible transfer in L3
interlanguage (Dewaele, 1998).

The second factor relates to the structural characteristics of the L1, L2 and L3.
If the linguistic properties overlap I, L2, and L3, they will be acquired faster and
accurately (Slabakva & Garcia Mayp2016;Westergaard et al., 2016)he third
factor is the nature of the linguistic inpédr examplepnly positive evidence coming
from abundant and comgrensibldinguistic input can changtke L3 ear ner 6 s
grammar (Slabakov& Garcia Mayo, 2016; Slabakova, 2016).

Another question that concerns L3 researchers is the issue of determining what
inclusive and exclusive criteria should be considered when recruitirigijpants.
Amaro et al(2012) identify age and competenafyprevious languages as
deterministic selection criteria for participants. For example, how do we classify early
childhood bilinguals (simultaneous and heritage) acquiring an additional language?
Are they adult L2 learners or L3 learners? How do we if§aadult learners who
learned two additional languages (apart from L1) to the highest proficiency level and
attempting another language? Are they L3 learners or L4 learners? Moreover,
Slabakova (@16) points out that inneL3 study, it is essential to astain the L2

competency of the L3 learners to make predistadvout L2 transfer.
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As mentioned earliet,3 acquisitionstudies try to understand what constitutes
L3 interlanguage, which is ¢hfundamental question that many researchers attempt to
addess. With especto L3 acquisition of morphosyntax, differdr® acquisition
models have been proposed. However, they make different predictions about the role
of existing linguistic systems iIn3 acquisition In other words, the curreh8
acquisitionmodels are very incongruous. One model predicts that L1 plays a
privileged role in L3 acquisition (Hermas, 2010; Lozano, 2003; Na Ranong & Leung
2009; Jin, 2009) while another model argues thatlagspa privileged role in L3
acquisition (Bardel & Falk, 207, 2012; Falk & Bardel, 2011). Moreover, some
models maintain that L1 and L2 transfen befacilitative and norfacilitative (Bardel
& Falk, 2007; Slabakova, 2016). However, not all models ptéuxith facilitative and
nonfacilitative transfer fronprior linguistic systems (Flynn et al., 200&urther,
some models maintain that transfer is selective and occurs property by property
(Slabakova, 2016, Westergaard et al., 2016, Flynn et al., (26a#g next section, |
review the current.3 acquisitionmodels and elucidate the predictions that they make.
2.3 Models of L3 acquisition.
2.3.1The Absolute L1 Transfer

L2 acquisition literature clearly demonstrates the L1 transfer is pessibPR
acquisition Yainikka & YoungScholten, 1996)Simlarly, Lozano (2003), Leung
(2005), Na Ranong and Leung (2009), Jin (2009) and Hermas (2010) have proposed
that L1 plays a privileged role ir3 acquisition The Absolute L1 Transfer assumes
thatL1 serves as a filter blocking access to L2 grammar. 8eserdies investigating
L3 development in the initial state have found empirical evidence to support this

model.
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Na Ranong and Leung (2009) examikedwledgeof overt and null objects
by L1-Thaii L2-Englishii L3-Mandarin ChinesspeakersAlthoughthe authors have
decided to conduct this studyjs not very clear in theoretical syntaxhether
Chinese and Thai have the same underlying status \gplectto null objects
(Slabakova, 2016)Consiaring the conflicting views about tistatus of null/overt
object pronouns in Chinese and Thai, the authors devised an interpretation task in
Chinese and Thai to native speakers of Chinese and Thai. They found that null and
overt subjects are similar the two languagesrhe experiment incluetl twenty L3
and seventeen L2 speakedrdi(English L2 MandarirChinese speaker). The results
of the nonnative speakers were compared to a control group which had 20 native
Mandarin Chinese speakers. The participaotspieted an offline written
interpretdion task that consisted of singledausal sentences without context
involving embedded null or overt object in Chinses and Thai, which was followed by a
guestion in English about the possible referent(s). ThevEnsion of the
interpretation task weaonly administered to the L3 speakers which they completed
after the Chinese version.

The results of the interpretation tasks show thatthe n@tivda nese speaker
accuracy rate on null objects waswRereas th&3 group had similar results (61%).
Su prisingly, the L2 speaketsahicashemir acy r a
that the three groups are quantitatively similar. Howenvbenthe results for overt
and null objecttaken together, the L3 speakers avarore nativelike otwo
propertiesMoreover, they differed significantly from the L2 speakers.

However, a similar significant difference was not found in the L2 group. Based
on these results, the authors argue ttalt.3 speakers and L2 Chinese spealdiffer

in term ofhow they interprenull objects and the overt objects in the same task.
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Thereforethe authors maintain that Thai LI properties played a privileged role in the
acquisition of overt and null objects in Manda@hineseA few limitations can be

found in this study. Thauthors report that the Chinese proficiency of the L3 speakers
(beginner and prentermediate L3 learners). However, the Chinese proficiency of the
L2 group is not reported in the study. It not clear whether the two gesaps
homogeneous witlrespecto Chinese proficiency. Moreover, the data derived from
one experimental task. If the study had included more than one task, it could have
provided more evidence to draw robust conclusions.

Jin (2009) looked at the statasnull objects inL1-Chines&L2-Englishi L3
Norwegian interlanguage. Null objects are didgnsedn Chinesebut English and
Norwegian do not. The experiment also included L1 Norwegian speakds)@s a
control group. The L3 speakdrs=14) completa a proficiency test in English.

However, their proficiency in Norwegian was decided based upon the length of formal
instruction in Norwegian and the length of stay in Norway. Accordingly, the
participants were broken into three proficiency levels: beginnermediate and
upperintermedate. The data was collected via an acceptability judgement and
sentence correction task in Norwegian. The participants also completed an English
version of the same taskhe author tested null objects in root clausesn&$ and
embedded clauses (as8n The tasks includesentencefor each conditiorand

fifteen distracters. English and Norwegian tasks were the same, but the Norwegian

sentences were not direct translation of the English sentences.

(7) I immediately reognized the students, and laterrylalso recognized.

John said those students were in the |ibrar

The native speakers of Norwegian strongly rejected null object sentences.

However,thelL3 speakersvere more accuratin rejecting English null objex{72%)
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than they were in rejecting Norwegian null objects (57%). The author argues that the
results of the study provide evidence of an L1 effd@ttis study depends on the data
derived from one task. If Jin had employadre than one task to collect data, then,

the study would have given a broader picture of this phenomenon.

Hermas (2015) investigated knowledge of restrictive relative clauses in L3
English. The L3 speakers in this study were native Moroccan Aspke&kers with L2
French. Withresgectto the relative clause formation, French and English are similar
compared to Moroccan Arabid@ccording Hermas, French and Englifglim relative
clauses similarly. Theyse operator movemetat form relativeclauseswhereas
Moroccan Arabic uses the resumptive stratiegiprm relative clause3.he
experiment included four groups: French native speaketb], English native
speakersrn=12), preintermediate L3 speakers of Englistx{1) and advanced L3
speakers oEnglish (=15). The data was collected via acceptability judgement tasks.
The participants completed acceptability judgement tasks in French and English. The
pre-intermediate speakers were tartjliet on definite relative clausdas in9) as these
complenertizer phrases are grammatical in the tHeaguages.The advanced group
wasalsotargetlike ondefinite relative clausesloweverthere was a significant
difference between the pmetermediate L3 speakers and the advanced L3 speakers for
definite rdative clauses.

The most problematic structure for the L3 speakersi(peemediate and advanced
groupg was the indefinite subject relative clauses (akljrwhich are ungrammatical
in both French and English. However, the participants acceptedttrestaucture in

the experiment under the influence of Arabic.
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(9) The man that phone today was my boss.
(10) A story that | am reading is wonderful.
(11) a dog @ attacked Alex ran way.

The results showed that even the advanced L3 speakers had reverted back to
L1 influence. Their accuracy on indefinite relative clauses with a null complementizer
was relatively low at 50%. Even in the French acceptability judgement task, the
participants ecepted indefinite subject relative clauses, suggesting that the property is
not established in French either. Therefore, Slabakova (2016) argues that a property
not acquired in the L2 cannot exert any influence on thédeBnas (2010) also
investigated kowledge of adverb placement and negatidnli¥Morrocan Arabit
L2-Frenchi L3 English interlanguagand found similar results (more details in Section
25).

In summary, the studies outlined in this section shows the native language
could have a privileged statusliB acquisition However, some studies have shown
that L2 can alsplay a significant role i3 acquisition The next section will
consider thesetsdies.
2.3.2The L2 Status Factor

The L2 StatusFactor(Bardel & Falk, 2007, 2012; Falk & Bardel, 2011)
suggests that L2 plays a stronger role than the L1 in the early sfdges
morphosyntactic development. Several studies investigating L3 developntieat in
initial state have found empirical evidence to support this model.

Bohnacker (2006) investigated the production of-sohjectinitial or verb
second (V2) word orden L1 Swedish learners of German. Bohnacker (2006) focused
on six participants dwf which three participangpoke Englishand the other three
had very limited competeaan English. The data from the six informantsre

collected at three differenties of his study. Both Swedish and German are V2
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languages, but English is nM2 languageAccordingto the author,he learners who
spoke English, transfer their L2 property into their L3 German. The results showed
that the participants whepokeEnglishdiffered significantly from the other
participants. The participants with L2 Ersljl used a significantly higher percentage
(41%) of subject initial structures in their productiaimereas those who did not speak
Englishnever did (0%).

Bardel and Blk (2007) investigated the placement of negatidm3iiswedish
and Dutch. Accordtg to the authors, because of the V2 property, in Swedish and
Dutch all finite verbs are raised to C°, while the negation remains in its original
position above the VP as {f2) and @3). In this study, the participants were learning
either Swedish obutch as I3 andhad a V2 language as either L1 or L2 and aVian
language as the other previously acquired language. The participants were introduced
Swedish negative sentencand they were encouraged to use negation in various
contexts. The participasvere audigecorded on two occasions. The stuBsbased
on two groups of participants. The first group corsisf five learners of Swedish as
their L3, whereas the secomploup was made up of four learners of either Dutch or
Swedish as L3. In the it recording, the participants whose L2 is a V2 language
produced 12 posterbal negation out of 15 sentences, whereas the participants whose
L2 is a noRV2 language produced n3 postverbal negation out of 14 sentences.
The latter group producadhgranmaticalpreverbal negation as illustrated i) with
an example from Swedish. In the second recording, the results were similar. The
participants whose L2 is a \ffedominanyf used postverbal negation (14/15 cases)
whereas the other group used a very p@stverbal negations (5/14). The results

suggest that the L3 learners whose L2 was V2 were more-téigen negation that
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the learners whose L1 was Vbherefore, the restd show that the L3 speakers have

not experiencafacilitative transfer from téir L1.

(12) Ginger pratar inte
Ginger speaks NEG
6Ginger doesn

[@))
—

(13) Ginger spreekt niet
Ginger speaks NEG
60Ginger doesnbét

(14) *Jan inter studear engelska
I NEG study English
61l dondét study

(@)

speak

(@}

speak

English. 6

Falk and Bardel (2011) further look into the role of L2 8acquisitionat

initial state. They investigated knowledge of object pronouns placement by L3

intermediatespeakers of Germawith two different L1 backgrounds. Twertyo

participants took parh the experiment and they were divided into two equal groups:

L1-FrenchiL2-English L3-German speakers$£11) and LiEnglish L2-French L3-

German speakers£11). The participants weredaanced L2 Frencbr L2 English

speakers.The authors tested the platent of object pronouns in main and

subordinate clauses in German. The object pronoun placement is preverbal in French

and postverbal in English. The object pronoun placement varigsrman between

poswerbal inmain clauss(as in15) andpreverbal insubclausg(as in B). Therefore,

the placement of object pronoun in main clauses corresponie English pattern.

However, the placement of object pronouns in subordinate clausespmngto the

French word order.

(15) Ich sehe ihn
| see him
o1l see hi mo

(16) Du weisst dass ich ihn
you  know that | him
6You know that |

sehe.
see
see hi mo
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The data was collected via a grammaticality judgeraadtcorrection task.
The task included sixty experimental sentences. The participants were asked to judge,
under time pressure, whether sentences werengadioal or ungrammatical, and if
ungrammatical to correct them. The results of the main clauseticonshowed that
the L1-Frenchi L2 Englishi L3-German speakers detected ungrammaticality in
sentences (ungrammatical preverbal object pronouns) with a signifibagttier
accuracy rate at 93.1% whereas theArlishi L2 FrencliL3 German speakers only
had anaccuracy rate of 28.7%. The low accuracy by thdebgjlish group suggests
that therds no fadlitative transfer fromL1 English whereas the first group {1
French L2 Englisti L3-German speakers) experieraeilitative transfer from L2
English. The resudtfor the subordinate clause condition evinced thaEhdlish L2-
French L3 German speakers detected ungrammaticdl/pdsal object pronouns
better than the L-French L2 Englishi L3-German speakers. Based on these findings,
Falk and Bardel (2011) argue thhe two groups have experienced facilitative transfer
from their L2 inL3 acquisition

Leung (2005) examines the® andL3 acquisitionof the Determiner Phrase
(DP) in French by two groups: an L2 group and an L3 group. The L3 group consisted
of L1-Chinesé L2-Englishi L3-French speakersi£41) whereas the L2 group had-L1
Vietnamese speakers with no English backgromrd ). The experiment also
included two control groups: L1 French speakar22®) and L1 English speakers
(n=27). The study tested thdlfoving functional categories: Determiner, Number
[Num], feature £definite] and the feature strength of Niben Chinese and
Vietnamese differ from English and French with regards to nominal properties.
English and French both have DP projections, whilm€de and Viethamese do not.

There is Edefinite] feature in French and English. However, such a formal feature is



31

lacking in Chinese and Vietnamese. The feature strength of Number is strong in
French but weak in English. There is overtdNum movementni French and also in
Vietnamese (adjectives are postnominal). However, there istoeNdm movement
in English (adjetives are prenominal). The data was collected via 5 tasks: an elicited
oral production task, an elicited written production task, a grdmatisy judgement
and correction task, a picture identification task and a multiptéce task. Let us now
turn to he results. The use of definite/indefinite articles by the L3 speakers was at
91% in the production task whereas Leung classesthe B2ksger s 6 r at e of ac-
use (71%) as relatively low by contrast. Moreover, the mean rate of omission of
definite/indeinite articles among the L2 speakers was significantly high (29%) in the
elicited written production task compare to that of the L3 spedRe84%) Moreover,
the acceptance rate of null determiners by the L3 speakers was significantly lower
(2.84%)thanthat ofthe L2 group(2.84%) However, with regard to the placement of
adjectives, the L2 speakers performed better than the L3 group thaditation from
VietnameseFor the L3 speakers, the L2 English grammar is facilitative in all nominal
propertieexcept adjective placemeiitherefore, based on these observations, Leung
(2005) suggests that L2 transfer is privileged in L3 acquisitio
2.3.3The Cumulative Enhancement Model

The Cumulativienhancement Model (CEM) proposes that any previously
acquired syntactic structure, both from t
acquisition and it predicts that prior language knowledgesohance subsequent
language acquisition or remain nelit In other words, this model does not predict
nonfacilitative transfer from either the L1 or L2. The pioneering study by Flynn et al.,
(2004) on the production of relative clauses byHakzakh L2 Russian L3 English

speakers provideempirical evidencéo support this model.
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Flynn et al., (2004) investigated two research questions in this study: (1) Do
the properties of the L1 grammar alone determine language learning in L3
development? In othavords, they wanted to find out whether thefdys a
privileged rolein L3/n acquisition (2) can grammatical properties of@rlinguistic
systemgetermine subsequent patterns? The second research question sonsider
whether syntactic knowledge acquitgglearners in one language would be retained
in the rew language.

An earlier study byrlynn and Lust (1981) looked at English monolingual
children acquiring English relative clauses using an elicited imitation task. In this
study, the children werer@sented with three types of relative clausesttiegt were
asked to reproduce by repeatagvhole utterancerlhe first two clauses were
embedded with antecedents as i) @nd (B) whereas the third sentence was a free
relative clause as in 9) (Flynnet al 2004, p.6). The authors state that theldhén
between 5 to 7 use free relative clauses instead of the clauses with antecedents.

(17) Big bird pushes the balloon [which bumps Ernie]
(18) Ernie pushethe thing [which touches big bird]
(19) Cookie Monster hitsvhat pushes Big Bird

And then, Flynn et al(2004) looked at a study by Flynn (1983) which
investigated the acquisition of three types of English relative clauses mentioned above
by two adult groups: L-Dapanedd_2 English speakers and tSpanishL2-English-
speakers. The results suggest that thédpghnese speakers are similar to the L1
English monolingual children in the previous stuBlpglish is a heathitial, right-
branching language, so relative clauses occur to theaigheir head noun. In
Spanish, relative clauses occur after the heaohr{to the right of the head noun), as in
English, butlapanese being a hefaglal, left-branching languageelative clauses

occur to the left of the head noun. Therefore, Flynn et al., (2004) arguleehét t
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Englishspeaking children and the L2 Japaa speakers learning English had no prior
grammatical experience with a headtial, right-branching language. The L1 children
had to determine this parametric value. With regards to the L1 Japanesesspibaler
had to establish this parametric valoe English because they did not have experience
with a heaenitial, right-branching grammar. The L1 Spanish speakers, on the other
hand, used clauses with antecedents. As discussed earlier, they havenexpétte
headinitial, right-branching grammamé English and Spanish are both heuiial,
right-branching languages). Based on the findifgyn et al., (2004) argue syntactic
structures acquired in L1 are extended to L2 and the study by Flynn(80ak) tries

to ascertain whether the syntaditructures learnt in L1 and L2 can be extended to an
L3.

Flynn et al (2004) examine the production of relative clauses of English by
adult learners whose L1 is Kazakh and whose L2 is RusHi@ne were33 adults
participated in the studyThey allhad learnt English as an L3. The study tested the
acquisition of three types of English relative clauses given/i9} via an elicited
imitation task. Kazakh is a hedidal, left-branching languagevhereas Russian is
similar to English, which is a hdanitial, right-branching language. The researchers
hypothesized thahe Kazakh speakersauld be influenced by either Kazakh or
Russian word order when building English relative clauses. Their resultsgeated
thattheadul t | e ar n eEngligh reative dausestwiasonmore prbéductive
thantheyoung learners. They were similar to the Spanish learners of the previous
study. The researchers conclude Rhat adul

(Russian) had influenced the developmentddtive clauses in English. Moreover,

L Flynn et al (2004)also included 10 children in their study but | focus here just on the investigation of
the adults
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Flynn et al (2004) argue that the children are only productive with free relative clause
because unlike adults, they do not have access to grammatical featuresL&f their
(Russian) grammar. The findings of the reskdrelped the authors to develop the
CEM. Unlike theAbsolutelL1 Transfer and L&tatusFactor models, the CEM argues
that L3 syntactic transfer is selective and comes from either the L1 or the L2. The
modelc | ai ms t hat the acqwed&idndnt lpg ogrees\si 0 L6
| anguages wi l |l have a Obootstrapping effe
acquisition This means that transfer is either facilitative or remains neutral.
2.3.4The Typological Primacy Model

TheTypological Primacy Model (TPM) has been developed by Rothman in a
series of studies (Rothman 2010, 2011, 2015) and it shares a common concept with the
CEM as both models claim that the L3 learner can transfer from both L1 andhe? at
initial stage of L3 language acquisition. Moreover, the model claims that the initial
stage transfer for multilingualism occurs selectively, depending on psypblmgical
proximity between the languages in contact (Rothman 2011:211). Unlike the CEM,
the TPM predicts both facilitative and néacilitative transfer.

The basic concepts of the TPM were introduced by Rothman and Cabrelli
Amaro (2010). The main objective of thetudy was to test the role of typologyliB
acquisition They tested th€EM and the LZStatusFactor by comparing acquisition
of null-subject parameter by two groups of L3 speakets=nglish L2-SpanishiL3-
Italian speakers and EEnglish L2-SpaniskiL3-French speakers. The authors explain
that the CEM does not predict néacilitative transfer irL3 acquisitionand they
wanted to develop a model that can also account fofawmilitative transferRothman
and Cabrelli Amaro (2010) designed a study \aithinteresting languagmmbination

The NulkSubject parameter does not ogge in English and French. Spanish and
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French are Romance languagasd they are typologically close to Italian. However,
the NullSubject parameter operates only in Italian Spdnish. The data was
collected via two tasks: a grammaticality judgememteztiion task and a context
sentences matching task. The study predicts that L3 Fepreetkerand L3 Italian
speakersvould experience transfer from the L2 Spardsie to theséhree languages
all being Romance languagé$owever, such transfer would henfacilitative for L3
French while facilitative for L3 Italian. The predictions of the study were Tinet.L3
French did not experience transfer from L1 English though it wioadé been
beneficial fortheir L3 development. The authors concluded thabkygical proximity
is a significant variable ih3 acquisition

RothmanandCabrelliAmaro(2010) question wheth&2 always transferinto
L3 or whethettransferoccus based orthe typological proximity between Spanish,
Italian and French. To answéiig question, Rothman presented a modified
methodology in his subsequent studies. Theretbeestudy by Rothman (2010) tries
to find out whether L2 always plays a sigaét role inL3 acquisitionor whether the
transfer is determined by typological ghmity between the languages involved. This
study examined knowledge of word order restrictionsedl&ddeclaratives and
interrogatives in L3 Brazilian PortugueselbyEnglish L2-SpaniskL3-Brazilian
Portuguesspeakers antd1-SpanisiL2 Englishi L3-Brazilian Portuguese speakers.
The two groups were at the initial stage of L3 Brazilian Portugaegaisition.
English has a relatively fixed SVO word order. HowegemeRomance languages
allow relatively free word order patterns. Subjeetb inversion irquestions is
allowed in all Romance languages, including European PortugueSpanish, VS
order is allowed in declaratives aisdequiral in interrogatives. However, In

Brazilian Portuguese, SVO order occurs in declaratives and interrogatives. Tderefo
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with regard to theword ordes in declaratives and interrogatives, English and
Brazilian Portuguese are similar. However, Brazilian Parésg and Spanish are
typologically similar. The results showed that both the L1 Spanish and L2 Spanish
groups expriencel nonfacilitative transfer from Spanish. Therefore, the author
argues that the results do not support either the CEhlkdr2 StatusFactor.

Rothman (2010) argues that L2 does not play a privileged ra@ atquisitionas
predicted by the L&tatusFactor. The transfer from English would have been
facilitative as predicted by the CEM. However, the groups did not experience
facilitative transfer from English. TherefoiRothman andCabrelliAmaro (2010)

argue that thir findingssupport the TPM.

Rothman (2011) provides further evidence to support the TPM. He examined
the domain of adjective interpretation by two groups: a groupt@fmediate L3
speakers of Spanish%12) and a group of L3 intermediate speakers of Brazilian
Portuguesen=15). The L3 Spanish speakers had Italian as their L1 and English as
their L2. The L3 Brazilian Portuguese speakers were English native speakers and their
L2 was Spanish. Unlike English, the Romance languages of this study (Spanish,
Italian and Brazilian Brtuguese) have grammatical gender. In these three languages,
nouns are inflected overtly for gender and number, and overt morphological marking
is also visible on the modifying determiner. In English, adjectives are placed in
prenominal position while iRomance languages adjectives are normally placed in
postnominal position. However, Romance languages do allow adjectives to appear in
prenominal position, entailing a change in the meaning. Therefore, Rothman (2011)
points out that the meanings of adjeesare determined by the placement of the
adjective. The first experiment was a semantic interpretation task in which the

participants read a short sentence that contained a DP with eithen@npirel or a
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postnominal adjective. The participants weskeal to select the meaning of the
adjectives from a given list. This task consisted of two versions: Spanish and Brazilian
Portuguese. The second task was a coittasél collocation task. In this task, the
participants read a short story and filleceitherthe prenominal or poshominal
blank with a given adjective. The results showed that the L3 Spanish speakers and L3
Brazilian Portuguese speakers did not differ from each other and the two groups had
targetlike performance in the two taskeherefoe, Rothman (2011) argues that the
transfer did not solely come from the L2, but the language that is
(psycho)typologically similar to the target language. In addition to the studids that
have discussed, a number of other studies have supported theviiieMinclude
Foote (2009), Iverson (2009) aKdlundary and Gabriele (2012).

The models thathave outlined so far make predietson linguistic
development i3 acquisitionat the initial stage. The next section consia¢ner

models that predict trafer from both L1 and 2

2.4  Other models that predict transfer from both L1 and L2
2.4.1 The Scalpel Model

In contrast to the models discussed so far, which primarily, focuseanitial
stage of L3 acquisitior§labakova (2016) proposed the Scalpel Model aay of
addressing how linguistic development unfolds beyond the initial stagesrding to
the authora needor a new model arises as some of the findings cannexiained
by the previous models.

The Scalpel Model incorporates some of theuiess of the CEM anthe TPM.
Like the CEM andhe TPM, this Model predicts that both the L1 and L2 are available
for the L3 speaker. However, as opposed toAthsolute L1Transfer and the L2

StatusFactor, the Scalpel Model maintains that none of theipusly acquired
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languages plays a privileged roleliB acquisition This model is based on the notion
that the multilingual linguistic competence is an amalgamation e§saimars
coming from all previously acquired languages. In order words, the b3ngaais
made up of a combination of L1, L2 and L3 grammars. Moreover, this notion is also
endorsed by Amaral and Roeper (2014) in their proposaltifple grammars and
se®ond language representatiofihe Scalpel Model argues that the transfer occurs
property-by-property and depends on the structural proximity between the previous
| anguages and the target L3. Allkeeady acqu
pr ec i sextmct BlandtLdoption relevant to the property acquirddin
acquisition(Slakakova, 2016. p. 6Based on this notion, the model rejects the
possibility of wholesale transfer B acquisition
Rothman (2015) argues that wholesale transfer is edoabas it will reduce the
cognitive burden for the L3 learner. However, Slabak@@4.6) points out that
wholesale transfer from one language means that the parser is blocking off other
systems already available for transfer. Therefore, she maintaingtbigsale transfer
maked._3 acquisitionmore costly. The Scalpel Model also comsgladditional factors
affecting transfer beyond the L1 transfer and L2 transfer. The model maintains the
scalpellike precision may be affected by other factors such atahitay of
unambiguous input, negative evidence and complexity of the L3 prop&etyording
to Slabakova (2016), these factors influence the success or failure of acquisition of a
property in L3.

Availability of clear L3 input is considered as orfdlee influential factors.
Slabakova (2016) explains that if a specific syntaatperty is readily available for
L3 learners, it makes it easier for them to It property In other words, syntactic

properties that are unambiguous and salientanrtput, perhaps due to high
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frequency, are acquired faster than less salient grepeSlabakova (2016) support
this claim by referring to the study by Slabavoka and Garcia Mayo (2015). In this
study, the authors compare two groups of L3 speakérBasqué L2-SpanishiL3-
English speakers and -SpanisiiL2-Basqué L3-English speakerdhis study tested
knowledge of null objects and topicalization in Englisbcording to Slabakova
(2016), with respect to topicalization, Basque and English work simikslin(20),
allowing fronting of an object or another constituent without a resumptitic in the
clauseinternal (argument) position. However, Spanish has a clitic left dislocation
construction, where the topicalized (fronted) object is doubled byraeiag clitic

(20b). Object drop is allowed in Spanish but not in English.

(20) a Did Susie like the wine?
b The wine she didnét drink (*it).

Slabavoka and Garcia Mayo (20fd)nd that the L1 Basque speakers and L1 Spanish
spealers successfully rejected null objects in English. However, topicalization in
English was problematic for the two group$ie authomttributed nortargetlike
performance on topicalization to insufficient availability in the L3 English input. The
author explains that topicalization is rare in Englesfird the two groups are not
exposedo it with sufficient frequency in order to acquireTihe authorlso maintains
thattheavailability of negative evidence in the input helps the learners toracaui
syntactic property fasteBlabakova (20163xplains that negative evidence is evoked
when an overt correction of erroneous leaner production is providé} §md she
argues that there is plenty of negative evidence in the English input to undehsta
the null objects are not permitted in English. However, negative evidescarce
with respecto topicalization in English. According to the author, thigesreason

why the learners showed different results with regards to the two properties.
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Given the youth of th Scalpel Modelthere are limited studies thavetested
it. However,Clements and Dominguez (2018) provide evidence in favouiiof th
model. They tested the acquisition of overt subject pronouns and null subject pronouns
in Chinese by L1Englisi L2-SpanishL3-Chinese speakers. The language
background of the L3 Chige speakers in this study is interesting as their L1 and L2
are not typologically related to Chinese. However, Spanish is similar to Chiotise
languages allow nlusubject pronouns in finite clauseshereas English obligatorily
requires overt subjectsNith regards to overt subject pronouns, Spanish is different
from both English and Chinese. In Spanish, the behaviour of overt subject pronouns is
governed by thevert pronoun constrain but it does not operate in English and
Chinese. The data was called via a written production task and a pronoun
interpretation task. As discluesbpreviously, the Scalpel Model predicts that transfer is
partial. The results ohis study support these predictions. The L3 speakers transfer
from L2 Spanish for null subgts and from their L1 English for overt subjects. The
results show that wholesale transfer from one language is not necessarily required for
L3 acquisition.

In summary, like the CEM, th8calpelModel supports properyy-property
transfer. Althoug it disregards some of the aspectthefTPM (wholesale transfer)
both models prediaionfacilitative transfer i3 acquisition One of the main
attributions of this model is that it offers an alternative hypothesis of L3 transfer.
Another recent modéehat predicts properthy-property transfer is thieinguistic
Proximity Model which is discussed in the next section.
2.4.2 The Linguistic Proximity Mod el

The Linguistic Proximity Model (LPM) (Westergaard et al., 2016) is another

recentL3 acquisitionmodel which shares some of the aspects with the CEM and the
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TPM. Together with the CEM, it predicts that acquisition is a cumulative praoess
togetrer with TPM, it predicts that transfer can be facilitative as well as non
facilitative. However, unlike i TPM, it argues that transfer is not wholesale and
neither L1 nor L2 plays a privileged role ih3 acquisition The LPM and the Scalpel
Model shareimilar views about.3 acquisition Both models argue that L1 and L2
grammars are availabler L3 speakersLike Slabakova (2016), Westergaard et al.,
(2016) argue that transfer occpropertyby-property and reject the typologital

based transfer. Inloér words, transfer occurs when a linguistic property in L3 input is
structurally similar to the L1 and LZhe LPM maintains that nefacilitative transfer
occurs when the parser misanalyses L3 input and assume that a property is shared
between the targét3 and the another previously acquired language.

Like that the Scalpel Model, the LPM being a new eipd limited number of
studies has been done within its framework. Westergaard et al. (2016) tested adverb
placement and subjeauxiliary inversionin English, to determine the source of
transfer in a group of NorwegigRussian bilingualsnE22) learningenglish as their
L3. Norwegian is a V2 language whereas Russian and English are not. Sebipect
inversion is allowed in English adbrwegian as inZ1) and @2) but not in Russian
as in @3). With respectto adverb placemenEnglish and Russian arevslar, with
preverbal adverbials (22hd 25). Howeveorwegianhas postverbal adverbias in
(26).

(21) What will the little girl read?

(22) Hva vil denlille jenta lese?
what will the little girl read
6What will the Iittle gir]l read?o

23) *Lt ®a mal ekh@®j ade vbodetklai t at 6 ?
What the little girl will read
60What will the Ilittle girl read?®

(24) Emma often eats sweets
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(25) Emma castojest konfety
Emma often eatssweets
OEmma often eats sweets. 0

(26) Emma spiser ofte  konfety
Emma eats often sweets
OEmma often eats sweets. o

Thedata was collected via a grammaticality judgment task. The results of
Norwegian Russian bilinguals were compared to two groups: a groupRfisdiain
L2-English spekers =31) and a group of L-Norwegiari L2-English speakers
(n=46). The results shadthatthe L1 Russian speakers and Norwegrarssian
bilingualsweretargetlike on adverb placement. Both groups experidraeilitative
transfer from Russian. Howevérl-Norwegian L2-English speakers were not
targetlike on adverb placemehfl Norwegian spders were nomativelike on
adverb placement. This suggestsfaxcilitative transfer from Norwegian. L1
Norwegian speakers and Norwegianssian bilinguals perfored better than the L1
Russian speakers on subjacixiliary inversion. According to the dudrs, the results
for adverb placement show that typological proximity between Norwegian and English
was overridden by facilitative transfer from Russian. The resthlbw that for the
bilingual group experience transfer from both Russian and Norwegidioragach
property transfer is based on structural similarity between the target L3 English and
previously acquired Russian and Norwegian. Tloeeethe authors arge that thi
findingscan be better explained by the LPM than other motiédseover this study
provides evidence that both languages (L1 and L2yea#ablefor transfer into an L3

if the structural similarities are met at a property level.
2.5 Overview of L3 Models

The Absolute L1 Transféviodel and the L2 Status Factor predict that initial

transfer is wholesale. As noted previously, the Absolute L1 Transfer claims that the L1
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is, by default, the privileged source of transfer in L3 acquisit@mther, it assumes
that the L1 serves as a filtelobking access to L2 grammars. Turning to the L2 Status
Factor, it claims that the initial state of the L3 morphosyntax is the L2 grammar. As
noted previously, Falk and Bardel (2011) claim that thehpspgical and cognitive
prominence of the L2 grammai@hs it to take on a significantly stronger role than
the L1 in the early stages of L3 morphosyntactic developrRament studies have
shown the L2 proficiency is a key factor in L3 acquisitibaung2005b) Slabakova
(2016) and Leung (2005b) argue thatre proficient L2 learners are more likely to
transfer properties from their L2. Jaensch (2009a) and Leung (2002b) made another
important observation. They state that L3 learners with a higher LZiprafy level
are likely to outperform those with lowkR proficiency even when the tarde?
property is not present in the L2.

Considering the CEM and the TPM together, unlike the L2 Status Factor, the
CEM maintains that transfer in L3 acqti@n can come from any previous language.
The TPM maimains that transfer always oceswvhereas the CEM claims thaansfer
always occurs if one of the previously acquired languages has the target property.
However, it isnotreasonabléo argue that tnasferalone will always account for nen
native speakeés b e h a v i o u r famil@rityhvghrvoctbalary, learnsng and
teaching setting, degree of concentration, duration of exposure to the target language,
motivation, etcouldalso influence thegrformance of nomative speakers
(Collentine & Freed2004).

It is worth noting that all the L3 models that we have discussed so far assume

that transfer always occurs, whether wholesale or propgrproperty, from L1 or
From L2. The L3 models geradly do not take into considering the effect of extra

linguistic factors (such as motivation, learning setting etc). This does not mean that
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these models do not deny the effect of ektrguistic factors on L3 acquisition, but
they limit their explanatioto the question of transfer. Interestingiylike other
models,as mentioned previously, the Scalpel Model considers the effect of certain
extralinguistic factors.

The CEM claims experience with any prior language acquisition can facilitate
subsequent language acquisitidhe TPM is similar tahe CEM as it predicts that
both L1 and L2 are available for L3 speakers. Further, both models predict that neither
the L1 nor the L2 has a privileged status in L3 acquisition. However, differemfy fro
the CEM, the TPM predicts both facilitative and #fanilitative transfer. Further, the
TPM hypothesizes that transfer is constrained by perceived typological proximity, also
known as psychotypology (Rothman 2015). One criticism levelled against thésTPM
that it does not specify what linguistic cues leasnuse to identify typological
proximity between languages (Amaro, Flynn, & Rothman, 2012). Rothman (2015)
provides clarification to this question.
typologicalsimilarity is based on whatever actual similaritiag be assessed from
limited L3 input as compared to the L1 and L2. Rothman (2013) explains that the
parser usefour types of linguistic cues (lexicon, phonologistalicture functional
morphology andyntactic structure) to determine typological proxynfietween
languages. As mentied previously, | tested the CEM and the TPM in this study.
Later in the thesis, | argue that if the TPM is correct, then, the L3 speakers would
transfer from English whitdf the CEM is correct, the L3 speakers would transfe
from Sinhalaasonly transfer from Sinhala wiknhancd.3 grammar development.

Turning to the Scalpel Model and the Linguistic Proximity Model, both these
models make similar predictioa®out the role of previous languages in L3 grammar

development. Unlike the TPM, these models claim that transfer in L3 acquisition
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occurs propertpy-property and claim that wholesale transfer is not beneficial for L3
grammar development. The scalpel madaims that the L¥plus-L2 combined
grammars act wht a scalpelike precision to extract the enhancing or facilitative
properties from L1 or L2. It also considers the factors affecting L3 grammar
development beyond L1 and L2 transfer. Further, likeSittedpel Model, the LPM
predicts norfacilitative tranger, which occurs when the parser misinterprets L3 input,
assuming that a property is shared between the L3 and other previous languages (L1
and L2).Regarding the representation of the previous langgiaghe multilingual

mind, according toAmaral and Reper (2014)all linguistic properties are tagged and
are available for subsequent languadedle3 provides a systematic comparison of
the L3 models.The next section outlines previous L2 and Liigts that are relevant

to the specific research topiof this thesis, namely adverb placement and object

clitics in French.

Table 3. Systematic comparison of L3 models

L3 proposals Different properties
Transfer Transfer Wholesale property-by-
fromL1 fromL2 transfer property

transfer

Absolute L1 Transfer 74 X 74 X
L2 Status Factor X /4 /4 X
Cumulative Enhancement 74 74 X /4
Model

Typological Primacy Model 74 4 4 X
Scalpel Model 4 4 X 4
Linguistic Proximity Model 74 4 X v

2.6 Previous research:Acquisition of adverb placement and object clitics in
French by non-native speakers.

Within the generative framework, L3 language acquisition research on adverb
placement and object clitics in French is quite scarce (Hermas, 2010, BoW®ver,

a fewL2 acquisitionstudies have investigated knowledge of adverb placement and
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object clitics by L1French L2-English speakers and tHBnglishi L2-French
speakers.

One of the seminal studies on adverb placement was done by White (1991).
Sheinvestigated knaledge of adverb placement in L2 English by native French
speakers of age 112. Two L2 groups participated in the study. The first group
received instruction on adverb placement (adverb graungl)the other group was
taught how to fornguestions (quesin group) in English. There were 82 participants
in the adverb groypvhereas in the question group, there were 52 participants. The
data was collected via three tasks: an acceptability judgement task, a preference task
and a manipulatiotask. The thretasks focusdon frequency and manner adverbs in
English and tested the following word ordersA®v-V-0O, *S-V-Adv-0O, Adv-S-V-0,
and SV-O-Adv as in (Z ad). In addition to these structures, the author also tested
sentencescludingintransitive verbs fllowed by PPs. Specifically, Whifecused on
S-Adv-V-PP order and-§¥-Adv-PP order as in @ab). SAdv-V-O order is
grammatical in English, but it is ungrammatical in French. The adverbs are placed
postverbally in French (as i®Rbutnot in English, vimich meanghat SV-Adv-O
order is ungrammatical in English. Therefore, White (1991) hypothesises that the
Frenchspeaking L2 English learners would acceptv&\dv-O order in English due
to transfer from their L1 French. The word orddfettences in Frech and English
related to adverb placement is also the topic of this thesis. | discuss the syntax of both
S-Adv-V-O and SV-Adv-O structures in more detail in Chapter 3. The other two
structures (Ad¥S-V-O and SV-O-Adv) tested in the stly are allowed ifFrench and
English. The participants were tested on different occasions: they were pretested and
posttested twice, immediately after instruction period, and again five weeks later. A

follow-up study was also conducted one year afteexiperiment
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(27) a.Susan often plays music
b.*Susan plays often music
c. Often Susan plays music
d. Susan plays music often.

(28) a. Jane sometimes goes to the movie
b. Jane goes sometimes to the movie.

(29) Les enfants attendent toujours les vacancesavec impatience.
the children wait always the holidays with impatience
060The Children impatiently wait for holida

In the pretest, the adverb group and question group accepted both grammatical
and ungrammaticatructures (SAdv-V-O and *SV-Adv-O). However, in the post
tests, there was a clear difference between the adverb group and the question group.
The adverb group was more tardjige than the question group on adverb placement.
According to the author, thadifference betwen the groups clearly suggests that clear
explicit instructions helps L2 learner to acquire target properties in English. In the
follow-up study, the adverb group, again accepted both grammatical and
ungrammatical word orders in Englishag®d on the ovell results White (1991)
argueghat two structures eexist in their grammars. The results are also compatible
with a more recent proposal on second language grammar representation by Amaral
and Roeper (2014). They argue that L2 intenegg is made uipoth of L1 and L2

grammars.

Rogers (2009) investigated knowledge of negation, adverb placement, subject
clitics and object clitics in L2 French. Thoulgare | focus just on the results for
adverb placement and object clitics. The daéa wollected frm seventyfive L1-
English L2-French speakers who were at different proficiency levels: beginner, low
intermediate, higlintermediate, lowadvanced and higadvanced. There were fifteen
participants in each group. The L2 speakers were divitte differentgroups

considering the length of instruction in French. A proficiency test was also
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administered to the participants to make sure that the groups are distinct. Ten L1
French speakers served as a control group. The data was collectednah an
productiontask, a comprehension task, an acceptability judgement task. In the
production task, thErenchnative speakengredominantlyused SV-Adv-X? order.
However, unlike the native speakers, the-native Speakers did not use/SAdv- X
orderpredominantlyin their production. The highdvanced group had 30% use of this
structurewh er eas al | of the other groupsdé use
than 20%). The results of the comprehension task showed that knowledge of adverb
placementncreases witlthe French proficiency of the learners. Turning to the results
of the acceptability judgement task, for the beginner rejection rate of ungrammatical
word order was at 45%and with 48% of rejection rate of ungrammatical order, the
low-intermediate group dinot differ significantly from the beginngroup The

rejection rate of ungrammatical order for low advanced and kaglvanced groups

were similar (41% and 40%) respectively.tAs authoexpected, in the acceptability
judgement tak, the acceptance tife ungrammatical word order-@&lv-V-X)

decreases witkrench proficiency. The overall results suggestetaept for high
advancedyroup,adverb placement seemst@problematic forall other groups
Therefore, it is fair to arguhat the results dhis study are similar to that of White
(1991). The results show that the grammatical and ungrammatical structubel{S

V-X and *SV-Adv-X) were accepted equalby the lower proficiency task

The second property investigatedhis study is objeatlitics. In French,
object pronominalization is realized preverbally as3i®) @ndl discuss the syntax

related to object pronominalization in French, English and Sinhala in Chapter 3.

2 Rogers (2009gxplains that X stands for objects.
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(30) Ellela lance
she it throws
6Shadrows it. o

The findings of the production task suggest that the use of preverbal object
clitics was not frequent in any group. TlReenchnative speakers only used preverbal
object clitics in 43% ofheir responselhe beginners and lewtermediate group used
preverbal objetcclitics very rarely (0.88% and 1.77% respectively). The-dmvanced
and highadvanced groups used preverbal object clitics less frequently thRretieh
native speakers (35% and 29% respectively). The authofoaisd thatin the
production tasktheuse of ungrammatical postverbal clitic was very aréhe non
native speakers (only in 4 cases). The most frequent order for the L2 speakers was S
V-O order (use of full DPs). The author also found a positive latioe between the
use of object clitis andFrench proficiency. In the comprehension task, the author
reports that the beginner and lomtermediate groups did not perfobreyond the
chance level on the object clitic items (44/150 and 43/150 respectiMeyever, the
other nonnative groupgerformed at above chance lexeh object clitics. In the
acceptability judgement tasthe beginner group performed tite chance leved
(31/60) on the preverbal clitic items. Interestingly, the beginner groupedjde
postverbal clitic items (&-Cl) morethan the object omitted items (&) (32/60
17/60). The intermediate groups also accepted the preverbal clitic items and rejected
the object omitted items at chance levels. The two intermediate groups were not
significantly different with regard tthe acceptance of the grammatical item&(&/)
and rejection of ungrammatical items @¥). Similarly, the native speakers and
advanced groups were not significantly different from each other on object clitics.

This study employs a proficiencystan which the participants were instrutte

to find whether a given word is a real French word or an invented (Ragers, 2009,
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p 171) As one of the limitations to the study, Rogers (2009) acknowledges that the
French proficiency test was not fingdained enough to discriminating the partarips
at the high ends.

One of the important studies investigating knowledge of object clitics in
French by child second language learners was done by Gruter (300%¢arold
Englishspeaking children with 2 French took part in the study. Their riéswere
compared with a group of monolingual francophone children and a group of children
with language impairment. The data was collected vieliaited production task and a
sentencepicture matching task. line elicited production task, the researche
presented a story (containing pictures) to the participants. While narrating the story,
the researcher asked questions about the pictures that the participants saw on a screen.
Considering the nature of the qtiess, the answers with object clitics were
considered the most felicitous choice compared to answers with full DPs. The
sentencepicture matching task tested whether the participants were sensitive to the
presence and absence of object clitics. The meshitw that the performance of the
child seeond language learners was taflijed in the sentenepicture matching task.
However, in the elicitation production task, for the L2 children object clitic omission
was the most frequent response type (53.66%avied by full DPs (19.5%). The
overall resilts suggest that the performance of the child L2 speakers was similar to
that of the children with language impairment as the two groups had a highly
significant object clitic omission compared to the monolindi@dcophone children.
However, the authalso suggests that object clitic placement errors were rare among
the L2 speakers. Other studies of object clitics in L2 French by White (1996) and
Paradis (2004) also confirm that object clitic omission errasraore frequent as

opposed to placement ers.
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Belletti and Hamann (2004) conducted a longitudinal case study on grammar
development in L2 child French. They looked at the French grammar development of
an ltalianspeaking child (Lorenzo). The autharso mpar ed Lorenzods da:
Germanspeking child (Elisa). Lorenzo started learning French at the age of 3;4 years
whereas Eliza exposed to French at the age of 2;8 years. However, by the time the data
was collected Lorenzo was 3;5 years old whereas Hirned to 4 years. They
analysed the @sof functional categories. For the purpose of the present study, | focus
only on the results for object clitics. The two children were audio recorded on five
different occasions. With regards to the acquisitibfunctional categories, German
0 ¢ h i l|ckshdwrpattern that may indicate transfer from her L1 German however,
the Italian child does not transfer from his L1 Italian. However, the results show that
both children used object clitic similarly. Thus, thawyitted object clitics at the initial
stage of exposure.

Another important studwhich investigatedhe acquisition of French object
clitics was done by Griter and Crago (2011). They investigated L1 transfer effect on
production and comprehensionaifject clitics by child L2 learners of Freh whose
L1 is either Chinese or Spanish. Spanish has object clitics which are similar to French,
but Chinese has no object clitics. The data was collected via an elicited production
task and a trutivalue judgmat task. The findings suggest that the Sgfaspeaking
learners performed better than the Chirgseaking learners in the production task.
Production of preverbal clitics was statistically significantly higher in the L1 Spanish
group (68.6%) in comparisao the L1 Chinese group (42.3%). Theyodisund that
the Chinesespeaker learners omitted object clitics (43.7%) significantly more
frequently than the Spanisipeaking learner@%). The two groups also produced full

DPs, which was at 38%owever, inthe truthvalue judgment task, the Chinese
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speaking learners rejected the ungrammatical object omission in FiérecEpanish
speaking learners performed at a higher accuracy than the Chinese counterparts
French This study shows the potential rolati.1l plays in the acquisition of object
clitics in L2 acquisition.

Hermas (2010) investigated knowledge of adverb placement in L3 acquisition.
To my knowledge, it is the only previous L3 study of adverb placement involving
French. However, in thistudy, French is the LHermas explicitlybuildsonWh i t e 6 s
research and dramn her designThe L3 speakers of this study are twenty Arabic
native speakers whose L2Rsench They were beginners in English and their L2
French varied between pdstermediate and advanced. The objectivehaf study was
to investigate whether Arabic plays a significant role in the L3 interlanguage. Arabic,
English and French differ wittespecto adverb placement. In French, frequency
adverbs occur postverbally (as robte 28) whereasin English, they arplaced
between the subject and the finite verb (as giverbia) 2Therefore, SAdv-V-O
structure idicensedn English but not in French. Unlike French and English, in
Arabic, both structures (8-Adv-O and SAdv-V-0) are grammatical. The author
predided that the L3 speakerowuld experience transfer from L1 Arabic and they will
use both structures interchangeably. The data was collected via an acceptability
judgement task (AJT) and a preference task. Each task/@s/French and English
versions. Thérench AJT included 12 grammatical targets/(&dv-O) and 12
ungrammatical targets (*¥8dv-V-0). The structure of the English AJT was similar,
with 12 grammatical targets {&dv-V-O) and 12 ungrammatical targets {¥YSAdv-
0).

The results show that the AJTs (French and English), the L3 speakers were

not targetlike on ungrammatical targets. In the French AJT, their accuracy rate on the
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ungrammatical targets was only 46.51%. In the English AJT, their accuracy rat

further degraded to 17.5%. The fings show the L3 speakers performed better in the
French preference task compared to its English counterpart. However, the results show
that the adverb placement has not been acquired either in L2 French or L3 Emglish.
the French preference task Frerch speakershowed a preference for the target

word order (SV-Adv-0O, 66.33% and *\dv-V-0, 11.66%) and In the English
preference task, they equally accepted both structurBg\S/-0, 39.16% and *S/-
Adv-0, 40%). Inthe acceptability judgment task, thecuracy rate for ungrammatical
order was low for both French and English (46% and 17% respectively). Based on the
results, Hermas (2010) argues that L1 plays a privileged ra@ atquisition
However,Slabakova (@16) argues that in this L3 study, wen only claim that the L1

is privilegedby making sure that the relevant properties are acquire® krench

because L2 Frenahnay be influenced by the L1 Arabic, so transfer from L2 could

look the same as transfeoimn L1.

Kong (2015) considers theterpretation of null subjects and object pronouns
in matrix and embedded clauses by tweintg adult Chinese speakers acquiring L3
French. This is the only L3 study of subject and object in French, to my knowledge.
The L3 French speakers were advancedEbglish Speakers. Kong also considers
another twentthree participants of the same L1/L2 background acquiring L3
Spanish. However, in this section, | consider only the L3 French results related to
object pronouns. Theata was collected via an error catien task. Kong tested null

object pronouns in matrix clauses as3f)( and also in embedded clauses as8i. (

(31) La voiturede Marie ne fonctionne pas. *Je vais préparerpour elle.
The car of Marie not work I will  fix for her
OMariebébs car doesnodét workoé. o616l fixt
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(32) La TV de Sophiene marchepas. *Jecrois que je vaispréparerpour elle
The TV of Sophienowork | thinkthat | will repair for her.
6Sopki &V is not workingd6. 61 think 1611

Chinese allows both overt and null object pronowigereas French is a non
null object language. The results show that the L3 French speakers of French failed to
detect ungrammaticalitgf null objects in the matrix and embedded clauses in French,
under norfacilitative transfer from Chinese.

The L2 and L3 studies that we have discussed so far have contributed to
enhance our understanding of L2 and L3 interlanguage grammars. \\g919 énd
Rogers (2009) provides informatifiedingsregarding grammar representation in L2
interlanguage. The Hermas (2010) study is an important study that investigated
knowledge of adverb placementliB acquisition Hermas (2010) also tested the
English andFrench proficiency of the participants via an oxford placement test which
hel ps the author to report a more accur at
(2010) argues that L1 takes precedence over L2 Frergth is psycheypologically
closer toEnglish. The authadrawshis conclusion by looking at the acquisition of two
properties related to verb movement (negation and adverb placemiesit) in
acquisition By looking at unrelated propertiesli acquisition will help us to make
firm conclusionsabout the role of L1 and L2 grammard.i® acquisition Therefore,
in the presenstudy, | decided to investigate knowledge of two propertast/érb
placementind object clitics) in L¥French Looking at the acquison of two
propertieswill help to uneerstand whether the transfer comes from one language or
from both previously acquired languages. The language combination in my study is
similar to that of the study by Hermas (201®)abic is a Semitic language wail
French and English are Indeuropeartherefore Englishis typologically more distant

from ArabicthanFrench is Similarly, Sinhala does not share any typological
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similarities with French and English. Although French differs from English on verb
movemetn, the participants would perceive Eisyl holistically closer to Frenclis
Rothman (2015) points out, the parser decides typological proximity between the
target L3 and other existing languages based on lexical, phonological, morphological
and syntacticues. Considering the three languagetheé present stugyt seems
reasonable to suppose that Sinkateylish speakers of L3 French might
(unconsciously) choose English over Sinhala to be more typological close to French,
especially considering lexicahd syntactic cues. As shown B2] with French

equivalent in italic, English and French have more lexical overlap than French and
Sinhala. Moreoveif-rench and English asyntacticallysimilar because they both

have a fairly fixed word order, unlike Sialla. Therefore, French, English and Bata
language combination would help us to ascertain whether the L3 speakers would
transfer from a language which they would perceive typologically close to the target
L3 French or whether they would transfer fromiithhé Sinhala which is structurally
similar to French with regards to the two properties investigated in this studynésee
next Chapter for details).

(33) a. Commence commencer
b. Pork- porc
c. Mutton mouton

In this Chapter, | haveutlined six L3 models which make different pictans
about the source of transfer in L3 acquisition. These models make testable predictions
about the role and degree of transfer from L1, L2 and sometimes both. | have also
outlined the most important sties that support the predictions of these nsadehe
present study aims to compare L2 and L3 French with the aim of shedding light on the
source of transfer in L8evelopmentBy comparing L2 and L3 French, the present

study also aims to test the predctmade by two competing models: the CEM and
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TPM. When the present study was designed, the two models outlined in Se4tion
had not been reported in L3 acquisition literature. Therefore, | considered the
prediction reported by the CEM and NIRvhen formuiating the hypotheses of the
study, which are morted in Chapter 4. In Chapter 7, | evaluate the predictions of the
two models (the CEM anithe TPM) in relation to the findings of this study and argue
that the results cannot be fully captured by the twoets. However, | demonstrate
that the resultsra compatible withwo othermodels: the Scalpel Model and the LPM.
The next chaptaepors the crosslinguistic difference between English French and

Sinhala with regards to verb movement and object pronominalization.
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Chapter 3

Syntactic background in Fench, Sinhala and English

3.1 Introduction

The present study focuses on knowledge of adpladement and object clitic
pronouns in French by two norative groupsvhose prior languages are4Sinhala
L2-English or LXEnglish.The aim ofthechapter is treefold: Firstly, to outline the
word order differences in English, French and Sinhalalatioa to adverb placement
and object pronominalization; secondly, to underline the syntactic differences in the
three languages with regards to verb movement bjatiopronouns; and thirdly, to
examine how syntactic theory underpins the word order diffegs in the three
languages. Therefore, the empirical study of French word order acquisition-by non

native speakers forms the heart of this thesis.

3.2 Adverb placemert in English and French

Adverb placement in French and English is relatively free. Botguages
allow adverbs in prsubject position as ir88) and @4) and at the end of the VP as in
(35) and 86). However, French and English show certantrastaith respect to
adverb placement. In English, adverbs may appear between the subjiet finite
verb as in 87). However, English does not allow adverbs between the finite verb and
the direct object as ir88), whereas in French they may, as can ba 8e€9). As
illustrated in 40), in French, adverbs may not intervene between thecudnd the
finite verb, unlike in English.
(33) Lentementil it sonroman.

Slowly he reads his novel
6SIl owly he reads his novel .6
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(34) Slowly, he reads hisavel.

(35) I it son roman lentement.
he reads his novel slowly
'Her eads his novel sl owly. o

(36) He reads his novel slowly.

(37) Pierre often watches TV
(38) *Pierre watches often TV.

(39) Pierre regarde souventla télé.
Pierre  watches often the TV

OPierre often watches TV. 6
(40) *Pierre souventregarde la télé.

Pierre often watches the TV

6Pierre often watches TV. 6

3.2.1Verb movement in French and English

Thedifference between French and English with regaabligerb placement
has been studied by a number of authBragnds, 1978Pollock, 1989; Chomsky,
1989). For the purpose of this study, | will focus on the account by A8e8), who
gives a detailed account of verb movement in French. Adger (2003) explains that
when pinfl:] on vis valued byT, [ulnfl] is always strong in French. To satisfy the
strong pLInfl] vmoves to T as indQl). However, in English, whennfl] on vis
valued byT, [ulnfl] is always weak. As a result,does not move to T as ing). How
does the v movement affect the position of adverbs in French and English? In
French, when v moves to T in order to check strong features of [ulnfl], theviamtie
ends up preceding the adverb asdi@).(In English,v does nomove to T in order to
check featugs of uInfl] and as a result, the lexical verb does not precede an adverb as

in (44) (Emonds, 1978Pollock, 1989; Chomsky, 1989; Adger, 2003).



(41) TP

/\

NP T6 [tensud*] pres, T,

Pau /\V P

T[Pres] NP 0]
/\ < Paul> /\
<> VP

v0|t {;mqﬂ: Pres*| |

<V> NP
Marie

(42) /TP\
NP T6[tenseN] pres, T,

Paul T /\
/\
< PauI> /\

sees [uIan Pres] /\

Marle
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(43) TP

NP 6 [tensuR*q] pres, T,

— Vv T /\
\Y % <Paul > v O
voit [ulnfl:pres*] /\
<> <VP>
souvent l /\
JEERRVS NP
Marie
(44) TP
NP UN*] T6 [tense:

AN

T vP

RN

Adv vP

<Paul > v 6

/N

<> <\P>

often  seefuInfl: pres] /\

<V> NP
Marie
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In sum, English is a language with weak inflection and lexical verbs cannot
raise from thdase position to the head of TP, therefor¥,-Bdv-O word order is
ungrammatical in English. However, the same word order is grammatical in French as
verbs obligatorily raise from V to T. The next section investigates adverb placement in
Sinhala to findout whether Sinhala also shows certain contrast with respect to adverb

placement.

3.3 Adverb placement in Sinhala

As mentioned previoushBinhala is the majority language of Sri Lanka. It is
the southernmost Indaryan language along with closely relatetv&hi of the
Maldive Islands (Gair, 1982). For over two millennia, it has been isolated from its
sister languages of the north by its meldocation. However, it has been in constant
contact with Dravidian languages, especially Tamil Malayalam. Despitstithng
influence of Dravidian languages, Sinhala has retained itsAngan identity (Gair,
1982).The syntactic analysis in Section3rl shows that the structures with adverbs
present two sequences{SAdv-O and SAdv-V-0) in French and English. &h
section attempts to demine which sequence is possible in Sinhala. To answer this
guestion, data given id)-(48) will be analysed. The data given #5j, show the
canonical word (SOV) order in Sinhala. However, the datdGngnd @7) show that
S-V-Adv-O and SAdv-V-O orders are grammatical in Sinhala. One of the important
features that Sinhala shares with Dravidian |laggsarethatSinhalahas a Focus
feature(Gair, 1982) There are two main strategies that Sinhala employs in focusing a
constituat: (i) the lexical verb appears with thesuffix as in 46) and when this rule
is violated, it leads to ungrammaticalityiag48); (ii) the focus element is always

placed after the finite verld§)-(47) (the focus element is in boldface). Therefore, th
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data shows that-8-Adv-O and SV-Adv-O structures arkicensedn Sinhala focus

constructions.

(45) manp nitem pobD balenrmwa
I often bookDEF look-PRES
ol often read the book. 6

(46) manp balenne nitero  potb
I lookPRES.E often bookDEF

60ften, I read the book. 06
(47) manp nitem balenne pot-D
I often look-PRES.E book-DEF
Ol t i s the book that I often read. 6

(48) *mamp balennwa nitem potD
I look-EMPH often  bookDEF

3.4 Syntax of focus constructions in Sinhala

Sinhala Focus constructions have been studied by various authorsL@38ir
Fernando, 273; Abrew, 1980; Kariyakarawana, 1998; Sumangala, 1988;
Henadeerage, 2002). For the purpose of this study, the accdiatef(2011) on
Sinhala focus constructions will be considered. Slade (22¢lles that the-suffix of
focussingverbs is an affixvhich is generated in the head of FocusP. The main verb
first raises from V to | and then raises from | to the head of FocusP where it picks up
thee-suffix as in 60). According to Slade, a focus contruction lik&)(has the
structureillustrated in 61). The focus element bears a valued iFocus[+] feature and an
unvalued featuraExist[ ]. The morphemee, residing in the head of FocusP, bears an
unvalued uFocus| ] feature, valued iExist[+] feature and an additional Edge feature
(whichtriggers overt mouaent of the focus element 8pecFocusp If the head of
FocusP bears an Edge feature, the focus element moves overtly to SpecfocusP where it
satisfies the features [iIFocus[+] anBXxist[] and appears to the right of thenarked

verb as in%1) (Slade, P11, p. 51).
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(49) eyaa deekke Nimal
he see PRES.E  Nimal
o0l t was Ni mal whom he saw
(50) CP
Focmomp

F o c us P 6SpecFocusP

S

TP Focus
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(51) CP

FocCusP COMP

/\

Focus©od Ni mmal

N

TP Focus

/\ dae|kke

NP T6

N

eyya vP T

<eyya> v O

<Nimmap> <daekk>

The next impadiant questiorto consider is whether the proposal of Slade
(2011) can accommodate/slv-V-O and SV-Adv-O structures that the present study
intends to examine. Following the account of Slade (2011), | suggest that the
sentences irbR) and 63) would havehestructures given in5d) and 65)
respectively. In%4) , t he f obatisi £l moneend @dvertly to Sj
(appearing, on the surface, to the right ofétmearked verb). Ing5) , baib¢c e 6
scrambles to the right of the focused elendimpnptpdin accordance with the
scrambling nature of Sinhaldowever, the object scrambling mot obligatoryn (55)

asit may also appedretween the subject atiae finite verb.
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(52) eyaa ikmpnptp kanne bat (S-Adv-V-0)
he quickly  eatPRES.E rice
6lt is rice that he eats quickly. o
(53) eyaa kanne ikmpnotp bat (SV-Adv-0)
he eat PRES.E  quickly rice
OQuickly, he eats ricebo
(54) CP
Focus{\COMP
Fogcusb®d bat
TP Focus
Kann-e
NP TO6
eyya Y T
/\ <kann>
Adv vP
ikmbnptp /\
<eyya> v O
/\/P\ <kann>
NP \Y

<bat> <kann>



(55) CP

N

FocusP

/T

FocusP bat
Focus 6 ikmbpnotp
TP Focus

Kanne
NP

N

eyya vP T

///K\\\\\ <kann>

Adv vP

<ikmbnptp>
<eyya> \%

o

VP <kann>

N

NP V

<bat> <kann>
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3.5 The crosslinguisticdifferences between Frenoh, English and Sinhala with
respectto adverb placement
As outlined in this chapter, inflection has a weakedture in English and the

finite verb remains within the VP. Failure to raise resulisnigrammatical S/-Adv-
O orderin English. However, h French, whenulnfl:] on v is valued byT, [ulnfl] is
always strong. To satisfy the strongrfl] v moves to T. Finite verbs end up
preceding the adverb whemoves to T. V to T movement prevent&\8v-V-O
order and permits-§-Adv-O order in Frenchnl Sinhala focus constructions, lexical
verbs raise from V to | and then to the head of FocusP. Unlike in French, in Sinhala,
verb movement is triggered by the suféixesiding in the head of FocudRRoreover,
as illustrated in (2Rand (23), Sinhala fosuconstructions can accommodat¥ -&dv-
O and SAdv-V-O structures. Tablé summarizes the word order in relation to adverb
placement in French, English and Sinhala.

Table4. Word order in Frenctgnglish and Sinhaléadverb placenr&)

Word order French English Sinhala
S-Adv-V-O X 74 74
S-V-Adv-O V X v

3.6 Object pronominalization in French, English and Sinhala

The present study also focuses on knowledge of object clitic pronouns in
French by nomative speakershoseprior languages are E$inhald L2-English or
L1-English.Therefore, it is important to understand the crosslinguistic differences in

English, Frenb and Sinhala with spectto object pronominalization.

3.6.1 Syntax of object pronominalization in Frend, English and Sinhala
When an argument denotes a referent that is salient in the discourse, either

through previous mention or visual presence, it is typically expressed as a pronoun
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(Gruter & Crago, 2011). As illustrated i®6) the referential pronouis expressed
overtly in English and overtly expresses referential object pronouns are obligatory in
English (as illustrated irb()).

(56) Speaker A: Do you read the newspaper?
Speaker B: Yes, | read it.

(57) Speaker A: Do you read the newspaper?
SpeakeB: *Yes, | read .

In French, object pronominalization is realized through a clitic or a weak
pronoun (Kayne (1975). Closer inspection of the clitic construction giveB8i)(
allows us to comprehend that in French clitics precede inflected vertarsmnother
Romance langages. As a result, the canonical pastbal argument position remains
phonetically empty (Kayne, 1975; Sportiche,1992). Sportiche (1992) argues that in
clitics construction such aS&b), the postverbal argument position idléd bypro and
pro must ke licensed by an overt preverbal clitic. The absence of an overt clitic leads to
ungrammaticality as irb@-c).

(58) a. Speaker A: Este quetu lis le journal?
Q you read the newspaper
60Do you reaedr 26he newspap
b. Speaker B: Oui, je le lis (pro).
yes, | it read
0Yes, Il read it. o6
c. Speaker B: *Oui,je lis (pro).
yes, | read
0Yes, I read. 6

In some languages, pronominalization can be realized through the omission of

the relevant argument. Ihdse languages, referential object pronoun can be omitted as

shown with examples from Chinese, which allow both overt and null referential

pronouns. Thexamples§9-b) and 69-c) show this phenomenon.



69

(59) a. Speaker a: Zhangsan kanjian Lisi le ma?
Zhangsan seersT3sSG Lisi le Q
O0DIhhngsas ee Li si ?0

b. Speaker b: ta kanjian ta le.
he seersT.3sG him le
6He saw hi m. 0

c. Speaker cta kanjian le.
he seesT3.sG le
OHe saw. 0 (Huang 1984, p.533)

The same phenomenon can be observed in Sinhala. Like Chinese, Sinhala
allows both overt and null referential pronguas demonstrated i6(b) and 60-c)
respectivelyThe canonical word order of Sinhala being SOV, it has a-fieald
phrase structure in which complements precede the head. As we noted prewiously,
Sinhala focus constructions, lexical verbs raise fxbota | and then to the head of
FocusP. Howevein the absence dhe suffixe, V-to-T movement is not triggered.
Therefore, sentence i6@b) would have the structure given 8.

(60) a. Speaker A: oyya Mala deekka do?
you Mala seepsT.lsG Q
O0Di dsge®uMal a?o

b. Speaker B: mam eyya daekka.
I her see PST1SG

A

o1 saw her . 6

c. Speaker B: mam daekka.
I Se&e-PST.1.SG

A

ol saw. 0
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(61) TP

/O

NP TO6
mano vP

.
<eyya> v O

Nimmal <daekka>

Objectclitic constructions in French have been the topic of a number of studies
(Borer 1983; Kayne 1975; Rowlett 2007; SportistB86). However, for the purpose
of the present study, | focas the account proposed by Rowlett (20Rwlett
(2007: 91) argues that the presence of clitics can be taken as evidence of verb raising.
He explains that clitics are generated under the be@&diticP. In order to check
inflectional features, the veraises over the clitic from V to T whereupon the clitic

attaches to the verb as illustrated62)(

(62) TP\
T6
/T\ CliticP
Cl Y Clitic vP

<Cl> <>
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3.7 The crosslinguistic differences between French, English and Sinfzalvith

respect to object pronomindization

Thecrosslinguistic differences between the three languages can be
summarised as follows: first, in contrast to English, both in French and Sinhala, object
pronominalization is expressed preverpaBecond, neither French nor English allow
referential null objects. However, in Sinhala, a referential object pronoun can be overt
or null (Table 5)

Table5. Word order in French, English and Sinhédaject pronominalization)

French English Sinhala
Preverbal objectnpnouns/ clitics 4 X 4
Null objectpronouns X X 4
Overt object pronouns X 74 4

3.8 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have seen that differences in surface word order between
French, English and Sinhala can be accounted for diffeeghti/positions. In French,
the finite verb raises whereas in English finite verbs do not. Similar to French, in
Sinhah, the finite verb raises from V to T. The verb movement in French is a result of
the strong (ilnfl:] feature whereas in Sinhala, the benovements triggered by the
suffix-e residing in the head of FocusP. Further, in both Sinhala and French, verb
movenent permits S/-Adv-O order. This chaptdrasalso outlined the crosslinguistic
differences in French, English and Sinhala witbpecto objectpronominalizationIn
English, object pronouns are expressed overtly whereas, in French and Sinhala, object
pronominalization is expressed preverbally. The research questions and hypotheses
detailed in the following chapter are formulated afteeftdly considering the

syntactic differences discussed in this chapter.
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Chapter 4

Research Quesgins and Hypotheses

4.1 Introduction

To determine the source of transfer in L3 acquisition, the present study
compares knowledge of adverb placement dyeab clitics in French by L-Binhala
L2-English L3-French speakers ahd-Englishi L2-French speakerss we noted in
Chapter 3, | explained the adverb placement and object clitics in French in relation to
verb movement. Therefore, it is the verb moventleat | tested in the present study.
However, in the thesis, | refer to adverb placement be¢hagasition of the adverb
helps us to understand where the verb is. Some authors who have investigated the
acquisition of the verb movement by L2 Fremch.2 English speakers hawatsoused
the term "adverb placement” to explain learners' behaviour (Whigé4; R@gers,

2009. Similarly, I have used this term to refer to the L2 and L3 French learners'
behaviour.

To understand the source of transfer in tguasition of French, the present
thesis tests the predictions made by two competing modelSutinelative
Enhancement Model (CENFlynn, Foley & Vinnitskaya, 2004) artde Typological
Primacy Model (TPMRothman 2010, 2011). Moreover, the present stddytianally
tests knowledge of adverb placement and object pronouns in English®inhdla
L2 English speakers. This chapter is organized as follbw4& st presergthe research
guestions framing the present study. Secondbutlinesthe differenthypotheses that
| have formulated in relation to L3 acquisition of French adverbs and objact.cli

Finally, the research question and hypotheses related to L2 English are considered.
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4.2 Research questions on L2 and L3 French

Three overarching reaech questions frambe present studyrhe first two (in
63 and64) are considered in thgection.

(63) Research Question 1:

Wh a t are the characteristics of adverb

i n L3 Fr-&naolhtaz wE ngll i scompaeg with k2 drnersch by L1
English speakers?

(64)Research Question 2:
To what extent can ei ther t he CEM

characteristics?

In order to address Research Question 1, the present thesis tests knowledge of
adverb placement andjebt clitics in L2 and L3 French via three experimental tasks,
which are reported in Chapter 5. To address Research Question 2, the results of the
experiment are considered in relation to the predictions of the CENMham&M. Six
hypothesesvere formulagéd based on Research Questions 1 and 2. The next section
details theehypothese relation to the two structures investigated (adverb

placement and object clitics) the present study

4.3Hypotheses on L2 and L3 French

The hypotheses on L3 Frencle dramed in relation to the TPM atite CEM.
Therefore, let us recall the predictions made from bthCEM andhe TPM about
the source of transfer in L3 acquisitidrhe CEM proposes that any previously
acquired syntactistructures, both fromtheleae r 6 s L1 and L2 are
acquisition. It predicts that prior language knowledge can enhance subsequent
language acquisition or remain neutral. In other words, it does not predict non
facilitative transfer from eithehe L1 ortheL2. The TPMclaims that initial state

transfer occurs selectively, depending on psygipological proximity between the

or
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target L3 and prior languages (Rothman, 2011, p. 211). Unlike the CEM, the TPM
predicts both facilitative and nédacilitative transfer. The followig hypothesesest
the predictions made by the two models. The next section considers the hypotheses on
L3 adverb placement.
4.3.1 Hypotheses on adverb placement
4.3.1.1 Hypothesis 1: L3 French adverb placement under the CEM

As detailed in Chapter 3, Sinhala a® SV-Adv-O structure in focus
constructions (as i65). Therefore, if the CEM is correct, then the-Sinhala L2
English L3 French speakerssill experience facilitative transfer from Sinhala with
regard to adverb ptament in FrenctFor theL1 Englishi L2 French speakerS;V-
Adv-O structure is not available in their L1 English. Thereftire,L3 French
speakers will be more targkdte than the L2 French speakers on adverb placement
due to facilitation from Sinhala.

Let us now turn to a much narrowmediction.As noted in Chapter 3, the
focus element is always placed after the finite verb witrethigffix. Recalling the
examples in Chapter 3, repeated here as (65) and (66), allows us to understand that the
strudures that the parser uses in Sintlgdpend on the focus element of the sentence.
As a result of word order effects related to focus constructions, eftear(time
adverbial)is in focus, SV-Adv-O structure is required (as in 65) wherea&dy-V-O
strudure is used as the focus shiftdtmk (as in 66).Thereforejf the CEM is correct,
then the L3 French speakavsl use the targelike adverb placement in a context
where they have to focus on time adverbials as in (67).
(65) manp balenne nitero  potb

I look-EMPH often bookDEF
60ft en, [ read the book. 6
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(66) manp  nitem balenne pot-D
I often look-EMPH  bookDEF
Ol t i s the book that I often read. 6

(67) Question Quand estce que Simon fait ses devoirs ?
When is-it that Simon does his homework
OWhen does Simon do his homewor k?6

Answer: Il fait  toujours ses devoirs le matin.
He does always his  homeworkthe morning
OHe al ways doesthies mbomewgr k i

4.3.1.2 Hypothesis 2: L3 French adverb placement under noffiacilitative transfer

from Sinhala
In Sinhala, as illustrated i66), S Adv-V-O order is required in a context
where the object of the sentence is in foduerefore, under an L3 acgition model
that posits notfacilitative transferif the L3 French speakers transfer from L1 Sinhala,
they will be nortargetlike in acontext where the direct object is in focus as in (68).
(68) QuestionDe quel instrumentde musique estce que Simon joue ?
Of What instrumentof music is-it that Simon plays
OWhich musical Il nstrument does Sin
Answer: *Il  frequemmentjoue de la guitare a | 6école.

He frequently plays  of the guitar at the school.
He frequently plays the guitar at

4.3.1.3 Hypothesis3: L3 French adverb placement under the TPM

If the TPMis correct, then the L3 group will transfer from English which they
will perceive as much closer to Frertlan to Sinhalalf the L3 Frenchspeakers
transfer from English, they would assume tHa#Adv-V-O structure is grammatical
in French and as a result, they will be fiargetlike in adverb placement in French.

Moreover, their results in adverb placement will be similar to the L2 Frereztkers.
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4.3.2 Hypotheses on object clitics
4.3.2.1 Hypothesis 4: L3 use of object clitics under the CEM
Example (60) in Chapter 3, repeated here as (69), recall us that Sinhala allows
both overt and null referential pronouns. Moreover, similar to French, object
pronomiralization is realized preverbally in Sinhala. Therefore, according to the CEM,
the L3 French speadkiekres tvhialnl tbhee nbo2r eE ntga ri gset
preverbal clitics as in (70) due to facil
will aé sbdbhdket on ungrammati cal object omi s:¢
transflLeZEn @ Ir iosnh .
(69) Question: oyya Mala deekka dp?
You Mala seePST Q
6Did you see Mal a?bb
Answer A: mamd eyya daekka.
I her seePST
6l saw her. o
Answer B: manp daekka.
I seePST
6l saw. 0
(70) Question Estce que tu vois tes amis ?

is-it that you see your friends
o you see your friends?56

Answer : Oui, je les vois souvent.
Yes [ them see often.
6Yes, I see them often. 0

(71) Question as in (6).

Answer: *Oui, je vois souvent.
Oyels see oftenbd
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4.3.2.2 Hypothesis 5: L3 use of object clitics under nosfacilitative transfer from

Sinhala

As noted in (69), Sinhala allows nulifeeential pronouns. Therefore, if the L3
French speakers experience +iaailitative transfer from Sinhala, they will accept

ungrammatical object clitic omission as in (71).
4.3.2.3 Hypothesis 6: L3 use of objectlitics under the TPM

If the TPM is correctb © h t FRrenchlsBakei® ntd hLeZrench speakers
wi || have degraded accuracy an-flapetfoamanm
transfer from Engl i shHaveverpbogheulpasl weliltiha
strong rej ectciadn oodofj eucntgrcammatci omi ssi on dt

from English.

4.4 Research question on L2 English

As noted previously, the present study tests three research questions. The third

research questioreptains to L2 English by L-Sinhala speakers.

(72) Resarch Question 3:

To what extents the acquisition oadverb placement and object

pronominalizatiorof L2 English speakers is influenced by their L1 Sinhala?

Research Question 3 is tested using two experahtrsksto be detailed in the

next chapte
4.5Hypotheses on L2 English

In the present study, it is also essential to test knowledgeéveirb placement
and object pronouns in L2 English by the-&ihhala L2 English speakers to
determine whether both the properties are established in thEingl/ishasthe nature

of any transfer from L2 to L3 will depend on the nature of the relevantlkdge in
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the L2 I first consider the hypotheses on L2 English adverb placement before turning

to L2 English object pronouns.
4.5.1 Hypotheses on L2 English advdy placement

The present thesis tests two hypotheses related to L2 English adverb placement.

Theyare detailed in the following sectign

4.5.1.1Hypothesis 7: L2 English adverb placement under facilitative transfer from

Sinhala

If there is L1 transfer it L2 English, thd.1-Sinhald L2-English speakenill
use targetike adverb placement in a context where they have to focus on the object

pronoun as in (73).

(73) Question: Which musical instrument does Simon paly?
Answer: He frequently plays the guitdarsahool.

4.5.1.2 Hypothesis8: L2 English adverb placement under nodfacilitative transfer
from Sinhala

In a context where thel-Sinhald L2-English speakensave to focus on the
time adverbial as in (74), their adverb placement will betaogetlike due tonon
facilitative transfer from SinhalaAs exemplified in (74),iHe L2 English speakers

would use postverbal adverbials.

(74) Question: When does Simon do his homework?
Answer: He doealwayshis homework in the morning.
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4.5.2 Hypotheses on L2 English object pronons

4.5.2.1 Hypothesis 9: L2use of object pronouns under facilitative transfer from

Sinhala

As detailed in Chapter 3, Sinhala accepts both overt and null object pronouns.

Therefore, theL1-Sinhald L2-English speakersvill be targetlike on overt object

pronounas in (75).

(75) Question: Do you see your friends?
Answer: Yes, | often see them

4.5.2.2 Hypothesis 10: L2 use of object pronouns under nofacilitative transfer

from Sinhala

However, they will also be netargetlike on ungrammatical object pronoun

omission mder norfacilitative transfer from Sinhala as in (76).

(76) Question: Do you see your friends?
Answer: *Yes, | often see.

4.6 Conclusion

This chapter has presented the research questiorg/patheses that the
present thesis endeavours to test withaihe of understanding the source of transfer
in L1 Sinhal&dL2 Engliski L3 French interlanguage ahd Sinhald L2 English
interlanguagel have formulated the hypotheses in order to test twoenfial L3

models the CEM andthe TPM) which provide noftongrient predictions about the

source of transfer in L3 acquisitoh.h e next chapter outlines

research design used in the presenterstudy

t
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Chapter 5

Methodology

5.1 Introduction

This chapter adilines the methodology used in this study to empirically
examine knowledge of adverb placement and object clitics in L2 and L3 French
acquisition. The chapter is organized as followsrst introduces the participants
Secondly, it outlinethe pretaslks that the participants were asked to complete prior to

the experimentThirdly, it detailsthe experimental tasks along with their rationale.
5.2 Participants

Ninety-two participants too part in the study. There were two experimental
groups and two cordt groups. Two experimental groups (hereafter-native
speakers) included thirty L3 French speakers (female: 29; age mode: 21; ra@dg: 20
and twentyeight L2 French speakers (fema2€; age mode: 18; range:-58) whose
prior languages were k$inhabi L2-English (hereafter L3 speakers) or-Ehglish
(hereafter L2 speakers). Two native control groups included seventderehdh
speakers (female: 12; age mode: 20; rang4@nd seenteen LiEnglish speakers
(female:15; age mode: 19; range48). Two control groups and the L2 speakers were
recruited from the University of York, UK whereas the L3 speakers were
undergraduate students from the University of Kelaniya, Sri Lanka. Alhative
speakers were enrolled in French classes as part of a Faegciage degree, except

for two among the L2 speakers who were enrolled in a University of York French



81

class open to the general public. The L1 French speakers were visiting students fro

France, enrolled in undergraduate degree programmes at the Unigéhsork.
5.3 Language questionnaire and proficiency test measures

Considering the long nature of the experiment, a short language background
guestionnaire was administered to all plagticipants gee Appendix )L The
guestionnaire consisted of threections. The first section asks for biographical
information whereas the second section elitinguistic information The results are
summarized in Tabl6. In the third section, theon-native speakers were asked to
selfassess their proficiency iméhch.However, he selfassessment resulise not
reporteddue to the difficulty of developing a means of quantitatively interpreting
such, bydefinition, subjective data. For this reas the seHassessment data was not
used in checking whether the tgomups have comparable levels of French
proficiency, and instead the proficiency task results alone (Babkere used for this
purpose. For completeness #adf-assessment resulise given in Appendi®. The
nortnative speakers confirmed either Esblor Sinhala as their first language. The L2
speakers have been learning French longer time than the L3 sp&hleckd French
control group reported French their native languagevhile the L1 English control
group reported English as their nativedaage.

Table6. Summary of participants background questionnaire

Group Age Gender Years of formal
Mode Range Male Female instruction in French
mean (SD)
L3 Speakers 21 20-25 01 29 3.94(0.26)
L2 Speakers 18 1854 08 20 6.710.59)
L1 French speakers 20 20-24 05 12 n/a

L1 English speakers 19 17-28 02 15 n/a
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As mentioned earliethe nonnative speakers completed a validatkxte test
in French, developed biremblay& Garrison (2010)geeAppendix3). The authors
reportt hat the main purpose of <creating the
and practical tool which helpgssearchers to discriminate between L2 French learners
from a wide r ange(p. &%) Thp cloae testchaddeen yalidhtedbye | s 6 6
recruiting French learners from the University of lllinditie test involves filling
forty-five missing wordsn a text(see Appendi8).For t he base text , t
select-adadembno art ilcel eMdodmediissingtwerds in€ludex m
23 content words (nouns, adjective, verbs,)ead 22 function words (determiners,
prepositionspronouns, et¢. The i ndepenttent shmpkdsthat t
speakers and L3 speaker s rarsep ercath es iFgrneinfcihc
l angpragki ¢i5ebnNcpEIYD,) . The resul-nhatcoefirm
speakers ate B ptak aiesblagyandGarrisern(2010) do not
provide a mapping of scores to the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CERF). Hower, they specify the scores on their test to each proficiency

level.

The L3 group also copleted a Cambridge English proficiency t@sniversity
Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate, 20@8EeAppendix4). The English
proficiency test assessecdtharticipants in reading, comprehension and grammar
through sixty multiplechoice questions. EiL3 speakers were all educated at
mainstream Sri Lankan schools where English is introduced as a second language.
Due to time constraint, six of the thirty ISpeakers were unable to complete the
English proficiency test. The results are reported indabThe Cambridge English
proficiency tesprovides a mapping from this test to the Common European

Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR; Council of@&yr2001). The results
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indicate that the L3 speakers have upgp&grmediate proficiency in Enigh. Six
participants did not complete the English proficiency $esheir experimental data

was ultimately excluded from analysis

Table7. Proficiency test scores

Minimum Maximum Test mean score (SD)
French proficiency scores
(out of 45)
L2 Speakersn=28) 10 23 16.14 (4.25)
L3 Speakersn=30) 08 22 14.36 (3.84)
English proficiency scores
(out of 60)
L3 Speakersn=24) 32 42 39.79 (4.25)

The French proficiency test data provide evidence of comparability of the L3
and L2 groups in terms of their general French level. However, there are clearly many
di fferences between the gr basfkenplaEeimr st , ea
differentsettings, in different countries, which means there will no doubt be
differences relating to teaching styles and broader cultural differences in education.
The scope and focus of the present study do not allow for effecisiod glotential
differencedo be formally studied and taken into account. Therefore, while
acknowledging that these differences exist, | follow the practice of many other studies
on L3 grammar acquisition and adopt the measure of French proficiencyasythe

formal comparison otie two groups.
5.4 Experimental materials

The experiment included both French and English test instruments. The data on
nontnative French was collected by means of three test instruments: an audio
acceptability judgement tasku@o AJT), a written accepdity judgement task
(written AJT) and a production task. Both audio and written AJTs are included

because it may allow measure of transfer that could potentially only occur in a spoken
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context, as explained later in this cte&ap The participants stad the experiment with
the audio AJT, which was followed respectively by the written AJT and the production
task (see Section 5.7 for further detail®)e English test instruments included two

tasks: an audio AJT and a prodoatitask.
5.5 Judgement and praluction data

Sprouse (2011) states that ARrsusedin a wide variety of linguistic
domains like generatidinguistic researchlanguage acquisitioresearch
psycholinguistiaesearctand alsalassroombased research. TR Tscan be used
for a rangeof purposes, includintp screen participants, assess language proficiency
andalsoto determine knowledge types: implicit and explicit. lonin and Zy2ikK1.4)
state that one of mains concern about AJTs is that they are nlnht other words,
the tokens tested in AJTs do not reflect+weatld use ofthe targetanguage.
According to the authors, another concern about AJTs is that they may omitotap
| ear ner so6 e x pheauthors als«k expiaim kthat testirgploit knowledge
is more important than testing explicit knowledge as explicit knowledge ispname
to decayHowever, some researchetatethat timed AJTs and audio AJTs colbe
used to test implicit grammar knowledddlis, 2005; Murphy, 1997 uther,
judgement data is important as they allaswo understand what structures are allowed
and disallowed by native and noative speakerandproduction data cannot give that
information(Marsden et al., 2018nin & Zyzik, 2014;Schitze & Sprouse(24).
Most importantly, AJTs can be usedtésttarget syntactic structures that are difficult
to elicit in production (Loewen, 2009AJTscan be used to test syntactic struesur
that are rare in spontaneous speggdewen, 2009)With regard to thengsent study,
judgementasksare used to test the influence of word order effetated to Sinhala

focus constructiojon L3 French acquisitionThe Sinhala word order effects are a
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feature ofspokenSinhala sot was decided to includaoth a witten AJT and an audio
AJT as the audio AJT may help to measure tramgfarproperty of spoken language
(see Section 5.5.1.1). In contrast to writtelT4, audio AJTs are rarely used by
researchers (Indrarathne, Ratajczak & Kormos, 2Hi8te written AJTsr& the

more standard form, and since the potential transfer of Sinhala focus construction
effects was only one element of all of the potential feareffects under investigation,

| decided to use both a written and audio AJT in order to maximise thibiptyssf
obtaining useful data urning to production data, Schachter, Tyson and Diffley (1976)
also argue in favour gfroductiondata. They statthat production data helps us to
understand what learners do not know and their sensitivity to diffgnetatcsic

structures. Selinker (1974) and Myles (2005) also sthesenportance of production
data. Selinker (1974) states that researchers nehsider production data as they
come from observablend reallife situations Myles (2005) argues thatehanguage
produced by L2 learners, despite processing and parsing difficulties, shows the most
directly the state o faretwetgpesoEprodudtiondath:er | ang
oral and written (Indrarathne, Ratajczak & Kormos, 2018). In the preteaiy, |

focus onoral production data as elicited oral data allows for more spontaneous data
than written In production taskghe participants hee less opportunity to reflect on
learnt linguistic knowledge. Another reason for including a productidwas to find
out whether the L3 speakersé behaviour wi
pronouns would diffem different task typedn sp&ken Sinhalapbject pronouns are
omitted more freely than in written Sinhala. Therefore, if their behawdbrregards

to object clitics and object pronoudsfers between the production task and the AJTs

, then ths couldshed further light on the rot& transfer from Sinhala in the L3

French. However, adverb placement does not differ in spoken and \Riittiezla.
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5.5.1 Acceptability judgement tasks

The AJTs attemptb compare knowledge of two structures in L3 and L2
French in order to shed light on the source of transfer in L3 acquisition. The AJTs
were built in PsychoPy.v3.0 (Pierce, 2001Au0 AJTs employethe same token#.
was dediledto use the samekens in order to determine whether jindgements of
the L3 speakers change in the audio and written versions of thé-@Adfier,  would
be difficult to determine whether their judgenmsanbuld change irthe Audio and
Written AJTs, by asking tme to judge wo differentsets of tokenddowever,asking
the participants to judge the same tokens twice could lead to primings€efieet
order of tokens in the audio AJT was reversed in the writtenil\@fderto minimize
possible priming effects

The audd AJT involved listening to audio recorded twerson short dialogues
in French whereas, iime written AJT, the participants read the dialogldé®
dialogues consisted of questions and answers. The fiirpan the dialogue poses
guestions and the smad person provides answers. In the written AJT, the dialogues
were presented on a screen. The questions in the dialogues were presented in black on
a grey screen as in Figure 1. The answers were presemésdn a grey screen as in
Figure 2. In the tw AJTs,the participants judged the answers given by the second
person in the dialogue$he judgments of the participants were measured on a-seven
point Likert scale of 0 to 6 where 0 measnpletely unacqeable and 6 means
perfectly acceptable. The/o AJTstested the grammaticality contrast betw&ewvi-
Adv-X3and *SAdv-V-X orders as in{8) and {¥9) and SCI-V versus*SV as in 80)

and 81).

3 X stands for direct objects, indirect objects;ovphrases or prepositional phrases
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Figure 1. Written AJT: A quesbn of a test item

Quand estce que Simon fait ses devoirs ?

Figure 2. Written AJT: An answer of a test item

Il fait toujours ses devoirs le matin.

=

(78)Question Avec qui  estce que Simonrentre a la maisor?
with whom is-it  that Simonreturns to the home

OWith whom does Simon return

Answer: Il rentre toujours avec Francois. SV-Adv-X
he returns always  with Francois
He always returns with Francoi

(79) Question As in (78), Question

Answer:*ll toujours rentre avec Francois. *S-Adv-V-X
healways returns with Francois

(80) Question Estce que tu vois tes amis?
is-it that you see your friends
6Do you see your friends?56

Answer: Oui, je les vois souvent. S-Cl-V
yes | them see often
0Yes, | often see them. 6

(81) Question As in 80), Question

Answer: *Oui, je vois  souvent. *S-g-V

Yes | see often

home ? ¢
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Table8 and9 illustrate the design dhe AJTs. Each AJT had fifty tokens.
Thirty tokens focused on adverlghereas twenty tokens tested object clitics. Two
different typesof tokens(adverb and cliticsacted as disactors for each other. Thirty
adverb tokens were divided equally intodéh grammatical and fifteen
ungrammatical tokens. Twenty object clitic tokens consisted of an equal number of
grammatical and ungrammatical tokens. Three categories of adverbaomdite
created, in order to test Hypothedemnd 2 about Liransfer eféct relating to focus in
the L3 speakers:ocus is manipulated by means of different question structures
preceding the sentences for judgem¥&it-object questions (ObjG and ObjU Table
8), When gquestions (WhenG and WhenU) afetno questions (YNG andNG)
(further details of design considerations relating to a possibteab&fer effect of
focus from Sinhala are given in Secti®’1.1). In theWh-objectquestion and When
question conditions, the objéar time-adverbial, respectively, are focusedhie
response, while ithe Yes-no-question conditions, the entire event is focused in the
response (note that the different focuses do not yieldrdiit word orders in French,
whereas in Sinhala they may do stm)the Whobject questions, frequency\amtbials
are not part of the questions. Therefore, including frequency adverbs as part of the
answergouldbe unnatural. As | have previously expki answers given to each
Wh-object question manipulates focus related word osdiéch is determing by the
position of the adverbialéncludingfrequencyadverbials in the WHobject questions
would not be possible as it is the property which is testdlaestudy By including
the adverbials in the question would mean that the researcher is influencing the

judgements of the nenative speakers. Therefore, it was decided not to include

4 Wh-object question is used as a blanket term as in in this condition direct or indirect objects could be
focused in responses.
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adverbials in the questions. Similarly, in the Whiprestions, the équency adverbials
are not included for the same reason that | have explained. Fadtscussed
previously,researchers have already acknowledgedAbla&ttokens may appear quite
unnatural for participants (lonin & Zyzik, 2014)Vith respectto the ditic condition,

two structures were created (CIG and CLU, see T@)uie testHypotheses 4 and 5
about L1-transfer effect in the L3 group. Further details relating to the transfer effect

of preverbal pronominalization from Sinhala are outlined in Se&tibh.1.
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Table8. Design of the AJTsAdverb conditions

Variables Example N

Type (Context question in italics;

label Context  Structure sentence for judgement in plain text)

ObjG  Wh- SV-Adv-X  De quel instrument de musique-estque Sion joue ? 5
Object of What instrument of music -its that Simon plays
question ANhich musical instrument does Simon pal§

Il joue fréquemment de | a gui tarc«
he plays frequently of the guitar at the Scho
OHe frequently plays the guitar at schéol

Obju *S-Adv-V-X  [As ObjG] 5

*II fréquemmentj o u e de | a
he frequently plays of the guitar at the Sch

WhenG When  SV-Adv-X  Quand esce que Simon fait ses devoirs ? 5
question when isit that Simondoes his homework
dVhen does Simon do his homewerk

Il fait toujours ses devoirs le matin.
he does always his homework the morning
He alwaysdoes his homework in the mornifig

WhenU *S-Adv-V-X  [As WhenG] 5

*II  toujours fait ses devoirs le matin.
He always doeshis homework the morning

YNG Yesno SV-Adv-X  Estceque tu pens@ue Simon fait ses devoirs «
question is-it  that youhink that Simon does his homewo
@do you think Simon does his homewodk?

Qui , | e p e nsowent sl &devoiris. |
yes, | think that he does often hifomework
iYes, | think he often dc
YNU *S-Adv-V-X  [As YNG] 5
*Qui, | e peunestdait qsed devoirs.l
yes, | thinkthat he often does himmework
Not e: I n t he Type Labglrammatuimnal Goanidn dii 0@
Afungrammatical ' 6
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Table9. Design of the AJTs: Clitic condition

Variables Example N.

(Context question intalics;
Type label  Structure sentencea for judgement in plain text)

CIG SCI-v Estceque tu vois tes amis? 10
is-it that you see your friends?
@do you see your friendd?

Oui, je les vois souvent.
yes,| them see often.
dves, Isee them often.

Clu *S-g-V [As above] 10

*Qui, je vois souvet.
yes, | see often

Not e: In the Type Label column AGO0 indicates

5.5.1.1 Rationale for the AJTs

Three categories of advecbnditions were creatdd determine whether there

is a possible effect of fos from Sinhala on L3 French acquisitidys explained in
Chapter 3, the focused constituent is placed after the finite verb with the emphatic
suffix in Sinhala. In accordance thithis principle, in (82)poth6 book é i s f ocus
(hereafter the focus elemigis in boldface), whereasterpé o f is fmoused in (83).
This data demonstrates that the structures with adverbs present two sequences in
Sinhala (SAdv-V-O like English ad SVV-Adv-O like French). The choice of the
sequence depends upon the focesneint in the sentence.

It was decided to include an audio AJT and a written AJT after considering the
diglossic nature of Sinhala. In spoken Sinhala, object pronouns arecomdte
frequently than in written Sinhala. Therefore, the degrees of accepiegaicted with
regards to object clitics could be more pronounced in the audio AJT than in the written

AJT.
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(82) Questionoya nited  balanne potD do?
you often seeEMPH bookDEF Q
o you often read the book?

Answer: ow mam nitem balenne pot-D

yes | often look-EMPH book-DEF
ores, it is the book | read oftén.

(83) Question As in 82, Question

Answer ow manp balenne nitero potb

yes | look-EMPH often bookDEF
ores, | often read the bodk.

In theWh-objectquestion and Wheguestion conditions thobjects and time
adverbials are focused respectively. Therefore, if there is drah&fer effect, the L3
speakers will demonstrate the following behaviour in the AJTs. When they encounter
the ObjG and Oly conditions, they will demonstrate relativebm acceptance rates
for the targe5-V-Adv-X order compared tthe ungrammatice-Adv-V-X order
because in Sinhala focus constructions, when an object of a sentence is in focus, it
yields S-Adv-V-X order.However, with regards to the WhenG and WhenU
condtions, they will show a different behaviour. Their acceptance ratbdéaarges-
V-Adv-X order will be relatively higher comparedttee ungrammatice®-Adv-V-X
order because in Sinhala focus constructions, when an adverb of a sentence is in focus,
it yieldsS-V-Adv-X order. In YNG and YNU conditionghe entire event is in focus
Thereforethe L3 speakers will acceftV-Adv-X and *S-Adv-V-X orders as the two
sgjuences are acceptable in Sinhala. Tableummarises these predictions which are
common taboth the audio and written AJT. If there is antt2nsfer effect, the L3
speakersvill accepttheungrammaticaf SS-Adv-V-X order across all three conditions.
Theword order effect related to focus operates in both spoken and written AJT.

Therefore, judgments of the L3 speakers on three adverb conditions are not expected

to differ in the written and audio AJT.
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With regards to object clitics, the experimentadswo conditions: CIG and
CIU. CIG condition presestpreverbal object clitic structures fludgementwhereas
CIU condition presents structures with null object pronounsSinhala, object
pronouns are placed preverbally as in (84, answer a). Theréfthere is an L1
transfer effect, the L3 speakers will attribute a higher ratimgammaticalS-CI-V
structuresHowever, Sinhala also accepts null object pronouns as in (84, answer b).
Therefore, if there is nefacilitative transfer from Sinhaléhe L3 speakers may also
attribute higher mean ratings togrammaticab-@-V structuresin Spoken Sinhala,
null object pronouns are accepted more frequently than in written Sinhala. Therefore,
in the audio AJTthe L3 speakers may attribute higheean ratings tthe
ungrammaticabrder(* S-g-V) than in the written version. However, the preidics
given in Tablell are common to both the audio and written Adiidthey are
motivated by facilitative transfer. If the source of transfer is Engliem the L3
speakers will reject ungrammatical object clitic omission.
(84) Questionoyya Mala deekka  dp?

you Mala seePST Q

6Did you see Mal a? 6

Answer (a): mam eya daekka.

I her seePST

ol saw her . 0
Answer (b): mam daekka.

I seePST

ol saw her . 0
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Table 10. Predictions on word order acceptance/-&dv-X vs *S-Adv-V-X

Variables Example Degree of
acceptance
Type structure (Context question in italics;
label sentencsfor judgement in plain text)

ObjG SV-Adv-X De quel instrument de musique-€stque Simon joue %
of whatinstrument of music 48 that Simon plays -
ANhich musical instrument does Simon péaly?

Il joue frequemment de la guitare al 6 ®c o Low
he plays frequently of the guitar at School.
He frequently plays the

ObjU  *S-Adv-V-X  [As ObjG]

*Il toujours rentre avec Frangois. High
he always  returns with Francois.

WhenG SV-Adv-X Quand este qie Simon fait ses devoirs ?
when isit that Simon does his homework
ANhen does Simon do his homevoitk

Il fait toujours ses devoirs le matin. High
he does always his homework thenorning
He alwaysdoes his homework in the morniag

WhenU *S-Adv-V-X [As WhenG] Low

*Il  toujours fait ses devoirs le matin.
he always does his homework the morning

YNG SV-Adv-X Estce que tu @nses que Simon fait ses devoirs
is-it that you think that Simon does his homew
@do you think Simon does his homewvdork

Qui , | e p e nsowent spsl &devoirs. | High
yes, | think that he does often s hihomework.
dres, | think he often does his homewdrk.

YNU  *S-Adv-V-X  [As YNG] High

*Qui , | e pseuventfaitq sed devdird.
yes, | think thathe often does his homeworl

Note: In the Type Label colmn AGo indicates Afgrammati ca
Aungrammati cal 606.
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Table11. Predictions on word order acceptanceClS/ vs * Sg-V

Variables Example Degree of
acceptance
Type Structure (Context question in italics;
label sertences for judgement in plain text)
CIG SCI-v Estceque tu vois tes amis? High

is-it that you see your friends
@o you see youiriendsd

Oui, je les vois souvent.
yes, | them see often.
ores, | see themftend

Clu *S-g-V [As CIG] Low
*Qui, je  vois souvent.
yes, | see often

Not e: I n t he Typei ndaibcedt esolfugrna mm&di cal o

Afungrammatical 66.

5.5.2 Production task

The production task aimed to elicit orabguction of adverbs and clitics in
French.The production task included tweriye tokens. Fifteen tokens focused on
adverbs and ten tokens focus on object clitics. The adverb toketiseatitlc tokens
acted as distractors for each other. The proeefiureliciting production for each
token wa as follows (see Figures 3 and 4). The participants first saw context
sentences on a slide. Two seconds later, they were presented a picture of a person or
people doing an activity while the context sentenceareed in view. The context
sentences helpdbe participants to understand the picture. The picture was
immediately followed by a prompt word while the picture and context sentence
remairedin view. Finally, two seconds after the prompt word, the partitgpeere
presented a question. However, pineceding information still remadalin view. The

guestion was presented in both audio and written form. The participants were
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instructed to answer the question orally, and to include the prompt words in their
arswers. The answers were audio recorded.|8irto the AJTs, the production task
also included the three categories of adverb conditionpWyéct questionWhen

guestion and ¥sno question(see Tabled4?2). Three categories of adverb condition
were create to shed light on whether there is anttdnsfer effect with regard to

focus in the L3 group (further details relating to the rationale of the design is given in
Section 5.2.1). Table 2 summarises thdesign for the adverb conditions. Tabse 1
summaises the design for the clitics.

Figure 3. Production task: an adverb test item

Le petit garcon s’appelle Simon. Il adore son
chien.

souvent

1) Est-ce qu’il lave parfois son chien ?

Figure 4. Production task: a clitic test item

Simon a acheté un sandwich ce matin.

R
e A
p D
maintenant
8) Qu’est-ce qu’il fait avec ce sandwich ?



Table12. Design of the Productioiask: Adverb condition

97

Adverb condition Example

(Context statement in plain text
Question in italic)

Wh-Objectquestion Charlotte adore la musique.
Charlotte loves themusic.
&Charlotte loves musi6.

touiours

De quel instrument de nuuse jouet- elle 2
of which instrument of music plays she
ANhich musical instrument is she playidg?

Whenquestion Francois aime alleau cinéma.
Francois likes go the cinema
drancois likes to go to ther@mad

réguliérement

Quand est e gub i vV a

when isit that he goeshe cinema
ANhen does he go to the cinerba?

Yesno question Le petitgar - on s 0 a pl @mdote Is@n chiehi
the little boy calls  Simon. he loves his dog
fhe | ittl e boby dHe loveshseodi s

souvent
Estc e q lade parfois son chien ?
is-it that he washes sometimes his dog
@does he sometimes bath his dég?

5
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Table13. Design of the Production Task: Clitic condition

Example N
(Context statement inplain text; Question in italic)

Simona acheté un sandwich ce matin. 10
Simon has bought a sandwich this morning.
AiSi mon has boughrtniangs.aondwi ch thi s m

(”’

w Ty
‘ maintenant
Quob-est quobil sandwich ? avec ce
what he doeswith this sandwich
ANhat is he doing with the sandwidh?

5.5.2.1 Rationale of the Production task

The aim of the production task is the same as the AlJdempared.3 and L2
French in order to shed light on the source of transfer in L3 acquisition. Thus, this task
provides a different form of evidence (oral production data) to complement the AJT
data.Three categories of adverb condition were includedsbHypothses (1) and
(2) related to L1 transfer effect. Tablé drovides the target responses to three adverb
test items given in Table21Table b shows theredictions based on L1 Sinhala
transfer.In theWh-object condition, the unknowinformation is relatedo a direct or
indirect object. This can be understood by examining the example given in Bable 1
(which musical instrument does she playe unknown information is the type of
musical instrument that Charlotte plays, which isseded by the picturdn a response
given to the above question, Sinhala will @s&dv-V-X structure because the
musical instrument, which is the object of the sentence, is in focus and therefore, it
will be placed after the finite verb, allowing/Alv-V-O structureln the When-
guestion conditionthe unknown information refers to the tiradverbial(regularly).

Therefore, the time adverbial will be in focus. A response given to this question in
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Sinhala will have 8/-Adv-X structure because of word ordfect related to focus
In the Yes-no question condition, the unknown information related to the entire event.
Therefore, both sequencEsV-Adv-X and SAdv-V-X) are possible. Considering the
above observation, if the performance is influenced by LEfeanve can make the
following predictions: in th&Vh-object question and/henquestion conditions, the
L3 speakers will use-8-Adv-X and *SAdv-V-X structures respectivelfdoth SV-
Adv-X and *SAdv-V-X structures are predicted ihe Yes-no condition. e
Predictions for worcére summarized iable B. The L3 speakers can also transfer
from English. If the source of transfer is English, they will theaingrammatical S
Adv-V-X order in their responses irrespective of the adverb condition.

In the ditic condition, they vould most likely to use object clitic constructions
if the L3 speakers experience facilitative transfer from Sinhala (see Tgble 1
However. Sinhala also allows null object pronouns. Undeffadaiitative transfer
from Sinhala, tb L3 speakers will omibbject clitics more frequently.

With regards to object clitics, we can also predict transfer from English. If the
L3 speakers transfer from English, their results would be similar to that of the L2
speakers. Under L2 transfer, the most straightfonpegdiction would be to think that
the L3 speakers would place the clitics postverbally like English. However, the
previous studies show that placement errors of object clitics are rare even at the initial
stage of L2 acquisition of French (Rogers, 208@hwartz and Sprouse (1994) show
thatobject clitics develop in L1 French after other functional categories and they state
that before the development of object clitics, there is a high rate of object clitic
omission in L1 child French. Hamann, Rizzi adienfelder (1996) state that object
clitic omission declines as soon as child L1 French speakers starclisasg They

also state that child L1 French speakers rarely make placement errors once they start to



100

use object clitics. Previous research #as shown that the development of ebj

clitics in L1 and L2 French shovessimilar pattern (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994;

Hamann, Rizzi & Frauenfelder, 1996; White, 1996; Paradis, 2004; Granfeldt &
Schlyter, 2004). White (1996) Paradis (2004) has showrohbjett clitics emerge in

L2 French mah later than other functional categories. White (1996) Paradis (2004)
have shown that in L2 French, object clitic omission disappears with the appearance of
object clitics. They also note that once L2 French learnarste use object clitics,

they raréy make placement erroTherefore, the L3 speakersthis studyare

unlikely to makeplacement errorsSome studietiaveshown that the L2Englishi L2

French speakers would use/SO order as an avoidance strategyui@r & Crago,

2011; Gruter, 2005; Wte, 1996; Paradis, 2004Rogers (2006) argues that the use of
object clitics is associated with the projection of IP. According to Rogers, the L2
French | earnersdé6 strong pref etryecoraoed f or SV
the projection of IP (more details are given in Chapter Ballowing these findings,

the present studglso predicts that the L3 speakers would use DPs instead of object

clitics in French.
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Table14. Target answein the production task

Conditions Test item Target response
Wh-Objectquestion Charlotte adore la musique. Elle jouetoujours du piano
De quel instrument de musique joL she often plays of piano
t-elle ? &he often plays pian®.
When gquestion Francois aime aller au cinéma. I va réguliéerement au cinéma.
Quandest e quoi | v a he goesregularly the cinema

e regularly goes to the cinerda.

Yesno question Le petit gar-on Non,il lave souventson chien.

Il adore son chien no he washes often his dog

Estce qudi l | ave | &o,heoften washes his dég.
Clitic Simon a acheté un sandwich ce ma Il le mange maintenant.

Quob-est qubdil fait heit eats now

e eats it nowd
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Table 15. Predictions for word order based on L1 transfer

Conditions Test item Predicted Example of predicted answer
word order

Wh-Object Chatotte adore la musique. *S-Adv-V-X  Elle toujours joue du piano

guestion she often plays of piano

&he often plays pianb.

touiours

De quel instrument de musique
jouet-elle ?

When Francois aime aller au cinéma. S-V-Adv-X Il va régulierement au cinéma.
guestion he goes regularly the cinema
He regularly goes to the cinema

régulierement
Quandest e oalad cinéma ?

Yesno Le petit gar - onSV-Adv-X Non, il lave souvent son chien.
guestion Il adore son chien no he washes often his doc

*S-Adv-V-X  Non, il souventlave son chien.
no he often washes his dog
&No, he washes often his dog.

souvent
Estce qudil | ave
chien ?
Clitic Simon a acheté un samith ce S-CI-V Il le mange maintenant.
matin. he it eats now
He eats itd
_ ¢ > 4
o -
NE NS
= Q
F_ ™
maintenant
Quob-eset quobil f

sandwich ?




103

5.6 English test instruments

For the L3 speakerdi¢ French test instruments were followed by the English
experimental tsks,in order to gain a measure of the L3 speakers' L2 knowledge of
adverbs and object pronouns in EnglBhe to the long nature dii¢ experiment, the
L3 speakers took afinute rest break prior to commencing the English test
instrumentsyhichincluded an audio acceptability judgement task and a production
task. In addition to the L3 speakers, the L1 English control group also dethilese

tasks.
5.6.1 Audio acceptability judgement task(English version)

This task tested English versions of the samkers used in the French audio

AJT. The tokens in the French audio AJT were translated into Enijlisbr changes
to certain proper nms were made as part of the Fretelfnglish translation process
(e.g., changing the French supermarket name Carref@ur English one, Tescdjhe
design and procedure were the same as in the French audio AJT: the participants
judged the answers givday the second person in the dialoguesthedudgments of
the participants were measured on a sexa@nt Likert scaleThe AJTtested the
grammaticality contrast betwe&Adv-V-X and *SV-Adv-X orders as in (85) and
(86) and SV-ObjPro versus *SV ordsras in (87) and (88).
(85) Question:With whom does Simon return home?

Answer: Healwaysreturns with Frangois S-Adv-V-X
(86) Question: As in (8), Question

Answer: *He returnglwayswith Francois *S-V-Adv-X
(87) Question:Do you see your frien@s

Answer: Yes, | often setem. S-V-ObjPro



104

(88)Question As in 87), Question

Answer: ¥es, | see often *S-V-g

Tables B and T illustrate the design of the AJT. Similar to the French AJTs,
three categories of adverb condition were manipulated watiptinpose of testing
Hypotheses (7) and (8) about-transfer effect relating to focus in the L3 group. If the
L1-Sinhald L2-Englishspeakers are influenced by Sinhala, they will accept the target
word order for ObjG condition. However, they will reject tiarget word order for
WhenG (see Table8l As explained in Section 5.5.2, in the French AJT, the opposite
patten was predicted for the two conditions. As noted previously, the English AJT
used English versions of the tokens used in the French Ad@idVhen the test items
were translated into English, one of the sentence pairs comprised two grammatical
sentencegather than one grammatical and one ungrammatical sentence (more details
about this sentence paire given in Chapter 6)With respecto object pronoun
condition, two structures were creat€@b({Pras andObjPrdJ) to testHypotheses (9)
and (10)about Lttransfer effect in the L3 groupf the L3 speakers experience
facilitative transfer from Sinhala, they will accepe targeS-V-ObjProorder.

However, under nofacilitative transfer, they will also accejpie ungrammaticet-V-

@ structures. fie predictions given in Tabl®hre motivated by facilitative transfer.



Table 16. Design of the English AJT: Advedwnndition

105

Variables

Type context Structure

label

Example

(Context question in italics;

sentencefor judgement in plain text)

ObjG  Wh-Object S-Adv-V-X

Which musical instrument does Simon paly? 5

question He frequently plays the guitar at school
Obju *S-V-Adv-X [As ObjG] 5
* He playsfrequently guitar at school.
WhenG When S-Adv-V-X  When does Simon do his homework? 5
question He alwaysdoes his homework in the morning
WhenU *S-V-Adv-X [As WhenG] 5
He doesalwayshis homework the morning.
YNG Yesno S-Adv-V-X Do you think Simon does hemework? 5
question Yes, | think heoften does his homework
YNU *S-V-Adv-X [As YNG] 5
Yes, | think he doesften his homework.
Not e: I n t he TyApé Lathiet atoees! uimgr afimnat i cal o

Afungrammati cal

A

. 00

Table17. Design of the English AJTObject pronoun condition

Variables Example N
Type Structure (Context question in italics;
label sentence for judgement in plain text)
ObjPraG S-V-ObjPro Do you see your frien@s 10
Yes, | often seghem.
ObjPrdJ *S-V- g [As ObjproG] 10
*yes, | see often
Not e: I n t he Type Label col umn i Go i
Afungrammatical . 60

ndi c a
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Table 18. Prediction for wordbrder acceptance:-§-Adwv-X vs *SAdwV-X

Variables Example Degree of
acceptance
Type structure (Context question in italics;
label sentencsfor judgement in plain text)
ObjG  SAdv-V-X  Whidch musical instrument does Simon paly?
He frequently plays the guitar at school. High
Obju  *S-V-Adv-X [As ObjG|
* He playsfrequently guitar at school. Low
WhenG S-Adv-V-X  When does Simon do his homework?
He alwaysdoes his homework in theorning. Low
WhenU S-V-Adv-X [As WhenG
He doesalwayshis homework the morning. High
YNG S-Adv-V-X Do you think Simon does his homework?
Yes, | think heoften does his homework High
YNU *S-V-Adv-X [AsYNQG
Yes, | think hedoes dten his homework. High
Not e: I n t he Type Label col umn AGo i ndi ca
Afungrammatical . 606
Table 19. Prediction for word order acceptan&YV-ObjProvs *S-V- g
Type Structure Example Degree of
label (Context question in italics; acceptance
sentence for judgement in plain text)
ObjPrdG S-V-ObjPro Do you see your frien@s High
Yes, | often sethem.
ObjPrdJ *S-V-g [As ObjproG] Low
*yes,| seeoften
Not e: t he Type Label col umn AGo i ndi ca

I n
Aungr amndadt i c al

5.6.2 Production task (English version)

The English production task followed the same format as the French version.

It aimed at eliciting oral mduction of adverbs and object pronouns in English.

The

English and French production tasks had the same tokens. The tokens in the French

production &sk were translated into English making minor changes to certain proper

nouns. The procedure of presentingens in this task was similar to the French

production task as illustrated in Tal@@ The L3 speaker and L1 English speakers
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were instructed torswer the questions in English and to use the prompt words in their
answes. The aim of this task is to tltgemine whether there is a possiblettdnsfer

effect in the L3 speakersdé production of
there is transfeirom their L1 Sinhala, it will yield different word orders in L3
speakersd6 respon&llsThals spedkdrsuveuldiuttst ed i n Tab
grammaticalS-Adv-V-X order in the Whobject question condition whikhe
ungrammatica-V-Adv-X order is expe@d in theWhenquestion condition. lthe

Yesno condition, they would use both structures as no speaifistituent is in focus.

In theobject pronourtondition, under facilitative transfer, they will use overt object

pronouns while under nefiacilitative transfer, they would omit object pronouns in

English.The predictions given in Tab®l are motivated byacilitative transfer.
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Table 20. Design of the English Productidask

Adverb and object Example N
pronoun conditions

(Context statement in plain text
Question in italic)

Wh-Objectquestion Charlotte loves music. 5

always
Whichmusical instrument is she playing?

Whenquestion Francois likes to go to the cinema. 5

regularly
When does he go to the cinema?

Yesno question The | ittle boybés name is 5

often

Object pronoun Simon has boughtsandwich this mornim 10

PR 1
& 7."‘§_ﬂ>;gf\

A N
maintenant

What is he doing with the sandwich?
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Table21. Predictions for word order in the English production task

Conditions Test item Predicted  Example of predicted answer
word order

Wh-Object Charlotte loves nmsic. S-Adv-V-X She often plays the piano.

guestion

touiours

Which musical instrument is she

playing?
When Francois likes to go to the cinema.*S-V-Adv-X  *He goes regularly to the cinetna
guestion
régulierement
When does he go to the cinema?
Yesno The | idgnanheas Simony 6 *S-V-Adv-X *No, he washes often his dog

guestion He loves his dog
S-Adv-V-X No, he often washes his dog.

souvent

Does he sometimes bath his dog?

ObjPro Simon has bought a sandwich tt SV- ObjPro He eats it

morning.
N A\ 4
//. i \\

maintenant
What is he doing with the
sandwich?

51t would be the dispreferred word order



110

5.7 Procedure

Et hical approval was obtained from the
committee. All participants received a small monetary compensation for their
participation. After completing a consent form, thetipgpants completed a short
language background questionnaire. The L3 group completed the tasks in the order
given in (89).The L2 group completed all the task given88)( except the English
proficiency test anthe English test instruments. The natm@ntrol groups completed
the experimental tasks in their respective L1. However, they did not complete the
proficiency tests All instructions were given in English. There was no time constraint
on finishing the experimental taskich theparticipans were awaref. All

participants completed the experimental tasks and proficiency tests on the same day.

(89)

French proficiency test

Audio acceptability judgement task
Written acceptability judgement task
Production task

English acceptability judgmetask
English production task

English proficiency test

@ ooooTw

5.8 Conclusion

This chaptehas detailed the participantnd tasks used ingtpresenstudy. It
alsooutlineshowthe hypotheseare tested in the experimeiihe next chapter reports

the resultof this experiment.



111

Chapter 6

Results

6.1 Introduction

This chapter reports the results for the experimental tasks administered to the
participants as outlined in Chapter 5. The experimental tasks endeavour to test
knowledge of adverb placement and @bjgronominalization in L3 French and L2
English. The redts are presented in the following order. The results for adverb
placement in French and English are presented first before turning to the results for
object clitics in French and object pronoun&myglish. In Chapter 7, the results
presented in this chegr are discussed in light of the hypotheses outlined in Chapter 4.
6.2 Adverb placement across tasks
6.2.1 French test instruments

The French test instruments consisted of three tasks: an audio wditea
AJT and a production task. The results of the Ad®s are reported first before
turning to the results of the production task in Secti@il& As outlined in Chapter
5, three categories of adverb condition were created, in order to test tlledsypo
about Lxtransfer relating to focus in the L3 speek The next section presetits
results for the three adverb conditioMgh-object questiony\whenquestion and es

no question.
6.2.1.1 Audio acceptability judgement task

The descriptive statisticef all three adverb conditions are reported in Table

22. Figures 57 provide visualisation of each adverb condition separately.
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Structure L1 French L2 French L3 French

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
WhObject question  SV-AdwX 5.94 0.18 438 170 454 1.86
*SAAW-X 0.18 0.56 391 191 346 2.27
Wherjuestion SV-AdwX 5.94 0.28 437 198 4.66 185
*SAAW-X 0.20 0.61 396 168 3.62 2.15
Yesnoquestion SV-AdvX 592 0.25 475 172 460 1.76
*SADW-X 0.10 0.46 393 186 356 2.10

In theWh-object question condition, it is clear frohable 2 and Figure Shat

the French native speakers distingwsehy strongly between the grammatical and

ungrammatical structures. They attribute a mean rating close to 6 to the grammatical

word order and a mean rating close to 0 to the ungrammatical word order. Fhe non

native speakers do not distinguish greatly ewthe grammatical and ungrammatical

structures, with mean ratings of only 4885 on the grammatical structure, and just

slightly lower ratings (3.9B.46) on the ungrammatical structure. Howettes,L3

groupmakes a bigger differentiation between ginammatical and ungrammatical

structures than the L2 group. In the L3 group, for all three structheedjfferences

between grammatical and ungrammatisagreater than 1 point on the scale, whereas,

in the L2 group, it is less than 1 poifdence, tle confidence interval bars do not

overlap within the L3 speakers, which suggests that they make a distinction between

the grammatical and ungrammatical structuse® (Figure b However, with regards

to the L2 spakers, the confidence interval bars oyerkccording toLarsonrHall

(2016)fi f t her e

S

no

overl ap

and

t

he

ends

0. 010 Thipsugg8sts jhat the L2 speakers do not differentiate the stru&ures:

V-Adv-X and*S-Adv-V-X.

0]
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Figure 5. Audio AJT mean ratings owh-object question condition with 95% Cls

6-
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L1 L2 L3
Group

Turning to theWhenquestion condition, again, the French native speakers
strongly differentiat&s-V-Adv-X ordess from *S-Adv-V-X ordess. They do this by
attributing a vey high mean rating (close to the maximum) to the grammatical word
order and a very low mean rating (close to the minimum) to the ungrammatical
structure.However, the nomative groups looklifferent from the French native
group. Similar to the previoundition, the nomative speakers do not maksteong
distinction between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures, with mean ratings
of only 4.374.66 on the grammatical structure, qnst lower mean ratings (3.96
3.62) on the ungrammatical strucé Figure 6 shows a similar picturefggure 5
The examination of the confidence interval barBigure 6suggests that the L3
speakers successfully distinguish between the grammattairegrammatical
structures. However, the confidence intervaklbmrerlap within the L2 speakers. This

indicates that this difference is not statistically signifi¢aarsorrHall, 2016 p. 85).

6 95% confidence interval
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Figure 6. Audio AJT mean ratingsn Whenquestion condition with 95% Cls
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Turning to heYesno question condition, the results for the French native
speakers and L3 speakers are comparable to the two previous condé®iebie 2
and Figure Y. The Frenchnative group clearly differentiates the grammatical structure
from the ungrammatal structure. The L3 speakers attribute a mean rating of 4.60 to
the grammatical structure and a mean rating close to 4 to the ungrammatical structure.
An inspection of theonfidence interval bars suggestat the L3 speakers
differentiateS-V-Adv-X orders from *S-Adv-V-X ordess. With regards to the L2
speakerstheir differentiation between the grammatical (4.75) and ungrammatical
(3.93) adverb placement is slightly bigglean in the previous two conditions.
Moreover, the confidence interval bars di averlap within the L2 speakers,
suggesting that they make a distinction between the grammatical and ungrammatical
sequences. Howevdtigure 7shows thathe differentiation between grammatical and

ungrammatical structure is slightly bigger in the L8ugr than in the L2 group.
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Figure 7. Audio AJT mean ratings oviesno question condition with 95% Cls
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Finally, Table 2 and Figure &resent the mean ratings for the three adverb
conditions collapsed together. The jedwents of the native speakers further confirm
their robust distinction between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures across
the threeadverb conditions. Interestingly, the indeterminacy that the L2 results
showed in the separate analyses oMlreobject questions anithe Whenquestions
are no longer discernible when the three adverb structures are collapsed tegether (
Figure §. Both the L2 and L3 groups appear to differentiate between grammatical and
ungrammatical, in that within each grqtipe confidence interval bars for the two
conditions do not overlap. Moreovéiigure 8also shows that the judgment patterns

of the nonnativespeakers are relatively isomorphic when the three adverb conditions

are considered together.
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Table23. Audio AJT mean ratings 08V-Adv-X versus *SAdv-V-X (scale = 66)

Group Word order Mean SD
L1 French SV-AdvX 595 0.21
*SADWX 0.12 049
L2 French SV-AdwX 463 181
*SADWX 362 1.99
L3 French SV-AdwX 483 1.70
*SAAW-X 367 204

Figure 8. Audio AJT mean ratings on-%8-Adv-X versus *SAdv-V-X with 95% Cls

s
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*SAdv-V-X

Mean rating

»

0-

L1 L2 L3
Group

Further analysis of the audio AJT results, using linear mixed effects modelling,

is reported after the descripdi statistics for the written version of the AJT have been

reported.
6.2.1.2 Written acceptability judgement task

Table 21 presend the descriptive statistics for all three adverb conditions.

Figures 911 provide the mean ratings on each condition separately.
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Structure L1French L2 French L3 French
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

WhObjecguestion  SV-AdwX 5.90 0.29 437 1.98 5.24 124
*SAAW-X 0.00 0.00 382 175 3.35 2.09

Wherjuestion SV-AdwX 6.00 0.00 458 1.70 4.97 173
*SAAW-X 0.01 0.10 326 212 3.32 2.27

Yesno question SV-AdvX 6.00 0.00 460 146 4.80 181
*SADW-X 0.08 041 396 185 3.26 231

The written AJT results for thé&/h-object question condition are similarttee

audio AJT results. Let us first establish the native pattern of judger@atamatical

SV-Adv-X ordeisreceive a very high mean rating whilegrammaticab-Adv-V-X

ordes have a vay low mean rating. This clearly suggests that the French native

speakers distinguish very strongly between the grammatical and ungrammatical

structures. The L3 speakers attribute a mean rating of 5.23 to the grammatical

structure and a mean rating jubbae 3 to the ungrammatical structure. Moreover, the

examination otheconfidence interval bars suggests that the L3 speakers distinguish

between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures. Howegeare 9shows that

the L2 speakers do not distinguisétween the two structures. Therefore, the results

suggest that theon-native groups are different from each other.
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Figure 9. Written AJT mean ratings diWh-object question condition with 95% Cls
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In theWhenquesion condition, again, theativeFrenchgroup greatly
differentiates between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures, with a mean
rating of 6 orthe grammaticastructure and a mean rating very close to then
ungrammaticastructure. Turning to #1L.2 group, they attribute a mean rating of 4.63
to thegrammatical structure and a mean rating of 3.82 to the ungrammatical structure.
In Figure 10 the confidence interval bars do not overlap within the L2 speakers. This
indicates that the L2 group diffentiateshe grammatical and ungrammatical
sequenced-igure 10 showthat the L3 speakers look very similar to the L2 speakers
because thivo groupsmake a distinction between the grammatical and

ungrammaticastructures.
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Figure 10. Written AJT mean ratings dWhenquestion condion with 95% Cls
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Turning to theYesno question condition, the results for the three groups are
comparable to the audio AJT results. The French native group strongly rejects the
ungranmatical structure and accepts the grammatical structure. A closer inspection of
the confidence intervaldrs inFigure 11suggests that like the French native group,
the nonnative groups make a clear distinction between the grammatical and
ungrammatical squences. However, the L2 differentiation between the grammatical

and ungrammatical structures is relatiwsmaller than the L3 differentiation.
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Figure 11. Written AJT mean ratings oviesno question condition with 95% £l
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Table 5 and Figure 1present the mean ratings for the three adverb conditions
collapsed together. The native group, again, stromaghctsthe grammaticab-Adv-
V-X order and acceptbe targeS-V-Adv-X ordess. The nonnative patterns of
judgments given irrigure 12show that the two nenative groups look similao each
other. Interestingly, the indeterminacy that the L2 group evinces in the separate
analysis of th&Vh-object question conditiois no longer sible when the three
adverb coditions are considered together. The confidence interval bars do not overlap
within the nonnative speakers. This shows that the-native groups make a
distinction between the grammatical and ungrammatical sequences. ¢tpthey do
not do it with suctstark differentiation as theative Frenchgroupbecause thmean
ratings they attributed to the ungrammatical structure is close to theaimtof the

scale.
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Table 25. Written AJT mean ratings o&V-Adv-X versus *SAdv-V-X (scale = 66)

Group Word order Mean SD
L1 French SV-AdvX 598 0.13
*SAAW-X 0.02 0.20
L2 French SV-AdvX 484 155
*SAAW-X 333 199
L3 French SV-AdvX 514 157
*SAAW-X 3.60 215

Figure 12. Written AJT mean ratings on'8-Adv-X versus *SAdv-V-X with 95% Cls
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6.2.1.3Individual results

| first considered results from bot&JTs together. With regard tadverb
placement,50.70% of the time, the ncenative speakers rated grammatieaverb
sentences at least 1 point higher than their ungrammatical counterpart. Further, 21.75%
of the time they rated ungrammatiealverbsentences at least 1 point highearthiihe
grammatichadverbsentences. On other occasions, the ratings that they attriiouted
grammatical and ungrammatical adverb sentences are similar (27.72%). Turning to the

clitic sentences, 63.60% of the time, the manive speakers ratetie grammaical
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sentences at least 1 point higher than their ungrammatical counterpart. 12.6@% of th
time, they rated ungrammatical sentences at least 1 point higher than the grammatical
sentences. On other occasions, they had the same ratings for both grammdtical a
ungrammatical sentencé€&3.80%) Let 6 s now consider the L3
separately. First] consider the audio AJT results. Withspectto the Whobject
guestion condition, 46% of the time, the L3 speakers rated the adverb grammatical
sertences at least 1 point higher than their ungrammatical counterpart. However, the L2
spe&ers showed less consistency in rating the grammatical adverb sentences higher
than the ungrammatical counterparts (34.07%). \Wkt$pectto the Whemquestion
condition, in contrast to the L2 speakers (44.44%), the L3 speakers showed more
consistency in fing the grammatical adverb sentences higher than the ungrammatical
counterparts (55.33%). Turning to the Yesquestion condition, both L3 speakers and

L2 speakerstowed very similar consistency in rating the grammatical adverb sentences
(52% and 51%)On these occasions, they rated the ungrammatical sentences at least 1
point higher than the grammatical sentences. With regards to the clitic sentences, in
contrast tahe L3 speakers (57%), th lspeakers showed more consistency in rating

the grammaticatlitic sentences higher than the ungrammatical sentences (64.07%).

I now consider the written AJT results. Witsspecto the Whobject question
condition, 64% of the time, the L3 speakers rated the adverb grammatical sentences at
least 1 pmt higher than their ungrammatical counterpart. However, the L2 speakers
showed were less consistent in rating the grammatical adverb sentences higher than the
ungramnmatical adverb sentences (50.37%). Turning to the Ygoestion condition, in
contrast tahe L2 speakers (56.29%), the L3 speakers were less consistent in rating the
grammatical adverb sentences higher than the ungrammatical adverb sentences

(52.66%). Regrding the Yesio question condition, differently from the L2 speakers
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(45.18%), the L3 peakers showed more consistency in rating the grammatical adverb
sentences higher than the ungrammatical adverb sentenceg4pA%ith respectto
rating the grammeatal clitic sentences higher than the ungrammatical counterparts, the

L2 speaker$66.53%)showed more consistency than tiedpeaker$60.05%)
6.2.1.4 Inferential statistics

Let us turn to the inferential statistics for the two AJTs. Following the practice
suggested b$chiutze and Sprouse (20,18)e mean ratings of the AJTs are converted
to zscaes because according to the authbre,ach parti ci pant 6s r es
transformed usingtheg cor e transf ormation to eli mina
43). | analysed the-gcores from bih tasks together using linear mixed effects
models n the Ime4 package (Bates, Maechler, Bolker & Walker 2015), in R (R Core
Team 2019).As noted in Chapter 4, the present study aims to understand the
differences between the L2 and L3 speakers. Fuitihepresent studgxplicitly
makes predictions abouthe differences between the L2 and L3 groujmwever the
studydoes notmake predictions about the differences between the native speakers and
the nonnative speakers. Therefotbe data from the nat speakers were not
included inthe mixedmodelanalsis. Similarly, Dekydtspotter, Sprouse and Swanson
(2001) do not compare their native speakers thidnon-native speakers as their
study does not make predictions about the difference between tegratipand
nortnative groups. Further, they repthre L1 results separately from the teaults
and they state that O006results provided by
i nstrument t o Inbother wads,ithe duthorq wanted foivdt) .
whether the syntactic distinction that they &y#&ng to measure can be achieved using

a truthvalue judgement tasiSimilarly, in my study, the L1 data allows us to check
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whether the AJTs really measure the grammaticality contrast betwdehds-X and
*S-Adv-V-X structures.

Turning to the analysij initially, all the fixed effects that are used in the hypotheses
were included in the model, namely task (audio v. written), grammaticality
(grammatical v. ungrammatical), group (L3 v. L2), and tyy-object question,
Whenquestion, and Yeso-questiam). Following Cunnings (2012), random intercepts
for participants and items were also included, and addition of participant and item
random slopes for grammaticality was attempted. However, the mdeel tai
converge when item random slopes for grammaéticwere added, so this element
was omitted. Analysis of the summary of this model showed that there were no
significant interactions involving the type variable, nor was the main effect of this
varialde significant. This suggests that the type variadenot affect the ratings.
Therefore, a second model that excluded the type variable was run. Statistical
comparison of this model (task x grammaticality x group) with the original model
(task x grammatality x group x type) using ANOVA yielded a lowekaike
Information Criterion (AIC) for the second model than the first (9389.4 compared with
9410.6), which suggests that the fit of the second model (excluding type) is better than
the fit of the firstalthough the difference was not significant(() 10.712, p = .83).
However, on the basis of the lower AIC, and given that the-thegeinteraction is
conceptually easier to interpret than a faay interaction, | focus on this model here.
To controlfor any effect of proficiency, a third model thatlunted the proficiency
test scores was run. This did not decrease the AIC (9391.1) or significantly improve

the model fit (2(1) 0.23, p = .63), suggesting that proficiency scores did not affect

7 The AIC value is a statistical measure computed during model comparison. Levshina (2015, p.149)
explains that the lower the value, the better the model fit, in the sense that inclusion of \atfedildo
not substantially conipute to the model fit yields higher AIC values.
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ratings,so proficiency is excluded from the model reportedable . Taking t

val ues of >1. 94

o

r

<71 1. @atsortHall2016 d.64ia t e

is clear fom Table 3, that there is a significant threeay interaction of Task by

Grammaticality by Group, as well as an interaction of Grammaticality by Group, and a

significantmain effect of Grammaticalitye can agairhave a sense of the source of

threeway interaction from the mean ratings reported able 5 and Figures 8.1, but

for further understanding of thiereeway interactionin Table &, Figures 13and14

usingmean ratinggre presentedrigures 13 and 14rpsent the mean ratings by

grammaticalityand task, for the L3 group and the L2 group, respectively. Comparing
these two figures, it is clear that the L3 group differentiates similarly between the
grammatical and ungrammatical adverb placement, regaafléssk, whereas the L2

group hardly diférentiates the two structures in the audio task. This is the source of

the significant thresvay interaction.

Table 26. Linear mixed effects model estimates e§cores. The random effects

structure included the bparticipant and y-item random intercepts

Estimate SE t
(Intercept) 10.172 0.075 12.294
task 0.144 0.091 1.590
grammaticality 0.266 0.091 2.928
group 10.027 0.083 10.323
task x grammaticality 10.150 0.129 11.167
task >group 0.065 0.090 0.721
grammaticality pogp 0.304 0.090 3.364
task x grammaticality x group 10.453 0.128 13.541

a

S
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Figure 13. Audio andWritten AJT mean rating®n SV-Adv-X versus *SAdv-V-X
with 95% Cls, for 12 speakers
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Figure 14. Audio andWritten AJT mean rating®n SV-Adv-X versus *SAdv-V-X
with 95% Cls, for 13 speakers
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In summary, the native pattern of judgements in the audio AJT remains
unchanged in the written AJT. The native group clearly rejects the ungranimatica
adverb placement and accepts the grammatical adverb placement in French. The
results show aignificantmain effect of Grammaticalitglong with the non
overlapping CI bars for each grammatical and ungrammatical contrast (Figures 13
14). The results oftte linear mixed effects mod@lable 26)suggest that the nen
native speakers also differentiate the graatical adverb placement from the
ungrammatical adverb placement in the two AH®wever, they do not do it with
such a stark differentiation as theench native group. The naorative speakers
attributed a relatively high mean rating to the ungrammadicatture(3.33/3.60)

One of the reasorferthenonn at i ve groupodés r el dotthevel y hi ¢
ungrammatical structure could tieat thenonnative speakers could be less confident
than the native speakarschoosing ratings at the extremes of the schienther

words, h general, nomative speakers are likely to be less confident than native
speakers about judgements in thelfL.3 andconsequently may hesitate to select the
lowest and highest points of the scdlberefore, the two groups mighot be fully
confident using the scaleOther factors like the familiarity of the vocabulary of the
AJTs, degree of concentrationchengagemnt with the tasksould also affect the
judgements of the participan®lonsky et al. (2019) also explain tligis not always
easy for nomative speakers to show native level of sensitivity to grammaticality
They argue that the purpose oflgementdsks is not to find out where on the rating
scale response fall, but to find out whether-native speakers are sensitive to

grammatical and ungrammatical conditions.

The descriptive statistics suggest that L2 differentiation between the two

structurs in the AJTs is relatively smaller than the L3 differentiation. This was
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reflectedin the inferential statisti¢$he nonnative speakers show a significant
interaction of Grammaticality by Group on adverb placement. This further confirms
that the L3 groupperformed better than the L2 group. Interestingly, there is also a
significant threeway interactiorof Task byGrammaticality byGroup.The 3way
interactionsuggestshatthe L3 group differentiates similarly between the grammatical
and ungrammatical adrb placement, regardless of task, whereas the L2 group hardly

differentiates the two structures in the audio task.
6.2.1.5 Production task

As outlined in Chapter 5, the prodiaet task aimed to elicit oral production of
adverbs and clitics in French. The guoation task included the three adverb
conditions:Wh-object questionWhenquestion and¥ esno question. The results for

all three adverb conditions areTiable Z.
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Adverb Condition Structure produced Group
L1 L2 L3
French French French
(n=17) (n=27) (n=30)
WhObject question
AdvSV-X 00.00 (00 00.00 (00O 00.66 (01
SVXAdv 08.22 (07 23.70 (32 06.00 (09
*SAAW-X 00.00 (00 20.0027) 10.00 (15
SV-AdwX 91.78 (78 56.30 (76 83.34 (125
Wherjuestion
AdvSV-X 00.00 (00 00.00 (00O 00.66 (01
SV-XAdv 05.88 (05 39.26 (53 08.0012)
*SAAW-X 00.00 (00 27.40 (37 07.34(11
SV-AdvX 94.12 (80 33.34 (45 84.M (126)
Yesno question
AdvSV-X 00.00 (00 00.00 (OO 01.34 (02
SV-XAdv 04.70 (04 37.03 (50 10.00 (15
*SAAW-X 00.00 (00 17.77 (24 06.6410)
SV-AdvX 95.30 (81 45.20 (61 82.00 (123

The responses of the participants inctifieur structures: AdhG-V-X, S-V-X-

Adv, *S-Adv-V-X and SV-Adv-X. For all three adverb conditions, the French native

speakers predominantly usentargetS-V-Adv-X order (>91% use), as expected.

Importantly, theynever used the ungrammatical order.aast in the remaining <9%

of cases, they used the grammatical alternative of placing the adverb at the end of the

sentence. The L3 group also has a relativelydrigate of the target-§-Adv-X order,

at O82é&mas whiee L2

g r o u pié muchulever, ranging fradma t

33.34% 56.30%. The nomative groups differ from the native groups as the-non

native groups demonstrate some use of the ungrammatfidy-&-X structure.

However, the L3 group has a rid&ly low rate of use of the ungrammatistructure

stru

(<11% use) whereas the use of that structure by the L2 group goes as high as 27%.
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The L3 pattern is fairly uniform, regardless of the question structure, with over
80% use of the target structuasd the remaining responses roughly deddbetween
the ungrammatical structure and the utteraita-adverb structure. However, the L2
group seems to show a slightly different response pattern for each question structure
with less than 57% of the targdtucture and over 23% use of the utteesfinal-
adverb structure. FMvh-object question condition, the L2 group uslegltargetS-V-

Adv-X order relatively less frequently (56.30%) than thegk@up (83.34%). Also, the
L2 group has a higher percentadgehe ungrammatical $\dv-V-X order (20%)n
their production than the L3 group (10%).

Turning to theWhenquestion condition, again, the L3 group has a much
higher use othe grammaticabrder (84%) than the L2 gro§f3.34%). The results
also show tht the L2 group useithe ungrammaticabrder (27.40%) much more
frequently than the L3 group (7.34%).

For theY esno question condition, the L2 group has 17.77% uskeof
ungrammaticab-Adv-V-X order whereas in the other two conditions they uked
ungrammati cal st r u20%)uTheeresultoforéhe f3greupare nt | y
comparable to the other two conditions. Compared to the L2 group, the L3 group has a
higher use ofthegrammaticabrder (82%) and lower use tife ungrammatical
counterp# order (6.66%).

Figure 15presens the results for the three adverb conditions collapsed
toget her . It becomes all clear that the
nativespeaker group than the L2 group because the L3 group has over 86f&use
V-Adv-X order and only 8% use o5*Adv-V-X order. In contrast to the L3 group,
the L2 group has oni¥4. 94% use o%-V-Adv-X order and digher use of*S-Adv-

V-X order (21.72%). The nenative groupsisa theungrammatical alternative

(
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structure whereaghe French native speaksedid na use that structurdhelL2 group

usal this structuremuchmorefrequently(21.72%) thanthe L3 group(8%).

Figure 15. Percentage of each structure produced, by group for all three adverb
conditions

100% 0.88
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80% 44 94
70%

60% 8312
0% 93.73 :
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0
20% 33.34

10% 8
0% 6.27 8

L1 French L2 French L3 French

21.72

S-V-X-Adv © *S-Adv-V-X @ S-V-Adv-X = Adv-S-V-X

Let us turn to the inferential statistics. Based on the descriptive statistics, it is
clear that the L2 group demonstrates a different response pattern from the L3 group.
However, it is not clear whether this difference is statisticallgiggnt. Folloving
Levshina (2015), | analysed the noative data using ctiquare analysis to determine
whether the two groups are statistically different from each other with regards to the

response patterns.

It is only appropriate to use a effguae test only ifthe data passes the
assumptions given in (90) anellj (Conover, 1999, pp. 26205). However, the
production task data violates assumption {8ddausehe observatiomare not all
independent of each oth@seach participant contributes\eral responses to each

condition, within the same task).
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However, | decided to go ahead with the-shuare analysigecause it was not
possible to find an alternative that would provide readily interpretable results.

Therefore, using chsquare wasthe ne xt best 0o al ternati ve.

(90) The sample is randomly selected from the population of interest and the
observations are independent.
(91) Every observation can be classified into exactly one category accdodihg

criterion represeted by each variable.

As naed previously, in the production task, the participants used four
structuresAdv-S-V-X, S'V-X-Adv, *S-Adv-V-X and SV-Adv-X) in their response
In all three adverb conditions, A€s+V-X structure was the least preferredisture at
less than 2% use. h€reforejt was excluded from the analysis as it has a cell value
less than §Levshina, 2015)When the number of observations in a eeléss than 5,
a dii-squareanalysisdoes not run. Thereforthis structureg(Adv-S-V-X) was
excluded for practicakeasons.
Following Levshina (2015), ehi-square analysis was run on the three
remaining structures. To compare the response patternsrafritmative groupsthe
number of times each structy®V-X-Adv *S-Adv-V-X S-V-Adv-X) wasproduced
by the nonnative speakenwasarranged in a contingentable as in (8). The chi
square result is statistically significanf(2) =140.90p0O. 001) . Thi s sugge
there is a significant association between the response patterns and the Group variable.
In other words, the L2 response pattearedifferent from the L3 pattern across the
three adverb conditions. Moreovéretstatisticallysignificant chisquare result could

also be due to the large proportion of taig&t-Adv-X structurein the L3 data.
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Table28. Number of times each structure is producedtoup

SV-X-Adv *SADVV-X  SV-AdwX
L2 135 88 186
L3 36 36 374

To determine whether the norative speakershange their response pattesh
a function of the question tyge| analyse the L3 and L2 data separat@lyanalyse
the data sets separately, thanber of times eachratturewasproduced byhe L2

and L3 speakemwasarranged in contingendgbles(Tables29 and30).

Table29. Number of times each structusgproduced by.3 group

SV-X-Adv  *SAdwV-X  SV-AdwX

Whobject guestion 09 15 125
Whenrquestion 12 11 126
Yesno question 15 10 123

Table30. Number of times each structurepioduced by.2 group

SV-X-Adv  *SAdvV-X  SV-AdwX

Whobiject question 32 27 76
Whenquestion 53 37 45
Yesno guestion 50 24 61

When the L3 data is considered separately, thaahare result does not reach
statistical significance. £(1) =2.70,p=.60). This suggests that there is no significant
association between thhesponse patterns and the question type. However, faPthe
group, the chisquare result is statistically significanf(4)=16.81pO. 001) . Thi s
suggests that unlike the L2 speakers, the L3 speakers do not change their response
patternas a function bthe question type

Following Levshina (2015),calaulated the number of times each structure
was expected to produce by the L2 and L3 groups (Tatlesd 2), and therl

comparedhe number of times the three structures used by thedwoativegroups

8 There are three questions types:-dHject question, Whequestion and Yeso question
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(Tables ® and30) with the number of timethey wae expected to use each structure
(Tables31and 2). With regards tohte native speakerthenon-native speakernssed

the grammatical adverb placement over 93% of the time, with the remaining
utterances being the grammatical alternatiné-®-Adv strucure. Howeverunlike,

the native speakers, the npative speaker used the ungrammatical adverb placement
to acertain extend (over 8%). Therefore, the response pattern of the native speakers
looks different from the response pattern of tt#eand L3 speakrs Further aswe

noted earlierin contrast to the L2 speakers, the response pattern of the L3 group is
relatively more similar to the response pattern of the native spebkavever, a the
present studgoes not make expligdredictions about the fierence between the

native and nomative speakers, it was decided not to compare the native speakers with
the nonnative speakersComparing L2 and L3 response pattesitisw us to

determine whetheahe high proportion of the taggjstructurS-V-X-Adv) in L3 data

has contributed to the statistically significant-sfjuare result (Levshina, 2015, p.
218).The L3 data reported ifables ® and31 show that the number of times that the
L3 group used the target structure does notadesignificantly fronthe number of

times they were expectedpooduceit. This suggestthat the target structure is not
underrepresented in the L3 datapbrtantly Table 3 shows thatthe ungrammatical
structure is not overrepresented in thedaBa.ln other wordsthe L3speakerfiave

not overused that structutdowever, the L2 data show that in Ahenquestion
condition, thenumber of timeshe L2 speakers used\GAdv-X structure deviates

from the number of times they expected to useab(d@ 2). This means thdhe target
structure is clearly underrepresented in tBelata. Therefore, the results suggest that

the L3 response pattern could be more taligetthan the L2 response pattern.
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Moreover, this differenceontributes to the stigtically significantchi-square result in

the group comparison

Table31. Number of times each structure is expecteletproduce by L3 group

SV-X-Adv  *SAdwV-X  SV-AdwX

Whobject question 12.02 12.02 123
Whenrquestion 1202 12.02 13
Yesno questin 11.94 11.94 123

Table32. Number of times each structure is expecteletproduce by L2 group

SV-X-Adv  *SAdvV-X  SV-AdwX

Whobject question 4511 29.40 60.00
Whenquestion 45.11 29.40 60,00
Yesno guestion 44.77 29.18 60.03

6.2.2 English test instruments

The English test instruments consisted of two tasks: an audio AJT and a
production task. The results of the audio AJT is reported first, before turning to the
production task results. The next section provides thetsa®léted to the three
adverb condions: Wh-object questionywhenquestion and’esno question. The

results for object pronouns are reported in Secti82.@.

6.2.2.1 The acceptability judgement task(English version)
The descriptive statistics for all #& adverb conditions are reported able
33. Figures 1618 provide a visual illustration of each adverb condition separately.

Table33. EnglishAJT mean ratings on adverb conditigqesale = 66)

Structure L1 English L 2 English
Mean SD Mean SD
WhObiject question SAdW-X 6.00 0.00 5.79 0.53
*SV-AdvX 0.18 0.39 4.74 1.02
Wherjuestion SAIW-X 4.80 241 5.62 0.68
*SVEAdWX 1.22 240 4.70 0.95
Yesnoquestion SAdW-X 481 2.39 5.25 0.85

*SV-AdvX 1.28 2.41 4.84 0.86
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Let us first establish the native pattern of judgements iNth@bject question
condition. The English native speakers strongly distinguish betwegnahenatical
and ungrammatical structures by attributangery high mean rating to the
grammatical structure and a very low mean rating to the ungrammatical structure. The
L1-Sinhald L2-English speakers look (hereafter L2 English spesikery different
from the English nativepeakersThe L2 English speaked® not differentiate greatly
between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures with a mean rating of 5.79 on
the grammatical structure and a lower mean rating (4.74) on the ungrammatical
structure Nonetheless, the confidence interval bars do notawevithin the L2
English speakers and this demonstrates that, like the native speakers; tiagiveon
speakers differentiate the grammatical structure from the ungrammatical st(aeture

figure 16)



137

Figure 16. English AJT mea ratings onVh-object question condition with 95% Cls
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Let us now consider the results for Maenquestion condition. As discussed
in Chapter 5, the English AJT used English versions of the tokens used in the French
audioAJT. When the test itesnwere translated into English, one of the sentence pairs
comprised two grammatical sentences, rathar tdme grammatical and one
ungrammatical sentencehere are given in (923). Sentence (92) would be
ungrammatical in &/-Adv-O structure but grammastin SV-Adv-PP structure
because gstverbal adverbs are allowed after prepositional phrases in English.
This item Gentenced?2) appears in thevhenquestion condition. The results for this
test itemareconsidered first. Although this test item faagrammatical structure in
English, the English native group considered this structure as a dispreverced
order. Their mean rating for this test item is close to zero (0.06) whereas the L2
English speakers attributed a mean rating of 4.25 to thiggestHowever, it was
decided to discard this test item from the results report€édbie 3 and Figurel7 as
the English AJT also tested the same token with a preverbal adver®38k ifhe

following discussion is based on mean ratings reported ile B8land Figure 17.
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(92) She eats regulariy the canteen. (§-Adv-X°)
(93) She regularly eats thecanteen (SAdv-V-X)

Figure 17 sbws a similar picture to Figure 16. This suggests that the results
for the two groups in th&/henquestion condition are corable to the previous
condition. The native pattern of judgments showstti@grammatical stature
receives a very high acceptance whethasingrammatical structureceivesnuch
lower acceptance. Figur& $hows that L2 English speakers make amli$ion
between the twstructuresHowever, compared to the English native group, the L2
differertiation between the grammatical and ungrammatical structure is relatively

smaller.

Figure 17. English AJT mean ratings dhenqueston condition with 95% Cls
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Looking at the native pattern of judgements inYesno question condition,
again, it very clear that the English native speakers strongly differentiate the

grammatical and ungrammatical structurese(Figure 18 They attribute a mean

9 Recall that X stands for the element following V, before inclusion of an adWeus, here it stands for
PP.
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rating close to %o the grammatical sequence and a mean rating close to 1 to the
ungrammatical sequence. The nmative pattern of judgements looks different from
the native pattern. The narative speakers do not differentiate greatiyween the
two structures. &\dv-V-X structuregeceive a mean rating of 5.25 whereas\*S
Adv-X structuregeceive a mean rating of 4.84. However, a closer inspection of
confidence interval bars figure 18 sggests that the L2 English speakers,

nonethéess, differentiate the grammati@id ungrammatical structures.

Figure 18. English AJT mean ratings ofesno question condition with 95% Cls
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Table 3! gives the results for the three adverb conditions collapsed &rgeth
Figure 19provides a visual illustration of the data givermable34. As expected, the
English native speakers greatly differentiate the grammatical structure from the
ungrammaticaltsucture across the three adverb conditiéingure 19clearly irdicates
that the two groups are different from each other. Thenative pattern of
judgements shows thtdte ungrammatical structureceives a mean rating of74.

whereaghe grammatical@unterparreceives a mean rating o65. Therefore, the
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resultsshow that the L2 English speakers do not magieamgdistinction as the

English native speakers.

Table34. English AJT mean ratings or/&lv-V-X versus *SV-Adv-X (scale = 66)

Group Word order Mean SD
L1 English SAIW-X 5.20 2.03
*SVEAdWX 0.89 2.03

L2 English SAdW-X 5.55 0.73
*SVFAdwX 4.76 0.95

Figure 19. EnglishAJT mean ratings on-8dv-V-X versus *SV-Adv-X with 95% Cls
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The English AJT mean ratings were transfed to zscores for analysis.
However, after converting the mean rating {&cores, still, the data was not normally
distributed. Therefore, it is not possible to report any inferential statistics on English
AJT data. However, the descriptive statistisacly suggest that the L2 English
speakers are uncontestably different from the English native speakers. Theytaecept
ungrammatical 8/-Adv-X across the three adverb conditions.

Analysing the adverb placemnten English bythe L1-Sinhald L2-English

speakerswe find that the L2 English speakers distinguish between the grammatical
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and ungrammatical adverb placement in the three adverb conditions. However, this
differentiation is relatively small. The L2 patteof judgements shows thizie
grammatichadverb placemerglways receives mean ratings above the midpoint of the
scale in the three conditions and when the three conditions are collapsed, the L2
differentiation between-¥-Adv-X and *SV-Adv-X structursis not robust either.

The L2 speakeratributed a high mean rating to the ungrammatical structure. This
could be mainly due to L1 transfer as botW-&\dv-X and *SV-Adv-X structures are
grammatical in Sinhala’he next section reports the results fdverb placement in

the production task.
6.2.2.2 Production task (Englishversion)

The production task aimed to elicit oral production of adverbs and object
pronouns in English. The production task included the three categories of adverb
condition: Wh-object questionyWhen question and esno question. As explained in
Chapter 5, due tthme constrairg, six of the thirtyL2 speakersvere unable to
complete the English production ta3lkable ¥ gives the results for all three adverb

conditions.
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Table35. Percentage &w number) of each structypeoduced in the English version of

the production task, by group

Adverb Condition Structure produced Group
L1 L2
English English
(n=17) (n=24)
WhObject question
AdvSV-X 02.35 (02 08.34 (10
SVXAdv 04.71 (04 07.50 (09
SAIWX 92.94 (79 75.00 (90
*SV-AdwX 00.00 (00 09.16 (11
Wherjuestion
AdvSV-X 00.00 (00 08.33 (06
SV-OAdv 00.00 (00 08.33 (06
SAIWX 100.00 (51 69.44 (50
*SVEAdWX 00.00 (00 13.90 (10
Yesno question
AdvSV-X 00.00 (00 07.50 (09
SV-OAdv 00.00 (00 00.83 (01
SAIWX 100.00 (85 80.00 (96
*SVEAdWX 00.00 (00O 11.67 (14

The English native speakers did not use four structures (as they did not use

the ungrammatical struate); only the L2 English speakers diss discussed in

Chapter 5, the English production task used English versions of the test items used in

the French production task. Two test items (see 94 and 95) presented to the

participantsn the English versiorrequire answers which have a structure that

involves an intransitive verb followed by a prepositional phrase. With intransitive

verbs, responses with eith@ostverbal adverbs as (86)1° or with preverbal adverbs

as in @7) are granmatical in principle.Therefore, it is worth considering the results

for these two items separately to find out which of the two structures is preferred by

the participants. Although-8-Adv-X structureis grammatical in principle, in these

10 as an adverb can appear between a verb and a prepositional phrase in English.
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two cases, # English native spealkenever used that structure in their responses.
Unlike the native group, the narative group has 18.75 % use e¥/SAdv-X

structure. However, the namative group still has a high rate of use eA@/-V-X

order, at 70.83%. It wadecided nonetheless tesdard these test items from the
results reported imable & and Figure 2@s the results of these test items do not help
us to understand whether adverb placement is established in L2 English. The

following discussion is based dme results reported ifable 3 and Figure 20.

Francis likes to go to the cinema.

(94)

regularly

5) When does he go to the cinema?
(95)  Simon loves to eat in the cafeteria.

P

e

o
\%_—_“"_“

frequently
7) When does he eat in the cafeteria?

Q

(96) He goes regularly to the cinema.-{SAdv-X)
(97) He regularly goes to the cinema-A8v-V-X)

As expected, for all adverb conditions, the English native speakers
predominantlyusedthe grammaticab-Adv-V-X structure (>92% Most importantly,
they never used ungrammatical adverb placement in their responses. Instead, they used
the grammatical alternative structuresdv-S-V-X andS-V-X-Adv. The L2 English

speakers alspredominantlyusedthe grammaticas-Adv-V-X structure(>69%) and
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they have less than 14% use ofV¥SAdv-X structure for all three adverb conditions.
Moreover, the ungrammatical structure was their second choice of preference. The L2
English speakers used the gramgsdtalternative structures (AesV-X andS-V-X-
Adv) less frequently than the ungrammatical structure.

Figure 20 presents the results for the three adverb conditions collapsed
together. With more than 97% use eA8v-V-X order, the English native spieers
showed a strong preference for thtter structure. Like the English native speakers,
the L2 English speakemedominantlyusedtargetorder (75.96%). They used
alternative structures more frequently than the English native speakers. However,
unlike the English native group, the L2 Englispeakersised ungrammatical adverb

placement (10.82%) in their responses.
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Figure 20. Percentage of each structure produced in the English version of the production
task, by group
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S-V-X-Adv © S-Adv-V-X @ *S-V-Adv-X = Adv-S-V-X

As noted previouslythe native and nenative speakers overwhelmingly used
S-Adv-V-X structure in their responses. However, the descriptive statistics clearly
show that the two groups are different. The native speakers used the grammatical
adverb placemd over 97% of the time, with the remaigintterances being
grammatical alternatives. However,thenomt i ve speakersodé use of
adverb placement was lower, at 75.96%. Further, in contrast to the native speakers, the
nortnative groups alsosed the ungrammatical adverb placemetich is just over
10% of the total. This clearly shows that the native response pattern is different from

the nonnative response pattern.

Turning to inferential statistics, | decided not to compare the natipemss
pattern with the nomative responspattern because the two groups clearly had

different response pattern$herefore, the statistical comparison is unnecessary, and



146

theaddition of an unnecessary variable to a statistical model reduces the ptveer o

model(Levshina, 2015)

However, Iran chi-square analysis dhenornnative data to determine whether
their output structure changes as a function of the question tye-8dv structure
was excluded from the analysis as it has a cell value less tiémeb. the number of
observations im cell is less than 5, a ebguare analysis does not run. Therefdinis
structure was excluded for practical reasdrev$hina, 2015)All the other structures
were included in the analysiBollowing Levshinathe number of times each structure
is praduced by L2 speakers waganged in a contingency tableiad able36. The
chi-squareresult does not reach statistical significanc€2)=1.31,p .85). This
suggests that there is no significant association between their response pattern and the
gueston type. In other words, the L2 English speakers do not change their response

pattern in relation to the three adverb conditions.

Table 36. Number of times each structure is produced by th&nglishgroup.

AdvSV-X  *SAdWV-X  SV-AdwX

Whaobiject question 10 90 11
Whenrquestion 06 50 10
Yesno question 09 96 14

Following Levshina (2015) also calculated the number of times each
structure is expected tie producel, according to chsquare logicby the L2 English
spe&ers(Table ¥). Tables 8 and ¥ show thathe number of times that the L2
English speakers used the target strudig&dv-V-X) does not deviate significantly
from the number of times they were expected to produgéis.shows that the target
structue is not underrepresented in the L2 data. Mopbrtantly, the number of

times the L2 English speakers used the ungrammatical structuxé&$/-X) does
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not exceed the number of times they were expected to prodiibésishows that they

have not overusd this structure.

Table 37. Number of times each structure is expectedeproducel by thelL.2 English
group

Adverb conditiol Structure produce Frequenc
Expected Frequency

Whobject questic AdvSV-X 09.37
SAdW-X 88.50
*SV-AdwX 13.12
Whemuestion AdvSV-X 05.57
SAdW-X 52.62
*SV-AdwX 07.80
Yesno question AdvSV-X 10.05
S-AdVV-X 94.87
*SV-AdwX 14.0(

6.3 Object clitics and object pronouns across tasks

6.3.1 French test instruments

Knowledge of object clitics by the L2 and L3 speakers was tested via audio and
written AJTs and a production tasko determine whether there is an-transfer
effect in L3 acqusition of object cliticsthe test instruments testdetgrammatical
and ungrammatical structureS:Cl-V and*S-g-V. This section first outlines the

results of the AJTs before turning to the production task results.
6.3.1.1Audio acceptability judgement task

Table B presents the descriptive statistics for obgitics in the audio AJT. The
data is further illustrated iRigure 21 As expected, the French native speakers
differentiate very strongly between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures, with
amean of close to the maximum of 6 for the grammaticatl order and a mean of
close to the minimum, zero, for the ungrammatical word order. Thaatwve speakers
attributed a mean rating close to five (4828) to the grammatical structure whereas

the ungrammatical structure received mean ratings oféhil73.86 respectively.
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Moreover, the confidence interval bars do not overlap within thenatiie speakers.
This suggests that the L2 and L3 speakers distinguish between the grammatical and
ungrammadtal structures. HoweveFigure 21shows that the L3rgup looks different
from the L3 speakers. This is due to the acceptance of ungrammatical object clitic
omission by the L3 group.

Table38. AJT mean ratings on objeclitic condition (scale =®)

Structure L1 French L2 French L3 French
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Audio AJT

SC 598 015 482 1.80 5.18 1.43

*SaV 0.08 0.39 3.17 215 3.86 1.83
Written AJT

SCl 6.00 0.00 531 1.10 5.34 1.47

*SgV 0.01 0.10 2.81 1.96 4.03 1.95

Figure 21. Audio AJT mean ratings on object clitic condition 95% Cls
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6.3.1.2 Written acceptability judgement task

The descriptive statistics for object clitics in the written AJT are reported in
Table B and Figure 22The native pattern of juggnents in the written AJT is

comparable to the audio AJT. The French native group very strongly accepts the
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grammatical struare and rejects the ungrammatical object clitic omission in the
written AJT. The nomative judgements in the written AJT are @rént from that of
the audio AJT. In contrast to the audio AJT, The L2 and L3 differentiation between
the grammatical and uregmmatical structures is bigger in the written AJT. Moreover,
the nonoverlapping confidence interval bars within the imative sgakers suggest

that they make a distinction between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures in

the written AJT.

Figure 22. WrittenAJT mean ratings on object clitic condition 95% Cls
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Let us turn to the infererati statistics. The-scores from both tasks together
were analysed using linear mixed effects models in in R. | started with a minimal
model (model 1) that contains all the fixed effects task (audio v. written),
grammaticality grammatical v. ungrammatigaand group (L3 v. L2). And then, |
increased the model by adding random intercepts for participants and items and then
random slopes for grammaticality was also attempted (Model 2). Statistical
comparison of Models 1 and 2 ugiANOVA yield a lower Akaikdnformation

Criterion (AIC) for Model 2 (AIC 6185.0) than Model 1 (6209.9). This suggests that
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Model 2 provides a better fit to the data than Model 1. On the basis of the lower AIC, |
focus on Model 2. A third model (Model ®)as also considered to detene where

there is any effect of proficiency. Model 3, which included the proficiency test scores
was attempted. However, adding proficiency scores did not decrease the AIC (6211.6)
or significantly improve the model fit.2(2) 0.23, p = .63). Thereforéfocus on

Model 2 which is reported imable 3. Table ® shows that there is a significant main
effect of both Task and Grammaticality and a significant interaction between Task and
Grammaticality. However, there is s@nificantmain effect of Group roan

interaction between Group and Grammaticality.

Table 39. Linear mixed effects model estimates efcores. The random effects
structure included the byarticipant and bytem random intercept

Estimate SE t
(Intercept) 10.361 0.090 14.008
task 0.333 0.098 3.378
grammaticality 0.838 0.119 7.038
group 1T 0. 0.109 11.239
task x grammaticality 10.846 0.140 16.030
task x group 10.112 0.107 1.054
grammaticality x group 10.104 0.141 10.738
task x grammaticality x group 10.208 0.151 1.376

In summary, the native pattern of judgemdnisn the audio AJTis repeated
in the written AJT. The native speakers clearly reject ungrammatical object omission
in French.Turning to the nomative speakers, the significant maifeet of
Grammaticality obtained from the linear mixed effects model confirms that, overall,
the nonnative groups differentiated between the grammatical and ungrammatical
structures across the two tasks. There was also a significant effect of Task,swhich i
likely to be due to the fact that, in general, for both groups, the ratings on each

structure ardigher in the written task than in the audio task. The L2 group's mean
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rating of 2.81 on the *&V structure in the written AJT is an exception: this @i
lower than on the same structure in the audio AJT. However, the variance in the
responses irhis condition in both tasks was high (as seen from the SDs in Téble 3
and this high level of variance is likely to be the reason why the effect of Task is
significant, despite the exception in the L2 results. The remaining significant outcome
in the mixed effects model is the interaction of Task and Grammaticality. This is likely
to arise because the difference between the grammatical and ungrammatiti@nsond
is, overall more extreme in the written AJT than in the audio AJT. Descriptively, it
appearshat this difference applies more to the L2 group's responses than to the L3
group's responses. However, the Group variable is not involved in the signifiaan
effects or interactions, which means that, statistically, there is no difference between

the L2 and L3 groups on the object clitic structures in the AJTs.
6.3.1.3 Production task

The results for object clitics are shownTiable40. Figure 23provides a visual
illustration of the data in TabK0. The responses of the participants inclutiede

structuresS-Cl-V, * SV aS\WNP.

Table40. Percentage (raw number) of each structure produced, by group

Structure produed Group

L1 Frenchn=17) L2 Frenchn=27) L3 Frenclin=30)
SCH 80.00 (136) 31.48 (85) 21.00 (63)
SV 00.00 (00) 01.85 (5) 11.33 (34)

S\ENP 20.00 (34) 66.67 (180) 67. 67 (203)




152

Figure 23. Percaitage of each structure produced, by group
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As expected, the French native grqupdominantlyused preverbal object
clitic structures (80%). As expected, they never used object clitic orulitied
omissionin their responses. With regards to thenative groups, they have at least
66% of SV-NP structure, which is their preferrettuctureIn other words, they
prefer to give full NP and avoid pronoui$e L2 group has more than 31% o€
V structure, whereas t leiloieB(2180). Dhatwdren use o0
native groups differ from each other as the L3 growgulwbject cliticomissionmore
frequently than the L2 group.
Let us turn to the inferential statistid® compare the response patterns of the
two nonnativegroups,the number of times each structure is produced by the L2 and

L3 groups was arranged in a in a contingency table as in Zalled then
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achi-square analysis was conducted on the three response types produced by the two
nonnative groups. The result isagstically significant (2(2)=24. 71, p 0. 001)
which suggests that there is a significant association between the response patterns of

the nonnative speakers and the Group variable. In other words, L2 response pattern is
different from the L3 speakershe descriptive statistics show that unlike the L2 data,

the L3 data contains a relatively higher proportion 6i*8 structure. However, the

number of times other structures ag&atively similar in the two groupsée Table

41). Therefore, the statistlly significant chisquare result is due to the use ofg¥

structure in the L3 data.

Table41 Number of times each structure is produced by group

SCHV SoV SV-NP
L2 85 05 180
L3 63 34 203

6.3.2 English test instruments

Knowledge of object pronouns in L2 English was tested via an audio AJT and
a production tasklo determine whether there is an-transfer effect in L2
acquisition of object pronounthe experimental tasks tested the grammatical and
ungrammatical stretures: S-V-ObjProand*S-V- g. The next section outlines the

results of the AJT an8ection 63.2.2 reports the production task results.
6.3.2.1 Acceptability judgement task (English version)

The descriptive statistics of the AJT are presentdabie42 ard the data is

further illustrated irFigure 24

Table42. English AJT mean ratings on object pronoun condition (scaig) =0

Structure L1 English L 2 English
Mean SD Mean SD
SV-ObjPro 6.00 0.00 492 091

*S\V-g 008 0.44 386 0.78
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As expected, the English native group differentiates greatly bet®&en
ObjPro and *SV-g structurewith a mean of close to the maximum of 6 for the
grammatical structure and a mean of close to the minimum,faetbge
ungrammatical structure. Howevelifferently from the native speakethge L2
English speakers do not maketeongdistinction betweegrammaticals-V-ObjPro
structuresandungrammaticas-V-g structure. Nonethelesghe confidence interval
barsdo not overlap within the L2 English speakers. This indicates that this difference

is significant.

Figure 24. English AudioAJT mean ratings on object pronouns condition 95% Cls
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andFrench This suggest that this property istrmacquired by the L3 speakers in both

L2 English and L3 French. I will discuss this point further later in the thesis.

6.3.2.2 Production task (Englishversion)

The results for object pronouns are shown in TatdeFigure 25 further

illustrates the iMake 43.

Table43. Percentagéraw numberpf each structure produced in the English version of
the production task, by group

Structure produced Group

L1 Englishn(=17} L2 Englishi(=29
SV-ObjPro 66.47 (113) 09.17 (22)
SV-NP 33.53 (57) 63.33 (152)
*SV-g 00,00 (00) 27.50 (66)

The responses of the participants included three structukéOBPro,S-V-
NP and®* S/-g. The English native group has 66.47% use of object pronoun
structures, suggesting their strong prefice for that structure. The npative group
looks very different from the English native group. The L2 English speakers have only
9.17%use ofS-V-ObjPro structurgin their responses. Unlike the native speakers, the
nonnative speakers strongly prafed SV-NP structure (63.33%) and they also used
object pronoun omitted constructions in their responses (27.5%). | do not report
inferential statistics on the L2 English production task data as we can determine that
the native response pattern is sigrafitly different fronthe nonnative pattern based
on the descriptive statistics alone. The
French and English production tasks. They used object omitted constructions in both

French and English.
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Figure 25. Percentagéraw number)f each structure produced in the English version
of the production task, by group
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6.4 Conclusion

This chapterhas reportethe results derived from both French and English test
instrumentsThe experimental tasks tested knowledge of adverb placement and object
pronominalization in crosknguistics perspectives.

The judgement data suggestat the L2 judgements and L3 judgent do not
always converge. The audio AJT results suggest thai3lspeakers performed better
than the L2 speakers on adverb placenieém. L3 speakers differentiaggammatical
SV-Adv-X ordeis from ungrammaticab-Adv-V-X ordes across the three adver
conditions. However, the L2 speakers do not distinguish betweegrammatical and
ungrammatical structures the Wh-object question condition artde Whenquestion

condition. The written AJT results are comparable to the audio AJT results.Whthe
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object question condition, the L2 speakers fail to distinguish lestee grammatical
and ungrammatical adverb placemavitereas the L3 speakers are tatiet across
the three adverb conditions. The Awativedatashows a significant interaction of
Grammaticality by Group. This suggests that thedifferentiation issmaller than the
L3 differentiation. There is also a significant thsgay interaction of Task by
Grammaticality by Group. This suggests that the judgements of theative
speakers diffein the two AJTs.

In the production task, the responses of tirtigipants included four
structures:Adv-S-V-X, S'V-X-Adv, *S-Adv-V-O and SV-Adv-X. The descriptive
statistics suggest that the L2 speakers are different from the L3 speikaespet
to how they use grammatical and ungrammatical adverb placemésirinesponses.

Like the native speakers, the L3 grquedominantlyusedthe targeS-V-Adv-X

structure across the three adverb conditdi

structure $ much lower. When the adverb conditions are collapsed togethér3 th
group looks very similar to the native speakers. They have 83.12% usé-a08-X
order and only 8% use of *&dv-V-X. The use otargetorder by the native speakers
is only slightlyhigher than the L3 speakers (93.97%). | compared the L2 response
patern with the L3 response patteamdthe chisquare result was statistically
significant (3(2)=66.30,pO. 00 1) . T that the twoononiaiive grosips are
significantly different

Turning to the results for object clitics, the noative speakers clearly
distinguish between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures in the AJTs.
However,the L2 differentiation betwedhe grammatical and grammatical structures
is much bigger than that of the L3 speak&te descriptive statistics show that the

judgement of the nonnative speakers differ in the two tasks. A significant main effect
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of Task confirms that the nemative udgements are different in the two tasks.
Interestingly, the results demonstrate no significant main effect of Group, suggesting
that the judgment of the narative speakers on object clitics are similarthe
prodiction task, L2 speakers used prevenigect clitic constructions more frequently
(31.48%) than the L3 speakers (21%). The L3 group has 11.33%-bforder.
Howevert he L 2 g r ostrystireis mushdower (L85%). The -cguare
result demonsates that there is a significant agation between the response patterns
and the group variable. An inspection of the descriptive statistics show that the
significant chisquare result is due the use of *Sz-V structure produced by the L3
group.

The judgements of the L2 English speakehow that across the three adverb
conditions, the L2 English speakers do not differentiate greatly betangS-Adv-
V-X order fromungrammaticab-V-Adv-X orderwith mean ratings of 5.79,5.62 and
5.25 onthegrammatical structureand relativeljlower ratings (4.74, 4.70 and 4.48)
ontheungrammatical structuseWhen the three adverb conditions are collapsed, the
difference between the native speakers andnative speakers is even more
pronounced. However, ité¢ production task, like the Englishtive speakers, the
nortnative speakergredominantlyusedthetarget structurén their responses across
the three adverb conditions. Most importantly, the L2 English speakers have less than
16% use of *SV-Adv-X order. When the three adverb conditions are considered
together, the L2 results do not change considerably in the prodtask.The overall
results suggest that the L2 English speakers are more-lizegeh English adverb
placement in the production tailan in the AJT.

This experiment finds thahe L2 English speakers accept ungrammatical

object pronoun omigsn with a mean rate of 3.86. However, the native group strongly



159

rejectsS-V-g structure in the AJT. In the production task, the Englisiveapeakers
predominantlyused object pronouns in their responses. However, interestingly, the use
of object pronouns by the L2 English native is limited to 9.16%. Interestingly, the
production task results show that the L2 English group used null gio@aiuns in

English (27.50%), just as they did in French.

As discussed in Chapter 4, the present study testsrédictions made by two
competing models of L3 acquisition to determine the source of transfer in L3
acquisition of French. The next chapconsiders the results of this experimenight
of the predictions made liie CEM and the TPMIt also outline the limitations of

the study and gives directions for future research.
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Chapter 7

Discussion

7.1 Introduction

This chapter discussése results detailed in Chapter 6 in lightlo¢
hypotheses of the present thesis. As noted in Chapgaclé of these hypotheses is
formulated in relation to the two L3 modeise CumulativeEnhancement Model and
theTypological Primacy Model. Firstly,examine these hypotheses in tewwhthe
results before concluding which of the two L3 Models best fits, if any. | repeat the
same process for adverb placement and object clitics separately. Secondly, before
concluding which of the two models would beapture the results, | examine the
hypothess on L2 English. Thirdly, tliscuss the findings in the broader context of L3
acquisition andhenthe limitations of the present study are considdretlly, |

suggest directions for future research

7.2 Hypotheses on L2 and L3 French

This section first gamines the hypotheses related to adverb placement, before

turning to the hypotheses on object clitics.

7.2.1 Hypotheses on L3 adverb placement

Hypotheses related to the L3 adverb placenaregiven in Sectiong.3.1.1,
4.3.1.2 and 4.3.1.3 (see Chapter®)ese are summarized and repeated below before

considering how the results support or counter each hypothesis.

7.2.2 Hypothesis 1: L3 adverb placement under the CEM

Hypothesis Jredicts thattie L1-Sinhald L2 Endishi L3-French speakers will

experience facilitative transfer from Sinhala with regard to adverb placement in
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French. For the LEnglishii L2-French speakers;%-Adv-X structure is not available
in their L1 English. Therefore, the L3 French speakers withbee taigetlike than
the L2 French speakers on adverb placement due to facilitation from Sinhala. Under a
narrow prediction, it is hypothesized that if the L3 speakers transfer from Sinhala, they
will demonstratéhe targedike adverb placement in a dext whee adverbialsre
focussed

If the CEM is correct, In the AJTs, the L3 group would differentiate between
grammatical S/-Adv-X structures and ungrammatical-8dv-V-X structurein a
targetlike manner The descriptive statistics clearly suggésit thetwo groups are
different from each other in the judgement tasks. In the audio AJT, the L3 speakers
distinguish between the grammatical and ungrammatical adverb placement across the
three adverb conditiondoreover, the L3 pattern of judgments reneal unbanged
in the written AJTwhereaghe L2 speakers fatito distinguish between grammatical
and ungrammatical adverb placement across the three adverb conditlomsyritten
AJT. The audio AJT results show that the L2 group does not makeretiist
between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures Mdtro question
condition. Similarly, in the written AJT, the L2 speakers distinguish between the
grammatical and ungrammatical adverb placement only in two adverb conditions
(Whenquestion andY es-no question).

Further, the results of the linear mixed effects model analysis confirmed that
the L2 group differed significantly from the L3 group particularly in the audio AJT,
due to the L2 group's lack of differentiation between the graimahand
ungrammatical adverb placement, in contrast to the L3 group. Thus, the results of the

AJTs are compatible with the broad hypothesis that the L3 group will be-likegen
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adverb placement whereas the L2 group may not be. The narrow hypahesis
addressd below, but first, | consider the production task data.

In the production task, the L3 groagaindemonstrates a different response
pattern fromthat ofthe L2 speakers. When the three adverb conditions are considered
together, the L3 groupbkssimilar to the French native group. The French native
speakers show a strong preferenceSid-Adv-X structure (93.73%). Similarly, the
L3 speakerpredominantlyusedS-V-Adv-X structure (83.12%) in their responses.
The L3 group has only 8% ungramicat S-Adv-V-X order.By contrast, the L2
group,with only 44.94% SV-Adv-X order andarelatively high percentage of *S
Adv-V-X order (21.72%), looks uncontestably different from thegtd®up As noted
in Chapter 6, a chéquare analysiwasrun on the Laata Theresult of this test was
significant It further confirms that the L2 response pattern is different trar3
group. The comparison between thenber of times the L3 speakers used-8dv-X
structure and the number of times they were expdotaek it, showghatthe S-V-
Adv-X structure is not underrepresented in the L3 datdrapdrtantly,the L3 group
has not overused the ungrammatical structure either. However, thetde®inced a
different response pattern. Th2 groupdid not usehe grammatical structure
consistently across the three adverb conditions. Therefore, the overall results suggest
that the L3 group is more targidte than the L2 group on the adverb placem&his
suggests thahe results of the productidgaskare compable with the broad
hypothesis.

Turning to the narrower implication of this hypothedisvas also predicted
that if the L3 speaketsansfer from Sinhala, theyoumld demonstratéhe targetike
adverb placement in a context where they havedus onitme adverbials. As noted

in Chapter 5, in th&/henquestion condition time adverbials are in focus. Therefore,
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if this prediction is correct, in th&/henquestion condition, the L3 speakers would
demonstrate a targéke judgement patterim the AJTSandin the production task,

they wouldpredominantlyuse the target adverb placement. Let us now examine this
prediction in relation to the results.

As discussed previously, the descriptive results show that the L3 speakers
clearly distinguish between\8-Adv-X structure and &\dv-V-X structure across the
three adverb conditions. Importantly, on adverb placement, theatore speakers do
not show aignificant main effect ofTypet!, suggesting that the question type has not
played a significant role in thexperimentThe production task results show tirat
response to th&/henquestion condition, the L3 groygsgedominantlyused SV-Adv-

X order (84%)and the use of-Bdv-V-X structure idow at 20%. Therefore, as
predicted the L3 group isbroadlytargetlike on adverb placement in tiiéhen
guestion condition. This meattse findingssupportHypothesisl.

However, if (contra the CEM)onfacilitative transfer occurs in addition to
facilitative transfer, then transfer of focus from Sinhala could akdd yiontargetlike

behaviour. This is explored in relation to Hypothesis 2.

7.2.3 Hypothesis 2: L3 adverb placement under noffacilitative tr ansfer from
Sinhala

Hypothesis 2 predicts thidtthe L3 speakers transfer from L1 Sinhala, they
will be nontargetlike in a context where the direct object is in focus as in Sinhala, S
Adv-V-O order is required in a context where the object of theegen is in focus.
This is investigated by means of #-object conditiorin the AJTsas
explainedn Chapter 5In the Wh-objectcondition, objects are in focus. Therefore, if

Hypothesis 2 is correct, in AJTSs, the L3 speakers wacteépt S-Adv-V-X orderand

1 Type means the three adverb conditions:-dtfect, Wherguestion and Yeso question
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reject SV-Adv-X orderas they would be prompted to acceptAdv-V-X order due

to thefocusedrelated wordrder effecttransferedfrom Sinhala On the other hand,

in the production task, the L3 response pattern will betaagetlike as a reult of
predominantlyusing* S-Adv-V-X structure. Let us examine this prediction in relation
to the results.

As discused inSection 7.2.2the L3 patterns of judgements are fairly uniform,
regardless of the question structure. In other wahéd,3spe ak er s j udge meni
targetlike'? across the three adverb conditiorss noted previously, the results did
not show aignificantmain effect of Type. In the production task, again tf@\Wh-
objectcondition,the L3 speakergredominantlyused the target word ordemnd they
were comparable to the native speakers. Most importantly, their use of the
ungrammatical adverbdgcement did not increase predicted by Hypothesis 2.

Therefore, the results clearly demonstrate lthgiothesis2 is not supported.

7.2.4 Hypothesis 3: L3 adverb placement under the TPM

Hypothesis 3 predicts thdte L3 group will transfer from Englisklue to their
perception that English is typologically much closer to French than Siishdfahe
L3 grouptransfers from English, they would assume tt&Adv-V-X structure is
grammatical in French and they will be rtamgetlike on adverb placement French.
Moreover, the two nomative groups would have similar results.

As noted in Chapter 2, i fair to argue thdt3 Frenchis typologicallycloser
to L2 Englishthan toL3 French. That is to say, the L3 speakers would perceive
English much clser to French. If this assumption is true, then the L3 speakers would

transfer their English grammar tloe French interlanguaged their mental grammar

2 The L3 speakers are targite in the sense of a biggdifferentiation between thgrammatical and
ungrammatical structures than the L2 speakers, but they do not behave as same as the native speakers
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will not be Sinhaldike. Let us now consider whether typological primacy plays a
significant role inL3 French with regards to adverb placement.

In the AJTSs, the L3 speakers distinguish between thargedical structurand
the ungrammatical structure across the three adverb conditions whereas the L2
speakers demonstrated a different judgement patteay do not make a difference
between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures across the tiuitiemsin
the judgementtaskd n t he production task, the L3 s
adverb placement is relatively isomorphic to the Frenclrenapeakers. However, the
L2 speakersdé use of grammatical atbver b pl
of the L3 speakers 880) (see Figure 15)The L2 group also used ungrammatical
adverb placement more frequently (21.72%) than the L3 group (8%)ovidrall
results suggest that the L3 spealdersrotdemonstrat@a stronger preference fos-
Adv-V-X order, as predicted.

Hypothesis3 alsoconsiders whether the two noative group$iave similar
results In the written AJT, vaen the three adverlmrditionswerecollapsed, the two
nortnative groups look similar to each other (see Fig@eHoweverwhen the two
AJTs are considered togeth#tte nonnative speakers demonstrate a significant
interaction of Grammaticality by Group. This clearly shaatthe nonnative groups
differ from each other with regards to the extehtheir differentiation between
grammatical and ungrammatical structures.

Importantly, the chisquare result reaebstatistical significance in the group
comparison. Thistows that the nenative groups have dissimilegsults Therefore,
the overall results areohcompatible withthe TPM because the L3 speakers are more

targetlike than the L2 speakeos adverb placement in French.
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7.3 Hypotheses on object clitics

In this section, | first recall the hypotheses on object clitics, given in Chapter 4

and then | cosider whether they are supported byfihdings

7.3.1 Hypothesis 4: L3 use of object clitics under the CEM

Hypothesis 4 predicts thdte L3 group will be more tgetlike than the L2
group on preverbal clitics due to facilitation from Sinheaha hey will also be target
like on ungrammatical object omission due to facilitation from English.

Broadly, he results do not support this hypotheBisst, let us reall the non
nativeg r o ypaitérs of judgements in the AJTihe audio AJT results showdt the
L2 differentiation between the grammatical and ungrammatical structures is bigger
than that of the B speakers. Interestingly, the L3 differentiation betwientwo
structures in the written AJT s@nallerthan that of thaudioAJT (see Figure21 and
22). Moreover, the descriptive results show that the L2 speakers are mordikarget
than the L3 speakers. However, the statistical analysis objket cltic data reveals
no interaction involving Grouplhis suggests theon-native groups have similar
judgement patterns in the judgement tasks.

In the production taskhe L3 groupusedonly 21 % ofthe targestructure(S-
CI-V) whereas, that structurensore frequent in the L2 group (31.48%). Importantly,
the L3 group used *&-V structure more frequently (11.33%) than the L2 group
(1.85%). The statistically significant ebguare resukhowsthat there is a significant
association between tiiesponserariable andhe Group variableThis shows that the
responseatterns of théwo nonnative speakegroupsdiffer from each othehe
number of times each structure (frequencyjsed by the two groups are relatively
similar except for *&z-V structure Therefore, the nenative groups differ from each

other because the L3 grouped object clitiomissionmore frequently than the L2
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group. Based on the production task results, we could reject Hypothesiadse the

L3 group was not targdike on ungranmatical object clitic omission.

7.3.2 Hypothesis 5 L3 use of object cliticsunder non-facilitative transfer from
Sinhala

Hypothesis 5 predicts thétthe L3 group experiensaonfacilitative transfer

from Sinhala, they will accept ungrammatical obitic omission in French.

As noted in the previous section, the L3 griemds taaccept ungrammatical
object omission in the AJTs andedS-g-V structuresignificantly moe frequently
than the L2 speakers in the production task. Therefore, theésrpsovide considerable
evidence to suggest that the L3 speakersme nt al g r a mayalow Sfgo r
V structure. Therefordjlypothesis 5s supported by the resul@therfactors that may

related to the acquisition of object clitics are consideaxtat in the chapter.

7.3.3 Hypothesis 6: L3 use of object clitics under the TPM

Fren

Hypothesis 6 predictsthitot h t he L3 and L2 groups w

accur apceyr faonrdncal nictei ecostfoa cniolni t ati ve transfer

preverbaktemHdaweverboph groups wil | have

ungr ammati cal object clitic omission

a st

due

I f Hypotdhrersest 6botsh cgroups would trans

results for theitnwd agr.o Aps dwswlud sked

previ

nomatdatea notsistphmwiwfnidcearnatct i on of Grammati c

This suggestssthavetbiemiivar grodpgement
H o w e deasariptive and inferentiatagistics demonstrate that the L2 speakers are
more targetike than the L3 speakers in the production task. Toezebroadly, The

TPM 6 is not supported.

pat
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7.4 Hypotheses on L2 English

This section first examines the hypotheses on adverb placement toehomg
to the hypotheses on object pronourise hypotheses aadverb placemergiven in

Chapter 4 are summarized and repeated below.

7.4.1 Hypothesis 7: L2 adverb placement under facilitative transfer from
Sinhala

Hypothesis 7 predicts thétthere is L1 transfer into L2 English, thel-

Sinhala L2-English speakerwill demonstratdargetlike adverb placement in a
context wher@bjecs are in focus.

As noted in Chaptex5 and 6 objects are in focus in tiWh-object condition.
Therefore, if Hypothesig is correctjn the Whobject conditionthe L2 English
speakersvould rateS-Adv-V-X structure higher thahS-V-Adv-X structure In the
productiontask, n response to the Wbbject conditionthey would us&-Adv-V-X
structure more frequently than A5-Adv-X structure. Let us first recall the results.

In the whobject condition, the L3 speakers clganake a difference between
the grammatical and ungrenatical structures in judgementhie grammatical
structure receives a mean rating of 5while the ungrammatical structure receives a
mean rating of 4.971n the production task, like thenglishnative speakers, the L2
English speakengredominantlyused target-&\dv-V-X structurein repose to the W
object condition (75%). Importantl$heL2 English speakersave only 9%useof *S-
V-Adv-X structure As reportedn Chapter 6, a cksquare analys was run on the L2
English data. However, the results did not reach statistical significance, suggesting that
L2 English speakers do not change their raspattern in the three adverb
conditions. Moreover, | found that the expected and observed freigedor SAdv-
V-X and *SV-Adv-X do not deviate significantly from each othethe Whobject

condition ThereforeHypothesis 7 is compatible with thedings.
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7.4.2 Hypothesis 8: L2 adverb placement under notfacilitative transfer from
Sinhala

Hypothesis 8 predicts that ia context where thel-Sinhald L2-English
speakersiave to focus on time adverbial, their adverb placement will bearget
like due to nonfacilitative transfer from Sinhala.

As noted previouslyin theWhenquestion condion time adverbials are in
focus. Therefore, if Hypothesis 8 is corrghe L2 English speakers would accept *S
V-Adv-X structure and reject-8dv-V-X structurein the Whenquestion condition
whereas in the production task, they ypiledominantlyuse tle ungrammatical adverb
placementn response to the Wénquestion condition. Let us consider these
predictions in relation to the results.

In the AJT, thd.2 pattern of judgements in tM#henquestion condition are
very similar to theVh-objectcondition. Again, the L2 English speakers make a
difference between the grammatical and ungrammatical adverb placement. However,
the differentiation between the twtructures iselatively smaller than that of the
native speakerd’he grammatical structeireceives a mean rating of 5.71 and
ungrammatical structures rece@enean rating of 4.80n the production task, the L2
speakers showed a tardige adverb plaement in English. Like the native speakers,
theypredominantlyused SAdv-V-X order (69.18%whereas *Sv/-Adv-X was used
less frequently (6.6%)n response to the Wheguestion conditionAs explained in the
Chapter 6the observed and expected frequenfiesS-V-Adv-X do not deviate
significantly across the three adverb conditions. Furtherrésults suggest that the
proportion of *SV-Adv-X structure used bthelL3 groupin response tthe When
guestion condition does not make any significaonitribution to the chi-square results
Therefore, Hypothesis 8 is not support€dus,the overallresults suggest théte L2

speakers have acquirdte adverb placemeint Englishto some extent
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7.5 Hypotheses on object pronouns

In this section, | recall #nhypotheserelated to object pronouns detailed in

chapter 4 and then they are examined in relation to the results.

7.5.1 Hypothesis 9: L2 use of object pronouns under facilitative transfer from
Sinhala

Sinhala accepts both overt and null object pronotlinsrefore Hypothesis 9
predicts thatheL1-Sinhald L2-English speakenwill be targetlike on overt object
pronoun.

The L2 English speakers attribute a medtio rof 4.92 toS-V-ObjPro structure
and amean ratingf (3.86) to *SV-g structure. Thdifferentiation between the
grammatical and ungrammatical is snw@mpared to the native speakédvioreover,

In the production task, unlike the native speakers, therdtishspeakers hae only

9.16% of SV-ObjPro structuregand they also used ¥8-g stucture in their responses
(27.5%). Instead of using®-ObjPro structure, thegredominantlyused the

alternative SV-NP structure (63.33%). The results show that the L3 speakers used *S
V-g structure much more frequently thaiv SObjPro structure. Therefe, there is no

substantial evidence to support Hypothesis 9.

7.5.2 Hypothesis 10: L2 use of object pronouns under nefacilitative transfer
from Sinhala

Hypothesis 10 predicts théte L2 English speakers will also be ntargetlike
on ungrammatical objépronoun omission under ndacilitative transfer from
Sinhala.

As discussed in the previous section, the L2 English speakers make a
difference betweeB-V-ObjPro structure and-8-g structure in judgements.
However, the differentiation between theotstructures is relatively small. In the

production task, &-ObjPro structure was their least preferred structuhereas their
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second preference was\&Sg structure. Similar to the French production task, in the
English version, they used object pronamnissionin their response. This gives
substantial evidence to support Hypothesis 10.

One of the criticisms levelled against L3 acquisition studies is related to not
measuring participantsd knowledge of rele
presert study, it is imperative to determine whetleéwverb placement and object
pronominalizatiorare established in L2 in order to make predidiamout transfer
from both L1 and L2. Hermg&010) found that his learners do not have a tdiket
adverb placenent in their L2 French. Therefore, although he claims that L1 is
privileged in L3,Slabakova (2016) argues thakearan only make such claims after
making sure that relevant propertied.2 are available for transfddnlike the
participants in Hermas (20) study, the L3 group in the present study demonstrates
that adverb placement in L2 English is relatively established. However, the findings
show that the L1 Sinhala speakers accefitabjects pronouns in English. This gives
substantial evidence to lieve that the L2 English speakérs me nt a | grammar

English allows nuHobject pronouns.

7.6 Modelsof L3 acquisition and L1-Sinhalai L2-Englishi L3-French data

In the prevous section, | discussed the results in relation to the hypotheses
This section turns tthediscussiorof the resultsn the broader context of L3
acquisition. I now recall the predictions made by the CEM and TPM about the source
of transfer in L3 acqaition andconsidemwhich of the two modsicould best capture
the results. The CEM proposes that any previously acquired syntactic structures, both
from the | earnerés L1 and L2 are avail abl
language knowledge na&nhance subsequent language acquisition or remain neutral.

In otherwords, it does not predict ndacilitative transfer from either the L1 or L2.
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The TPM, on the other hand, claims that transfer occurs selectively, depending on
psychaetypological proxinity between the target L3 and prior languages. The present
study argus that if the TPM is correct, the L3 speakers would transfer fin@in L2
Englishwhich they would perceive typologically much closer to Frethemto their

L1 Sinhala Let us now considewhich of the two L3models best fits

Hypothesis 1 tested ti&EM, predicting that the L3 group will be more target
like than the L2 groupn adverb placement due to facilitation frémeir L1 Sinhala,
from which the target-&-Adv-X could transferAs predicted, the overall results
suggest that the L3 speakers ar@re targetike than the L2 speakers andverb
placement.

Further, Hypothesis 2 proposed a prediction whereby L1 transfer4s non
facilitative (contra CEM). The pdéction was that the L3 speakers may transfer word
order effects related to focus fraireir L1, which would lead to netargetlike
acceptance or use b8-Adv-V-X word order following certain question structures.
However, the results yielded no evideticat the L3 speakers' behaviour changed in
relationto different question context$hus, evidence for notfacilitative transfer from
Sinhala intaL3 Frenchwas not found.

Hypothesis 3 tested the TRMthe TPM is correct, then the nemative groups
would transfer English -&dv-V-X structure into French and consequently, both-non
nativegroups would b@ontargetlike on the adverb placemeitowever, the study
foundclear evidence that both notive groups differentiated in a tardige
direction between the grammatical and ungrammatical adverb placement conditions.
Neither group prefrred the ungrammatical #8dv-V-X. This means that results

do not provide suppbfor the TPM at least with regards to adverb placement
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Turning to the results for object clitics, HypothesisiAderthe CEM)
proposed that the L3 group will be moregietlike than the L2 group on object clitics.
However, the production task resuthow that the L3 response pattern is-tawget
like due to theelatively higher proportion of SV-g structure found ithe L3 data
than in the L2 dataThe CEM does notcaount for norfacilitative transfer. Therefore,
the results for object clitics @not compatible with the CEM.

Hypothesis 6 tested thé®M, predicting thathe L3 group, like the L2 group,
would transfer from English and consequently the behaviotlmveafvo groups would
bethesamd. n t he AdTastd atehewsdgai fi cant i ntegr a
Grammaticality kyhaGr dwBp ., didgudgegexnttiimg i on be
ungrammati cal structur.BEar} begpedaipcttdront h aars k
results cl eatrbtegvos lygo wutpls atomie eaticthf erpdrett fwi t
to the use of object clitics in French. T

The prestkad isn wevyd | pgrad par t | erst (aadds ealb) e
clitics) with the objectnyfeeofinnd&rbtamd
findings clearliys smgtgetshhetdadr €mgtl hes hL3 s
grammbher ef oPMpr etdis&Ertd omot compati.bl e with
Turning to the other model, the results f
CEM taheex peri ment found tewitddrhee itnd | ulew et ho
grammar coul d have | edeltiok etnhees sL 30 ng raoduvp€ rsb
t hahe L2HgwewglEMtihse no by sfuipmnpdoir gpjsle c t
cli.tiTchse L3 group's object omission in the
CEM doesn't fully account s f-fll;a@anitlhiet adtaitvae thi

fromaSian, and the CEM predicts only facildi
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An i mportant finding from the current
L3 speakers,thhe teaobftsershewfaciltitative
detrimental ferctehéaebetrhbe. tiwo nfbulellys t est
expltéiensource of transfer in L3 French. T
results in |ight of the othercaB8simodel she
Absolute L1 Transfer and2 Status Factomodelswhichpr edi ct whol esal e
the initial stAlgtethoudgh 3t mecsgauimaddlosn.make |
initialL3shaagei sftion, somewbbbdsabehhwvanasa
occurs at atleelievteér médiL3 acquisition (Her

T h &bsolute L1Trarsfer claims that the native linguistic systemawfL.3
learner has a privileged status in L3 acquisitiofi. Si nhal a has L8 pri vi
French acqui sit iwmoru,l dt Here ntftbee wib3E dg roa Wpe r
effect in Sinhala i nt oWhForbgrech, cwhiddh inoena rnt
group would damagrkérateepobadhAd¥-Xanducseref
Asomned prtehkeé3ogs oy p dteamrdgiektter atdecdr b pl ac e me
the three adverb Absoluelil Transfes is noffchnepatibld or e , t
with the findings.

The L2 Status Factor maintains that L2 morphosyntactic properties serve as a
blocking effect to the access of lat the syntactic level and L2 morphosyntactic
properties constitute the initial state of L3 acquisition. Therefbre, En gl i sh gr a mi
p | saayprivileged role in L3 French, then the L3 group would accept and ugal¥S
V-X structure across the three adveonditionsand they would also reject
ungrammatical object clitic omission in French. However, none of these possibilitie
wastrue for the L3 groupk-urther, the L2 Status Factor predicts exactly the same as

the TPM with respect to the L3 group undensideration in this thesis. | have shown
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above that the TPM predictions are not met and the L2 Status Factor model is ruled
out for the same reason$herefore, the findings cannot be squared with the
wholesale transfer model.

| focus now on the Scadh Model (Slabakova, 2016) to consider whether the
L3 behaviour observed in the present study can be squared with this model. Hirst t 6 s
consider why this modes$ worth pursuing. The Scalpel Model maintains that both L1
and L2 are available for the U&arner, but none of the previously acquired languages
has a privileged role. Puigayenco, Millerand Rothman (2018) also poinitdhat
previously acquired linguistic systems, namely L1 and L2 grammars are already
activatel in the bilingual mind. Furtr, the authors state that L1 and L2 grammars
competewith each other in L3 acquisition.

The Scalpel Modedrgues thatthepreaviu s | 'y acquired grammar
scalpell i ke precisiono to extract the L1 and
(Slabakova, 2016, p. 6). Further, it maintains that transfer is selective and works
propertyby-property, which means that therenis requirement for wholesale transfer
because the relevant properties are selected from the L1 or the L2. Fuisheodé
argues that property by property transfer occurs when L3 input is similar to one of the
previously acquired languages. As notechapter 6, the results do not show that the
L3 speakers transfer word order effects related to focus constructions frEmHhala
into L3 French. Therefore, later in this chapter, | argue against wholesale transfer.
Puig-Mayenco, Miller, and Rothman (28) argue that3 learnersevenat the initial
stage are sensitive to structusahilaritiesbetween the L3 input other piieusly
acquired languagesl his shows thathe parser makes a decision to transfer grammar
related to a given property from whickeg prior language contains that property.

However, they also believe that property by property transfer could be affected by
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other factors such as construction frequency, availability of unambiguous input
structural linguistic complexity and negative @emcen relation totheacquisition of
object clitics, | consider the relevance of negative evidence and unambiguous input.
As a result of theskactors some properties might not transfer same way as others
(PuigMayenco.et al.,2018) Further, du¢o the same factors, L3 learners could
misinterpret the L3 input, which could result in nonfacilitative transfer in L3 gramma
development. Later in the chapteal$oargue that negative evidence is required to
learn some properties in L3 acquisition.

If the Scalpel Model is correct, | predidithat the L3 speakers would transfer
from their L1 Sinhala as well as L2 EngjlisThe L3 speakers would use and accept
postverbal adverbials due to facilitation from Sinhala. They would also use and accept
preverbal clitics due to facilitative transferindSinhala. Facilitative transfer from
English could mean that they would rejaogrammatical object clitic omission in
French.

Turning to the present studysuggesthat results for adverb placement and
object clitics, taken together, can be sqdaveeh the Scalpel Modédior the following
reasonsThe results of this studygre not compatiblevith the predictions undehe
CEM becausehe L3 speakers showed facilitative transfer for one property and
detrimental transfer for the another.

| suggesthat the L3 speakers tife presenstudy are comparable to the
participants irthe study bySlabakova and Garcia Mayo (2015) which | discussed in
Chapter 2. Let us recall the results of that study. The authors compare two groups of
L3 speakersL.1-BasquélL2-SpanishiL3 English speakers and.-SpanishiL2
BasquéL3-English speakers.hiey tested knowledge of null objects and topicalization

in English. The authors found that the L3 speakers successfully rejected null objects in



177

English. However, topicalization English was problematic for the two groups.
Slabakova and Garcia Mayo (2QHitributed nortargetlike performance on
topicalization is due to insufficient negative eviderdegative evidence is evoked
when an overt correction of erronedearner production is needed and offered
(Slabakova, 2016, p. 9).

Compared to adverplacement in Frenclit,appearghatthere is a need for
negative evidence tearn object pronominalization in French because there is
evidence irFrench inputhatcould reinforce a Sinhallaased grammar whereby null
object clitics are allowed.ike Slabakova (2016), Schwartz (1993) also argues that
negative evidence leads to knowled§ehwartzpp oi nt s out that Aunde
circumstances, only negative evidenceldqrovide the acquirer with the right kind
of evidence in order to create the desireslsye m of knowl edgedd (p.

Griter(2006b)argues thainputin French as in (98) could be misinterpreted to
indicate that French allows null objects on g¢ineundthatpostverbal position ismpty
(p, 366) Griter (2006b) argues that on the baxfithe absence of phonetically
specified postverbal position as in (982 learner could assume that French has
objectpro. Further Griterexplains null objects are permissible within UG. Therefore,
L2 French learners could be tempted to accept niglctbin French. Griter and
Crago (2011) argue that L2 learners must establish the relationship between an object
clitic and the absence of phetically specified postverbal position. According to the
authors, they must learn that an empty postverbal bpgsition is allowed only if
there is an object clitic. However, according to the authors, learners do not always

establish this relationship

(98) Annie le lave.
Annie it washes
60Annie is washing it.o
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L3 speakers have learnt object clitics in classr@ettings Before entering the
University of Kelaniya, ltey had learnt French at Sri Lankan mainstream schools and
Alliance Francaise centres where French grammanagly taught using implicit
teaching methods. Furthahey may havemplicitly learnt gammar rules related to
object clitics.However,consideing their teaching contexit, is fair to argue that they
had not explicitly taught whether null objects are permissible or not in Fneeatould
also assume thatheir classroom input is not endugor them to establish the
relationship between an objeclitic and the absence of phonetically specified
postverbal positionTherefore, it appears that negative evidence is not available for the
L3 speakers to understand that null objects are notskckm FrenchCompared to
object clitics, here is no iput in French that coulectinforce an L3 French grammar that
permits postverbal adverbBherefore,t is reasonable to argue thagative evidence
is helpful for object clitics, especially for spess whose L1 allows null object
pronouns.

Interestindy, the L2 French speakers also showed some level of acceptance of
null objects. Why did the L2 French speakers show some level of acceptance of object
clitic omission when their L1 English does radiow null object pronouns? To answer
this question, itd important to discuss previous literature. Previous studies have shown
that the acquisition of object clitics in L1 and L2 French shows similar patterns. Studies
have found that native French chédr produce object clitics much later than other
functiond categories (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994; Hamann, Rizzi, & Frauenfelder,
1996). Hamann et al. (1996) found that native French children do not use object clitics
until they reach three years. Befone development of object clitics, there is a high rate
of object clitic omission in child French (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1994). Hamann et al.

(1996) observed that object clitic omission declines as children start to use object clitics.
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The authors also poinut that although native French children omit objecicslj they
rarely make placement errors.

Similarly, White (1996) and Paradis (2004) provide a detailed analysis of object
clitics in child L2 French. Both authors found that object aiois in child L2 French.
Paradis (2004) reports that hgarticipants omitted object clitics in 30% of obligatory
contexts. White (1996) explicitly argues that object clitic acquisition in child L2 French
is similar to L1 child French. Further, White (19%hd Paradis (2004) suggest that
similar to child L1 Frach speakers, child L2 French speakers start to learn object clitics
much later than other functional categories. Further, according to the authors, both
native and nomative speakers omit objectitads at the initial stage of French
acquisition. Belldt and Hamann (2004) conducted a longitudinal case study on L2
French object clitics. They looked at the French grammar development of an Italian
speaking child (Lorenzo). The authors compared Lmehzs dat a with a
speaking child (Elisa). Lorenzoasted learning French at the age of 2;4 years, whereas
Eliza was exposed to French at the age of 2;8 years (see more details in Chapter 2). The
authors report that with regards to the acquisitioriuottional categories, Lorenzo
experienced facilitativeansfer from Italian. However, the total number of object clitics
produced by Lorenzo did not differ significantly from the total number of object clitics
produced by Liza. Another important observatwas that both learners omitted object
clitics at theinitial stage. Towell and Hawkins (1996) also argue that object clitic
acquisition in child L2 French is not influenced by L1 transfer effect. They state that
child L2 French speakers omit objecttick even when they speak a nmtodrop
language like Engsh. Towell and Hawkins further explain that children have access to
Universal Grammar (UG) and null objects are permissible within UG. Therefore, they

argue that object clitic omission is recurrent.2 child French. Granfeldt and Schlyter
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(2004) testetnowledge of French object clitics in Swedistench interlanguage in the
initial stage of French acquisition. Their results did not show nonfacilitative transfer
effect from Swedish. Therefore, tlaithors argue that cliticization should also be
discussd i n relation to the | earnerds age

However, some studies L1 transfer effect in L2 object clitic acquisition. Gruter
and Crago (2011) argue that the acquisition of objétit én child L2 French is
influenced by L1 transfer anabject clitic omission is common at the initial stage of
French acquisition. Further, they argue that initial difficulties faced by L2 French
learners gradually disappear with the appearance ottotjic. Rogers (2009) also
found similar results. Helbeginner group omitted object clitics, and the intermediate
and the upperintermediate groups predominately used the SVO structure in their
responses in the production task. Following the accopidwlett (2007) on object
clitics, Rogers (2006) argudbat the use of object clitics is associated with the
projection of | P. According to Roger s,
SVO structure suggest that they could still be only prajgctP. She identifies this as
an avoidance strategy, agptained in Chapter 5.

Turning now to the L2 French speakers of my study, as mentioned earlier, they
showed some level of acceptance of null objects. In both audio and written taislss, cli

may not be salient because they are often unstre$had, they are very short words.

t |

Therefore, they are easy to overlook by accident. This could be one reason why the L2

speakers showed some level of acceptance of object clitic omission. Anaeiban ie
that in contrast to the native speakers, themative speakers might not be confident in

selecting the endpoint of the scale.
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Turning again to the Scalpel Modehaher possible reason for the L3 group
to experience both facilitative ami@trimental transfer could be attributed to the
represetation of the mental grammars in the multilingual brain. As noted in Chapter
2, the Scalpel Model argues that L3 grammar consists of sub granimatiser
words, L1, L2 and L3 grammars-existalongsideeach othe(Slabakova, 2016)his
notion is also compatible with the LPMet us recall some of the findings of the
previous L2 acquisition studies to understand this notion.

As discussed in Chapter 2, the White (1991) study investigates adverb
placement in L2 English by French ivat speakers. Her participants accepted both
grammatical and ungrammatical adverb placemetitapre-test andhedelayed
posttest Similar results are reported by Rogers (2009) on adverb placement in L2
French. Thgudgment task data from her studyshthat L2 French speakers
accepted both grammatical and ungrammatical structures. These findings provide
substantial evidence suggesthatbothL1 and L2 grammars eexist in the
interlanguage. Amaral and Roeper (2Dargue that the L2/L3 learner doest
restructure any previously acquired linguistic features or rules in an attempt to move
away from the L1 and to move towards the target L2/L3. The authors argue that
instead of restructuring the existing grammarsutbe L2/L3 learner adds similar or
distinct morphosyntactic rules into the interlanguage. When the L2/L3 learnes attain
nativelike proficiency, based on linguistcues, s/he can select the magpropriate
grammar from the existing grammars.

Let usnow turn to the L3 speakers of theesent study. Why do they
experience detrimental transfer with regards to object clitics when preverbal object
pronominalization is allowed in Sinhald®e adverb L3 data shows tltaeL3 group

preferred the target sicture but they also accepted ungnaamicaladverb placement.
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This shows that they have accesbath relevangrammarsSimilarly, they have
access tohepreverbal pronoun grammar atteé null-object grammarMisanalysis of
input such as (989) couldlead the L3 group to selection thellrobject grammar
much more frequently than the target gramrfie L2 group does not have access to
the nullobject grammar. As a resulhe L2 groupused that structure less frequently.

Another central concepniboth the Scalpel Modehdthe LPM is the notion
that transfer occurs propetby-property. This means that when the L3 speaker learns
a property of the target L3, a structure relevant to that property is selected from L1 or
L2 and then transferred int®@ French. Further, it proposdsat facilitativetransfer
occurs when a linguistic property in L3 input is structurally similar to the L1 and L2
whereas notfacilitative transfer occurs when the parser misanalyses L3 input and
assumethat a property isteared between the target L3 ahé pther previously
acquired languages. With regardghetwo properties investigated in the present
study, the L3 speakers ardativdy moretargetlike than the L2 groupn adverb
placement because they correctly sfenred SV-Adv-X structure instad of selecting
*S-Adv-V-X structurefrom Sinhala and English

However, with regards to object clitics, becauserehchinput like (98) and
(99) (theymaybe ambiguous for the L3 speakers), the L3 speakers ouosidterpret
the L3 French inpufTherdore, theycouldtransfer*S-g-V structure although
preverbal object pronominalization is available in Sinhala.interesting to note that
the L3 speakers also accepted null object pronouns in their L2 English, too
This meanghat they could transfer-8 structure either from L1 Sinhala or L2
English.

Interestingly, the nomativedataevinces a significantmain effect of Task on

both adverb placement and object clitics. Although this finding is not necessarily
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important to the predictions of the study, it is worth considering why thenative
judgements differ in the two AJTs. One obvious reason could be related to the recency
effect. The participants completdte written AJT just after the audio AJT. Themrefo

they make judgements on the tokens that they had already heard.

Another reason for task effect would Ipethe audio AJT, the participants had
to make their judgemenisiplicitly whereasin the written AJT, they could have used
their explicit knowkdge whenmaking the judgementd$revious literature on
classroom base research shows that a wide variety of tasks are used to measure
implicit and explicit knowledge. Implicit grammar knowledge is generally measured
via timed AJTs, selpaced reading taskand production tasks, whereas explicit
knowledge is generally measured via untimed AJTs and metalinguistic knowledge
tests (Dienes & Scott, 2005; Ellis, 2005, 19%9weverthe audio AJTs are rarely
used in classroothased research (Indrarathne, Ratal® Kormos, 2018) Similar to
the present studylurphy (1997)alsoused both audio and written AJTShe
investigatel declarative sentences with embedded questions argliedtions that
violated subjecencgndaskedwhether therés a difference in theesults presented
visually and aurally. Murphy found that not only her participants were slower in the
audio AJT, but they were also less accurates shows that her results are compatible
with the results of the present studfe nonnative speakersithe present study were
less accurate in the Audio AJT.

As discussed in Chapter 5, after consideringltgssic nature of Sinhala, |
expecedthat the L3 speakers would acceptd¥ structure relatively more in the
audio AJT than in the witen AJT. However, the results are contrryhat was
expected. The L3 speakers accepted®& structure slightly morébut not

statistically significarly) in thewritten than in the audio AJT.
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To conclude, this section has shown that eitifi¢he two L3 acquisition
models originally considerédthe CEM and the TPBI fully account for the results
obtained from the L3 speakers on adverb placemamhibbject clitics. Consequently, |
have considered other models and found that the results ofgbereent are
compatible with the Scalpel Model and the LPM. The next section outlines the

limitations of the present study.

7.7 Limitation of the study

A few limitations related to the research design could be identified. There are
number of ways to maktheresearch desigmore rigorous: for exampl@ the adverb
condition, we can ensure more uniformity within the different question structures, so
that he Wh-object condition includgtransitive verbs with a direct object, and we can
also ensure thahé French and English verssof the adverb task are fully reversible
so that all grammatical sentences in French are ungrammatical in French (rather than
including disprefared structures).

The findings show that the different adverb conditions daffett the
judgements of the L3 speakers. However, more robust testing of these question types
can be carried out by running a new experiment that fogusesn adverb placement,
with at least 10 tokens per each adverb condition. Increasing the nuinvdezrts
would increase the statistical power of the study so that if there are any between
structure differences, there is a greater chance of finding themas decided include
only thirty adverb tokens (ten for each adverb condition) after considéentime
required for the experiment.

Another limitation is related to the language background questionnaire. It does
not askwhether the L2 partipants speaktheradditional languagelt could have

beenimproved by addig this information
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7.8 Directions for future research

The findings show that the L3 speakers do not change their judgements in
relation to theguestion type (Wiobject, Wherguestion and Yeso question)
However, as mentioned in the previous section, more robust testingse question
types can be cardeout by running a new experiment that focuses just on adverb
placement, with at least 10 tokens per each adverb conditidnwvould first run a
pilot study in Sinhala, in order to test whether the focus manipulataily lead to
the word orders thatpredicted in this studyOne weakness of the current study
is that there is no quantitative data on Sinlaaldthe claims about Sinhala not been
tested in an experiment. The findings from Sinhala could providehiissidpout
improved sentence desigrr fitne French version.

| am patrticularly interested itesting furthethe predictions of the Scalpel
Model andthe LPM by comparingwo groups of L3 speakera:group ofL1-Sinhald
L2-English L3-French speake@nda group ofL1-Moroccan Arabi€L2-Frenchi L3-
English speaker€omparisorof L1-Moroccan ArabicL2-Frenchi L3- English speakers
with L1-Sinhald L2-English L3-French speakers could help to shed light on the
possibility of propertyby-property transfer due the specific characteristics of these
language combinations with respecttiverbs and object pronourss noted in Chapter
3, Sinhala allows both preverbal and postverbal adverb placement. Similarly, Moroccan
Arabic allows both preverbal and postveradierbs as in (100) and (101) (Hermas, 2010,

p. 384).

(200) Ali  kay-s atay dima
Ali  Asp-3MS drink tea always
0OAl'i al ways drinks teabo

(101) Ali dima kay-s atay
Ali  always Asp-3MSdrink tea
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OAIl I al ways drinks teabo
(102) Pakanaa

Ate-1PL

ONe eat o
(103) Ka-mu

Ate-1PL

ONe eat o

Alhawary (2005) points out that null subjearelicensedn Moroccan Arabic
because of the rich verbal inflection. This is exemplified in (18&)awary, 2005p.
217). Sinhala also allows null subjees shown in (103).

With regectto adverb placement, the L3 groups already have the target
structures in their L1. Thereforie L3 groups would transfer from Sinhala or Arabic
andthis will be beneficial for their L3 developmerntiowever, if they transfer from
their respective LZEndish or French), then both grosivould experience nen
facilitative transfer.Turning to subject pronouns, the L3 groups will not benefit from
theL1 transfer. Howevel,2 transfer would be beneficiédr subject pronouns.
Therefore, fithe transfers séective and occurs propertyy-property as predicted by
the model, thenideally, the twoL3 groupsshould transfer frorboth the L1 and L2.

Slabakova (2016) points out tlthe Scalpel Model can be falsifiable if
wholesale transfdas foundat the initial stage. If both the L3 groups show -tenget
like knowledge on the two properties, it would suggest wholesale from their L1. The
LI Sinhala speakermsouldtransfer SAdv-V-X structure from their LBinhalawhereas
the L1 Arabic spakers woull transfer Sv/-Adv-X structure fromL1 Arabic.

Moreover, the two L3 groups would also accept null subject in Framalenglishlf

the two group experience noffiacilitative transfer with respect to the two structire

we would have substantialidence @ falsify this model based on wholesale transfer.
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7.9 Conclusion

This chaptehasdiscusgdthe results in light ofhe predictions made two
influential models of L3 acquisition and found that none of the two L3 models tested
initially arecompatiblewith the results. However,Have suggestethatthe source of
transfer in L3 French acquisition can be squavield the Scalpel Model anithe
Linguistic Proximity Model. This chapter hasutlined the limitations of thpresent
study andt has given diections for future intentiom he next chapter makes the

concluding remarks



188

Chapter 8

Conclusion

The presentstudy haset out to investigate the nature of grammar
development in L3 acquisition. To achieve this goal, the present study tested
knowledge of adverb placement and object clitics by a group of L3 speakers of French
whose language profile thatdhaot previouslybeen studied.1 SinhalaL2 English
and L3 FrenchChaptes 1 and Javedetailed the syntact®milarities and
differences beveen English, French and Sinhala. Based on the observationsrmade
Chapter 3, | predicted that the L3 speakers wtraldsfer from Sinhalavhich would
be facilitative for L3 French acquisition of adverb placement and object clitics.
However,l showed tlat Sinhala is typologically more distant from both English and
French.On the other hand also entertaiadthe possibity of L2 English transfer.

As detailed in Chapter 2 and later in Chapter 4nderstand the source of
transfer in L3 acquisitionf French, the present thesis consadihe predictions made
by two competing models (TPM and CEM) in relatiortitetwo properties studeein
the present thesi€hapter2 elucidated the predictions made by the TPM tued
CEM and other influential L3 odels.The same chapt@resented several empirical
studies in support of each L3 model. The experimental researgim agsich | used to
empirically test knowledge of adverb placement and object clitics was detailed in
Chapter5. The same chapt@rovideda detailed account of the test battery and the
participantsd | anguage profil es.

Chapter 6 reported the results lo¢ experiment for each of the structures and

for each of the groups. In addition to the L2 and L3 French results, Chapter 6
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presented theesults for L2 EnglishThe L2 and L3 speakers were in two different
groups. However, the L2 English speakers weresémee speakers who were in tige
French groupAs expectedthe French native speakers strongly rejected the
ungrammatical adverb placem and accepted the grammatical adverb placement in
all three experimental taskshe nonnative speakers also differtgated the

grammatical adverb placement from the ungrammatical adverb placement. This
difference was statistically significant. Howevigre magnitude of differentiation was
smaller in thenonnativegroups than in theativegroup As predicted, the L3rgup
demonstrated a more targidde judgement pattern than that of the L2 group on adverb
placement. This was confirmed by the inferahnstatisticsin the AJTs, the nonative
datademonstrated a significant interaction of Grammaticality by Group.

I n the production task, the L3 speaker
native speakers. The L3 groppedominantlyused the target adseplacement and
importantly, they used the grammatical structure less frequently than the L2 group.
Therefore, the L3 group was more tarljie¢ than the L3 group on adverb placement.
A chi-square analysis was run on the L3 data which revealthih&B speakerg
response pattememained unchangden response to all adverb condit®mhe overall
results show that the L3 speakers are more tditgethan the L2 speakers.

Turning to object clitics, the native speakers strongly rejected ungrammatical
object clitic omission and accepted preverdic structures. Me nonnative
speakers showed no significant main effect of Group on object clitibe AJTs.

This shows that the nemative speakers demonstrated relatively similar judgement
patternson object clitics. However, the productionkaesults showed that the L3

group was less targéke than the L2 group on object clitics. The significant chi
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square result showed that the response pattern of the L2 group is different from the L3
group aghe L3 speakers used a high proportion of ctibpéitic omitted structures.

It was decided to investigakaewledgeknowledge of adverb placement and
object pronouns in L2 English, to determine whether the relevant properties are
established in both LEnglish and L3 Frenci.urningnowto the L2 Eglishresults
theL2 English speakers were more target on adverb placement than object pronouns.
Further, be findingsalsoshowed that the L3 group accepted null object pronouns both
in French(11.33%)and n English(27%).

In chapter 7, evaluated the predictions made by the CEM anill TiPlight of
the results presented in Chapter 6. As predicted, the results for adverb placement are
compatible with the CEM as the L3 group is more taligetthan the LZyroup which
can be explained intms of facilitationfrom SinhalaHowever, he L3 speakers
experienced nofacilitative transfer from Sinhala with gpectto object cliticsNon-
facilitative transfer is not predicted by the CEMherefore, the findingef the
experiment are only partiglicompatible with the CEM. Turning to the TPM, |
predicted transfer from English. For adverbs, this leads to a prediction of an overuse or
over acceptance of the ungrammaticabyeebal adverb structure. This was not
attested in the results. Further, ditic structures, the L3 group demonstrated greater
use or acceptance of object clitic omission than the L2 group. Taken together, the
results for both structures suggest that English was not the source of transfer.
Therdore, the results are not compagiblith the TPM either. As a next step, | turned
to the other L3 models. I first considetechAdsolute L1 Transfer and L2 Status
Factor. However, these models predvdt 0| esal e transfer in L3

founedvindence to suphphertf woml estaher t Eagl i s
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Finally, I e x ami n etk Stalpet Moplal anttiielLM in 0 n
relation to the results. These models predict that transfer occurs propgntgperty.

If transferoccuss propertyby-property, then learme could experience facilitative
transfer for one property and néacilitative transfer for this other. Supporting this
view, | argue that the L3 speakers in the present study experiendiatiiee transfer
for adverbplacements they were more targkte on adverbials than the L2 speakers.
With regarddo object clitics, the L3 speakers were less taligeton preverbal clitics
as they experienasonfacilitative transfer fam SinhalaThe results showed that the
L3 speakers lthnot acquired object pronominalization in English and French. This
suggests thawith regards to object cliticshe L3 speakers transferred from Sinhala.
The results also show that the L3 speakedsacguired adverb placement in English
andFrench. S'V-Adv-X structureis ungrammatical in EnglisiHowever, SV-Adv-X
structure is available in Sinhala. Therefdransfer from Sinhala could have been
beneficial for L3 speakerés we noted earlier, unlike the CEMhe Scalpel Model
and LPMprddict both fadiitative and nonfacilitative transfer. Therefore, the results
are more compatible with the Scalpel Model and LPM.

To conclude, th&ey goal ofthe presenthesiswas to shed light on the nature
of grammamevelopment in L3 acquisition. Tachieve thigoal, | investigated
knowledge of adverb placement and object clitics by a grouf &rench speakers
with a language profile that has not previously been studied. The present study
providel evidence againghe TPMand wholesale transfer mels andoroposes that
transfer occurpropertyby-property with the possibility of facilitative and non
facilitative transferThefindings alscsuggesthatthetwo non-native groups have
access to both grammatical and ungrammatical strucgpesially with respecto

adverb placemerasthe non-native speakers preferred the grammatical structure, but

ma d
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they alsatheaccepted ungrammatical structure. Thereforepthseent study
contributego the L3 acquisition field byinding evidence to support nobly the
Scalpel Model antheLPM, butalsoMultiple Grammars Proposadt.also contribute
to theexistingL3 and L2French acquisition datay providing new data which will be
useful in teaching andevelopng researckinformed teaching materials footh L2

and L3learners of French
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Appendix 1: The language background questionnaire

A crosslinquistic study of L2 and L3 French acquisition

Linguistic background questionnaire

Background Information
1) Number:
2) Gender:
3) Age:
4) Education level (highestiploma or degree)

5) Occupation/Profession:

Linguistic information
(1) What is your native language?

(2) How many years have you spent learning French?

(3) On ascale from 1 (least proficient) to 7 (fully fluent), how do you rate your French
proficiency?

Speaking

Reading

Writing

Comprehension

Overall proficiency




208

Appendix 2:SelfAssessed French proficiency mean ratingsgting scalel-7)

Speaking Reading Writing  Overall proficiency

L2 Speakers 4.55 5.93 4.73 4.01
L3 Speakers 3.53 491 3.25 3.91
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Appendix 3: The French proficiency test

Pouvezvous donner les renseignements suivants :
numéro :
sexe : masculin / féminin

langue maternelle :

Complétez le texte avec des mots convenables.

Le taux de CO2 dans | 6atmosph re augment
économique mondiale (1) provoqué un accroissement de _ (2) __ teneur en
dioxydede _(3) ___ (CO2) dans | 6atmosph re bea
pr ®v u, selon une ®tude _ _ _(5)___ lundi

___(6)__des sciences des Etditss. Cette étude __ (7)____ que la concentration des

émissions _ (8)  gaacboni que dans | 6atmosph re a _
entre le début __ (10)_ années 1990 etles _ (11) -2P06BQpassant de 7 a 10
milliards de tonnes __ (12) _ an, alors que le protocole de Kyoto prévoyait

_(13)___en 2012, ces émissionsoaspbles __ (14)  réchauffement climatique

devaient __ (15) = baiss® de 5% par

| 6i ntensit® carbonique de | 6®conomi e o
__(18)__ de progres, ce qui a provoqué cette(19)  inattendue de la
concentration de cCo 2 ___(20) __ _ l 6atm
communiqué le British Antarctic Survey,  (22) _ a participé a cette étude.
__(23)__les chercheurs, les carburants polluants __ (24) __ responsal@iésdide 1

cette augmentation, _ (25)  queles 18 % restant sont ___ (26)__ a un déclin de la
capacit® des HApuitsodo naturels comme _  (
absorber | e gaz carbonique. A (29)

2émise, 600 kg (30)___ absorbés par les puits naturels. _ (31) 2006, seulement

550 kg par tonne ont t® _ _  (32) __ _, et

___(33) __ _auteur principal de | 6®t ude, P e
basse de | 6efficacit® ___(34)  puits mon
de cette __  (36)___ sera encore plus _
jusquob- ___(38) __ _o0, i ndique pour s a _

____(40) __ obligent & une révision a la hausse __ (41)___ previsions du Groupe

i ntergouvernement al doexperts (42
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___(43) ___ de f®vrier, tabl ai't sur | 6augr
terrede18°Ca4°C _(45) |1 6horizon 2100.
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Appendix 4: The English proficiency test

Oxford University
Press and
University of Cambridge Local Examinations

Syndicate

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

"""""""""""""""""""

Date: ééeééeecéeecéeecéeecééeecéeeceééeeceeeeccecee

Quick placement test



Part 1

Questions 1-5

» Where can you see these notices?

212

» For questions 1 to 5, mark one letter A, B or C on your Answer Sheet.

I Please leave your
room key at Reception.
2 Foreign money

changed here

3 AFTERNOON SHOW
BEGINS AT 2PM
CLOSED FOR HOLIDAYS
4

Lessons start again on
the 8 th January

5 Price per night:

£10 a tent
£5 a person

AW >

aw >

= >

aOw >

aOw >

in a shop
in a hotel
in a taxi

in a library
in a bank
in a police station

outside a theatre
outside a supermarket
outside a restaurant

at a travel agent’s
at a music school
at a restaurant

at a cinema
in a hotel
on a camp-site
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Questions 6 1 10

A In this section you must choose the word which best fits each space in
the text below.

A For questions 6 to 10, mark one letter A, B or C on your Answer
Sheet.

A Scotland

Scotland is the north part of the island of Great Britain. The Atlantic Ocean is
on the west and the

North Sea on the east. Some people (6) ....cccccvveenes Scotland speak a
different language called Gaelic. There are (7) .................. five million people
in Scotland, and Edinburghis (8) .................. most famous city.

Scotl and has many mountains,; t he h

south of Scotland, there are a lot of sheep. A long time ago, there (9)
.................. many forests, but now there are only a
(20) v, :

Scotland is only a small country, but it is quite beautiful.

6 A on B in C at

7 A about B between C among
8 A his B your C its

9 A is B were C was

10 A few B little C lot

i ghest
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Questions 11 1 20

In this section you must choose the word which best fits each space in the
texts.

For questions 11 to 20, mark one letter A, B, C or D on your Answer
Sheet.

A Alice Guy Blaché

Alice Guy Blaché was the first female film director. She first became involved
in cinema whilst working for the Gaumont Film Company in the late 1890s.

This was a period of great change in the cinema and Alice was the first to

use many new inventions, (11) .................. sound and colour.
In 1907 Alice (12) ....ccvvvvvvveenee. to New York where she started her own film
company. She was  (13) ......cccceeennnn. successful, but, when Hollywood

became the centre of the film world, the best days of the independent New

York film companies were (14) ..........ccee... . When Alice died in

1968, hardly anybody (15) .................. her name.

11 A bringing B including C containing D supporting
12 A moved B ran C entered D transported
13 A next B once C immediately D recently
14 A after B down C behind D over

15 A remembered B realised C reminded D repeated
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UFOs 1 do they exist?

UFO is short for oO6unidentified fl yi ragcers
(((XC) T that is often the (17) .....ccccc....... they are reported to be. The (18)
.................. "flying saucers" were seen in 1947 by an American pilot, but experts who
studied his claim decided it had been a trick of the light.

Even people experienced at watching the sky, (19) ................. as pilots, report seeing
UFOs. In

1978 a pilot reported a collection of UFOs off the coast of New Zealand. A television

(20) .eoiiiis went up with the pilot and filmed the UFOs. Scientists studying this
phenomenon later discovered that in this case they were simply lights on boats out
fishing.

16 A because B therefore C although D so

17 A look B shape C size D type

18 A last B next C first D oldest

19 A like Bthat C so D such

20 A cameraman B director C actor D announcer
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In this section you must choose the word or phrase which best completes
each sentence.
For questions 21 to 40, mark one letter A, B, C or D on your Answer Sheet.

21

22

23

24

25

26

The teacher encouraged her students

friend.

A should write

They spent a lot of time

A looking

B

.................. to an English

B write C wrote D to write

for looking

C to look D to looking

Shirley enjoys science lessons, but all her experiments seem to

A tun B

A Except

She

A accused

come Cend D go

from Michael, all the group arrived on time.

B

B

Other C Besides

D Apart

her

complained C blamed D denied

As | had missed the history lesson, my friend went ......................
homework with me.

A by B

after

C over

D on

pen-

at the pictures in the museum.

nei ghbour
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28

29

30

31

32

33

34

217

Whet her sheds a good actress or not
A matter B subject C point D case
The decorated roof of the ancient palace was .................... up by four
thin columns.
A built B carried C held D supported
Would it .........coeeeees you if we came on Thursday?
A agree B suit C like D fit
This form .................... be handed in until the end of the week.
A doesndt mBeedoesnbdCnbkbedebhasndét got
If you make a mistake when you are writing, just .................... it out with
your pen.
A cross B clear Cdo D wipe
Al t hough our opinions on many things
friends.
A differ B oppose C disagree D divide
This product must be eaten .................... two days of purchase.
A by B before C within D under
The newspaper report contained .................... important information.
A many B another Can D alot of
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35 Have you considered .................... to London?

A move B to move C to be moving D moving

36 It can be a good idea for people who lead an active life to increase their
.................... of vitamins.

A upturn B input C upkeep D intake

37 | thought there was a ..................... of jealousy in his reaction to my
good fortune.

A piece B part C shadow D touch

38 Why didnét vyou

A advise B mention C remark D tell

39 James was not sure exactly where his best interests ..................... .

A stood B rested C lay D centred

40 Hebés still getting

A across B by C over D through
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Part 2

Questions 41 1 50

In this section you must choose the word or phrase which best fits each
space in the texts.
For questions 41 to 50, mark one letter A, B, C or D on your Answer Sheet.

A The tallest buildings- SKYSCRAPERS
Nowadays, skyscrapers can be found in most ne#jes of the world. A building

whichwasmany(4l)é é é ééé. . high was first g

United States at the end of the 19th century, and New York has perh&g2)the

all ed

eéééeéeé. . s ky ghemalphe Empird

State Building. Th¢43)é ¢ é € é é. . beneath the strjeets

44)éeééééée.. enough to take the heav|i est

therefore wehsuited to bearingth@b)é ¢ é ¢ éé. . of t al | bui l
41 A stages B steps C storeys D levels

42 Afirst-rate B top-class C well-built D bestknown

43 A dirt Bfield C ground D soil

44 A hardB stiff C forceful D powerful

45 A weight B height C size D scale

of

o
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A SCRABBLE

Scrabble is the worldds most vetogoul

ar

back to the 1930s in the USA, when Alfred Butts, an architect, found himself out

of(46)e é é € € é . . . He deci d®aé dé@d. tfhe

board game based on wordslga8)é é e ¢ é é. t o design o

made g49)é é € é é ¢ . f t, ia spiteiof the fact that his original

50)éeeééeé. was only three cents a g
46 A earning B work C income Djob

47 A market B purchase C commerceD sale

48 Atookup B setout C made for D got round

49 A wealth B fund C cash D fortune

50 A receipt B benefit C profit D allowance

r ea

ne.

wor d

was

Ev e

ame.
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Questions 51 T 60

In this section you must choose the word or phrase which best completes
each sentence.
For questions 51 to 60, mark one letter A, B, C or D on your Answer Sheet.

51 Rogebs manager . .. .. ... ........... to me
work.
A insisted B warned C threatened D announced

52 By the time he has finished his week0s
energy left for the wdeand.

A any B much Cno D same

53 As the game ................... to a close, disappointed spectators started to leave.

A led B nearedC approached drew

54 | dondt remember . . . . .lefthome this morning. .
A to lock B locking C locked D to have locked
55 I, to other people borrowing my books: they always forget to

return them.

A disagree B avoid C dislike D object

56 An dr ateds to getinto the swimming team have not .................... with
much success.

A associated B concluded C joined D met
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58

59

60

Al t hough
seem to have

Harry

................... the main point.

A grasped B

clutched

222

had obviously read

Cclasped D gripped

t

A lot of the views put forward in the documentary were open to .................... .

A enquiry B

The new college

query C question D wonder

learning backgrounds.

A deab B

supplies

C furnishes D caters

| find the times of English meals very strarige 6 m

dinner at 6pm.

A to have

B

to having

C having

not

for the needs of students with a variety of

used

D have

he
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Appendix 5: The test items in the French AJTs

Wh-Object question

A qui estce que tu écris ?

Grammatical R s
J 0 ® souverda Simon.
. A qui estce que tu écris ?
Ungrammatical L
Jesouventécris a $mon.
_ Avec qui esfce que tu sors le vendredi s8ir
Grammatical

Je sorssouventavec Emilie et Elodie.

Ungrammatical

Avec qui esfce gque tu sors le vendredi soir ?

Jesouventsors avec Emilie et Elodie.

Grammatical

Avec qui esfce que Simon rentre a la maison ?

Il rentretoujours avec Francois.

Ungrammatical

Avec qui esfce que Simon rentre a la maison ?

Il toujours rentre avec Francois.

De quel instrument de musique-estque Simon joue ?

Grammatical . . .

Il jouefretquemmentd e | a gui tar e

De quel instrument de musique-estque Simon joue ?
Ungrammatical i _ .

Il frequemmeny oue de | a guitare

A qui estce que Simon téléphone apreés le diner ?
Grammatical

Il téléphonerégulierementa ses amispres le diner.

Ungrammatical

A qui estce que Simon téléphone aprés le diner ?

Il régulierementtéléphone a ses amis apres le diner.

When-question condition

Grammatical

Quand este que tu vois tes amis ?

Je voistoujours mes amis le samedi soir.

Ungrammatical

Quand este que tu vois tes amis ?

Jetoujoursvois mes amis le vendredi soir.

Grammatical

Quand este que Simon téléphone a son ami ?
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Il téeléphonefréquemmenta son ami.

Ungrammatical

Quand este que Simon téléphone a son ami ?

Il frequemmentéléphone a son ami.

Grammatical

Quand este que Simon fait ses devoirs ?

Il fait toujours ses devoirs le matin.

Ungrammatical

Quand este que Simon fait ses devoirs ?

Il toujours fait ses devoirs le matin

Grammatical

Quand este que Charotte fait de la natation ?

Elle fait souventde la natation pendant le weekend.

Ungrammatical

Quand este que Charotte fait de la natation ?

Elle souventfait de la natation pendant le weekend

Grammatical

Quand este que Charlotte mapa la cantine ?

Elle régulierementmange a la cantine.

Ungrammatical

Quand este que Charlotte mange a la cantine ?

Elle mangeégulierementa la cantine.

Yes-no question

Grammatical

Estce que tu penses que Simon fait ses devoirs

Oui, jeper s e ( w@uvehtsed davoits.

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu penses que Simon fait ses devoirs

Oui , | e sowentaisegdevdirs.|

Grammatical

Estce que tu fais tes courses a Carrefour ?

Oui, je faisfréiquemmen mes courses a Carrefo@

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu fais tes coursearrefour ?
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Oui, jefrequemmentfais mes courses a Carrefour.

Grammatical

Estce que tu penses que Charlotte voit ses amis ?

Qui, | e pené&gudierananiseslarhie Vv o

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu penses que Charlotte voit ses amis ?

OQui , | e prégualisremenoittseslamie

Grammatical

Estce que tu t o6enndéewmer? pen

Non, je déjeunsujours avec mes collégues.

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu mntdagausaejewner ? p e n

Non, jetoujours déjeune avec mes collégues.

Grammatical

Estce que Pierre révise ses cours ?

Non, il sortsouventavec ses amis.

Ungrammatical

Estce que Pierre révise ses cours ?

Non, il souventsort avec ses amis.

Clitics

Grammatical

Estce que tu peux acheter les cadeaux ?

Oui,jevaisesachet er aujour dohu

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu peux acheter les cadeaux ?

OQui, je vais acheter auj c

Grammatical

Estce que Simon va faire sa valise ?

Oui, il vala faire.

Ungrammatical

Estce que Simon va faire sa valise ?

Oui, il va faire

Grammatical

Estce que Simon va parler
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Oui, il valui parler ce matin.

Ungrammatical

Estce que Simon va parler

Oui, il va parler ce ratin.

Grammatical

Estce qudéils vont r®citer

Oui, ils vontlesréciter.

Ungrammatical

Estce qudéils vont r®citer

Oui, ils vontréciter.

Grammatical

Estce que Charlotte voit souvent ses amis ?

OQui , | e desvoitisguveqtu el | e

Ungrammatical

Estce que Charlotte voit souvent ses amis ?

OQui, je crois quobelle voli

Grammatical

Estce que tu vas envoyer les lettres ?

Oui,jevaislese nvoyer auj our dohu

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu vas envoyer les lettfes

OQui, je vais envoyer auj

Grammatical

Estce que tu penses que Charlotte écoute la maitresse

OQui, je p@e@®ce@eutqeidted jeour s

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu penses que Charlotte écoute la maitresse

OQui, je pensejousudel | e ®cc

Grammatical

Estce que tu vas ranger les vétements ?

Oui, je vaisdesranger maintenant.

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu vas ranger les vétements ?

Oui, je vais ranger maintenant.
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Grammatical

Estce que tu penses que Charlotte va faire la gbés®

OQui, | e pelafaire majntebaatl | e v a

Ungrammatical

Estce que tu penses que Charlotte va fainalaselle ?

OQui, je pense quobell e va

Grammatical

Estce que Charlotte pr ®sen

Oui,ellelepr ®sent e aujourdohui

Ungrammatical

Estce que Charl otte pr ®sen

Qui, elle pr®sente aujour
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Appendix 6: The test items in the English AJT

Wh-Object question

Grammatical

To whom do you write?

| often write to Smon.

Ungrammatical

To whom do yowvrite?

| write oftento Simon

Grammatical

With whom do you go out on Saturday evenings?

| often go out with Emily and Amy

Ungrammatical

With whom do you go out on Saturday evenings?

| go outoften with Emily and Am.

Grammatical

With whom does Sinmoreturn home?

He alwaysreturns with Francis.

Ungrammatical

With whom does Simon return home?

Hereturnsalwayswith Francis

Grammatical

Which instrument does Simon play?

He frequentlyplays the guitar at school

Ungrammatical

Which instrument does Simon play?

He playsfrequentlythe guitar at school

Grammatical

Whom does Simon call after dinner?

Heregularly calls his friends after dinner

Ungrammatical

Whom does Simon call after dinner?

He callsregularly his friends after dinner.
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When-question

Grammatical

When do you see your friends?

| alwayssee my friends on Saturdays.

Ungrammatical

When do you see your friends?

| seealwaysmy friends on Saturdays.

Grammatical

When does Simon call his fnds?

He frequentlycalls his friends

Ungrammatical

When does Simon call his friends?

He callsfrequentlyhis friends

Grammatical

When does Simon do his homework?

He alwaysdoes his homework in the morning.

Ungrammatical

When does Simon do his imework?

He doesalwayshis homework in the morning

Grammatical

When does Charlotte go swimming?

Shealwaysgoes swimming at weekends

Ungrammatical

When doeLharlotte go swimming?

She goealwaysswimming at weekends.

Grammatical

When does Charlateat in the cafeteria?

She eatsegularly in the canteen.

Ungrammatical

When does Charlotte eat in the cafeteria?

Sheregularly eats in the canteen.

YesNo question

Grammatical

Do you think Simon does his homework?
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Yes, | think heften does his hmework.

Ungrammatical

Do you think Simon does his homework?

Yes, | think he doadten his homework

Grammatical

Do you shop at Tesco?

Yes, | fequentlyshop at Tesco.

Ungrammatical

Do you shop at Tesco?

Yes, | shofrequentlyat Tesco.

Grammaical

Do you think Charlotte sees her friends?

Yes, | think sheegularly sees her friends.

Ungrammatical

Do you think Charlotte sees Heiends?

Yes, | think she seesgularly her friends

Grammatical

Do you getbored during your lunch break

No, | alwayshave lunch with my colleagues.

Ungrammatical

Do you getbored during your lunch break

No, | havealwayslunch with my colleagues.

Grammatical

Does Simon revise his lesséns

No, healwaysgoes out with his friends

Ungrammatical

Does Sinon revise his lessofis

No, he goes owtlwayswith his friends

Clitics

Grammatical

Canyou buy thegifts today?

Yes, | can buthemtoday.

Ungrammatical

Can you buy thegifts today?
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Yes, | can buy today.

Grammatical

Is Simongoing to pak his suitase?

Yes, he is going to padk

Ungrammatical

Is Simon going to pack his suitcase?

Yes, he is going tpack

Grammatical

Is he going to speak to his sister?

Yes, he is going to speakiter this morning

Ungrammatical

Is he going to speak to hister?

Yes, he is going to speak this morning.

Grammatical

Are they going to recite the poem?

Yes, they are going to recite

Ungrammatical

Are they going to recite the poem?

Yes, they are going to recite.

Grammatical

Does Charlotte see her frigsf?

Yes, | think she often sebem

Ungrammatical

Does Charlotte see her friends?

Yes, | think she often sees.

Grammatical

Are you going to send the letters?

Yes, | am going to sendemtoday.

Ungrammatical

Are you going to send the letter?

Yes, lam going to send today.

Grammatical

Do youthink Charlotte listens to her teacher?

Yes, | think she listens her.
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Ungrammatical

Do you think Charlotte likes her teacher?

Yes, | think she listens

Grammatical

Are you going to pack your clothes?

Yes, | am going to pacthem

Ungrammatical

Are you going to pack your clothes?

Yes, | am going to pack.

Grammatical

Do you think Charlotte is going to wash the dishes now?

Yes, | think she is going wasitemnow.

Ungrammatical

Do you think Charlottés going to wash the dishes now?

Yes, | think she is going wash now.

Grammatical

Does Charlotte give her presentation today?

Yes, she givastoday.

Ungrammatical

Does Charlotte give her presentation today?

Yes, she gives tay.




Appendix 7: The test items in the French production task

233

Wh-Object condition

Il passe beaucoup de temps avec son chien.

P*

(,a\
=7 ]

ﬁ:

toujours

2) Avec qui est-ce qu’il joue ?

le vous présente Francois. Francois est le

meilleur ami de Simon.

Francois  Simon

LT

-l\
o &°

toujours

4) A qui est-ce que Francois parle ?

Francois est sportif.

toujours

6) Qu’est-ce qu’il fait comme sport?
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Charlotte adore la musique.

toujours

14) De quel instrument de musique joue-t-elle ?

Je vous présente Charlotte. Charlotte est la petite sceur de
Simon.

souvent

11) Est-ce qu’elle fait du sport le week-end ?



When-question

Simon est studieux.

toujours

3) Quand est-ce qu’il fait ses devoirs ?

Francois aime aller au cinéma.

régulierement

5) Quand est-ce qu’il va au cinéma ?

Simon adore manger a la cantine.

fréguemment

7) Quand est-ce qu’il mange a la cantine ?

235
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Marie-Claire adore passer du temps avec ses
enfants.

souvent
22) Quand est-ce qu’elle passe du temps avec ses enfants ?

Simon adore promener son chien le soir.

=X

toujours

24) Quand est-ce qu'il proméne son chien?

YesNo question

Le petit garcon s’appelle Simon. Il adore son
chien.

a
e
/-\\

souvent

1) Est-ce qu’il lave parfois son chien ?
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Charlotte aime la musique.

souvent

12) Est-ce qu’elle regarde la télé dans ses moments de loisirs ?

Je vous présente Marie-Claire. Marie-Claire est la maman
de Simon. Elle aime les sports.

fréquemment
16) Est-ce qu’elle fait de la natation le week-end ?

le vous présente Jean-Paul. Jean-Paul est le papa de
Simon. Il est sportif.

o~
k_.——f’

c’//\'\

.

(fréquemment)

18) Est-ce qu’il reste a la maison pendant le week-end ?
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Tous les jours, aprés le diner, Jean-Paul
commence a lire les journaux.

régulierement

25) Est-ce qu'il lit aussi des romans apres le diner?
Clitics

Simon adore les sandwichs. Il a acheté un sandwich ce

matin.

)
maintenant
8) Qu’est-ce qu’il fait avec ce sandwich ?

Je vous présente Emilie. Emilie est la grande
sceur de Simon. Elle a acheté un roman ce matin.

attentivement

9) Qu’est-ce qu’elle fait avec le roman?
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Je vous présente Lisa. Lisa est la meilleure amie d’
Emilie. Elle a acheté un chapeau ce matin.

avec joie

10) Qu’est-ce qu’elle fait avec son chapeau ?

Charlotte améne son assiette dans l’évier.

—

soigheusement

13) Qu’est-ce qu’elle fait avec son assiette ?

Aujourd’hui, c’est l'anniversaire de Simon. Charlotte a
acheté un cadeau a son frere. Elle lui donne le cadeau.

immédiatement
15) Qu’est-ce que Simon fait avec son cadeau ?
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Aujourd’hui, Marie-Claire a préparé des crépes.

rapidement

17) Qu’est-ce que Charlotte fait avec les crépes ?

Je vous présente Robert. Robert est le meilleur ami de
Jean-Paul. Il a commandé une tasse de café.

avec plaisir

19) Qu’est-ce qu’il fait avec son café ?

D’habitude, Jean-Paul s’occupe de la voiture. Mais
aujourd’hui, c’est le tour de Marie-Claire.

soigneusement

20) Qu’est-ce que Marie-Claire fait avec sa voiture ?
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D’habitude, Marie-Claire fait la vaisselle.

aujourd’hui, c’est Jean-Paul qui fait la vaisselle.

soigneusement
21) Qu’est-ce qu’il fait avec les assiettes ?

Ce soir, Jean-Paul a prépare des pates.

rapidement

23) Qu’est-ce que Simon fait avec les pates ?

Mais
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Appendix 8: The test items in the Englishproduction task

Wh-Object condition

He spends a lot of time with his dog.

(i’- 7 ,ﬂ/

~
il —
= 4 T“L

T

<Z

always

2) With whom does he play?

This is Francis. Francis is Simon’s best friend.

Francois  Simon

' V‘

-0
C:)G

a Iways

4) With whom does Francis speak?
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Francis is sporty.

always

6) What sport does he do?

Charlotte loves music.

always

14) Which instrument does she play?

This is Charlotte. Charlotte is Simon’s younger sister.

often
11) What does she do on weekends?
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When-question

Simon is studious.

7

{ T/ v§
(= :,\’T;;\
\}/_—— w/’/’_
always

3) When does he do his homework in the evening?

Francis likes to go to the cinema.

regularly

5) When does he go to the cinema?

Simon loves to eat in the cafeteria.

frequently
7) When does he eat in the cafeteria?



245

Mary loves to spend time with her children.

often
22) When does she spend time with her children?

Simon walks his dog in the evening.

always

24) When does he walk his dog?

YesNo question

This is Simon. He loves his dog.

often

1) Does he sometimes bath his dog?
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Charlotte loves music.

often

12) Does she watch TV in her free time?

This is Mary. Mary is Simon’s mother. She loves sports.

frequently

16) Does she go swimming at weekends?

This is John. John is Simon’s father. He loves sports.

AN\
Py

frequently

18) Does he spend the weekend at home?
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Every day, after his dinner, John loves reading.

regularly

25) Does he read novels after dinner?

Clitics

Simon bought a sandwich this morning.

now
8) What does he do with this sandwich?

This is Emily. Emily is Simon’s elder sister. She
bought a novel this morning.

carefully
9) What does she do with the novel?
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This is Lisa. Lisa is Emily’s best friend. She bought a hat
this morning.

now
10) What does she do with her hat?

Charlotte takes her plate to the sink.

carefully
13) What does she do with her plate?



