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ABSTRACT

“EVERY STUDENT DIDN’T LEARN ENGLISH”
THE ACQUISITION OF SCOPE BY L2 LEARNERS OF ENGLISH

Goktiirk, Nazlinur
M. A., Department of Foreign Language Education

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Martina Gracanin-Yiiksek

June 2016, 174 pages

This thesis examines how Turkish learners of English interpret constructions
involving negation and a universal quantifier phrase such as every squirrel didn’t
pick up nuts. Two experiments were conducted in this study. The first experiment,
which consisted of an off-line acceptability rating task, was devised to set the
baseline for Turkish and English native speakers’ scope interpretations of the target
constructions, and to test how L2 learners with different proficiency levels (i.e.,
intermediate and advanced) interpret the target constructions. It was administered to
the English, and Turkish native speakers, intermediate and advanced L2 learners.
The second experiment, which involved a self-paced reading task in tandem with an
end-of-trial truth-value judgment task, aimed to find out how Turkish L2 learners of
English comprehend the target statements in real-time. It was administered to the
native speakers of English, intermediate and advanced L2 learners.



The results of the off-line study showed that there was not a developmental pattern in
L2 learners’ scope judgments, contrary to the assumptions of the Full Transfer/Full
Access Hypothesis. The advanced L2 learners were found to behave like Turkish
native speakers in their scope judgments, while the intermediate L2 learners seemed
to exhibit native-like behavior in their scope judgments. However, the results from
the on-line study revealed that intermediate L2 learners processed the target
constructions in a non-native-like manner, whereas the advanced L2 learners
manifested native-like processing behavior in the interpretation of the target
constructions. The observed differences in the L2 learner group are accounted by
integrating the Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis and a pragmatic
account of Turkish quantifier scope.

Keywords: L2 acquisition of scope; scope ambiguity; universal quantifier; negation;
L2 processing of scope
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“HER OGRENCI INGILiZCE OGRENMEDI”
NiCEL SOZCUKLERIN iKiNCi DILDE EDINiMi

Goktiirk, Nazlinur
M. A., Department of Foreign Language Education
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Martina Grac¢anin-Yiksek

June 2016, 148 pages

Bu ¢aligma anadili Tiirkge olan ve Ingilizce’yi ikinci olarak dgrenen bireylerin nicel
sozciik edinimlerini incelemektedir. Bir baska deyisle, bu calisma Ingilizceyi ikinci
olarak 6grenen Tiirklerin nicelik sozciikleriyle olumsuzluk eki iceren ve birden fazla
anlama gelebilen ciimleleri (6r. Defne her kitabi almadi.) nasil yorumladiklarini
aragtirmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada iki deney uygulanmustir. Off-line kabul edilebilirlik
dlgeginden olusan birinci deneyin amaci Tiirkce ve Ingilizce anadil konusucularmin
hedef yapilar1 nasil yorumladiklarina dair bir dayanak olusturmak ve ikinci dil olarak
Ingilizce 6grenen farkli diizeylerdeki bireylerin (orta ve ileri) hedef ciimleleri nasil
yorumladiklarin1 ssnamaktir. Bu deney, Tiirkge ve Ingilizce anadil konusucularina ve
ikinci dil olarak orta ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce 6grenen bireylere uygulanmistir.
Dogruluk yarg: testi ile kendi-hiziyla okuma taskiin birlesiminden olusan ikinci

deneyde ise Ingilizceyi ikinci dil olarak dgrenen bireylerin hedef yapilari nasil

Vi



islemledikleri arastirilmistir. Bu deney, anadil Ingilizce konusucular1 ve orta diizey

ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce grenen bireylere uygulanmustir.

Off-line deneyin sonuglari Full Transfer/Full Access hipotezinin varsayimlarinin
aksine ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce Ogrenen bireylerin hedef yapi yorumlarinda
gelisimsel bir modelin olmadigini ortaya koymustur. Ileri diizeydeki dil dgrencileri
hedef yapilar1 kendi anadillerindeki (Tiirkge) gibi yorumlarken, orta diizeydeki dil
ogrencileri hedef ciimleleri anadili Ingilizce olan bireyler gibi yorumlamuslardir.
Ancak on-line deneyden elde edilen sonuglar orta diizeydeki dil 6grencilerinin hedef
yapilar1 anadil Ingilizce konusucularindan farkl1 olarak islemlediklerini gdstermistir.
Ote yandan, ileri diizeyde dil 6grencilerin ise anadil Ingilizce konusucularina benzer
sekilde hedef ciimleleri islemledikleri bulunmustur. Ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce
Ogrenen bireylerin performanslarindaki farkliliklar Developmentally Moderated
Transfer hipotezi ile Tiirk¢e’de nicel sozciiklerin edimsel bir agidan yorumuyla izah

edilmistir.

Keywords: Nicel sozciiklerin ikinci dilde edinimi; nicel s6zciiklerden kaynaklanan
¢ok anlamlilik; evrensel niceleyici; olumsuzluk; nicel soziikleri ikinci dilde

islemleme
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ABSTRACT

“EVERY STUDENT DIDN’T LEARN ENGLISH”
THE ACQUISITION OF SCOPE BY L2 LEARNERS OF ENGLISH

Goktiirk, Nazlinur
M. A., Department of Foreign Language Education

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Martina Grac¢anin-Yiiksek

June 2016, 177 pages

This thesis examines how Turkish learners of English interpret constructions
involving negation and a universal quantifier phrase such as every squirrel didn’t
pick up nuts. Two experiments were conducted in this study. The first experiment,
which consisted of an off-line acceptability rating task, was devised to set the
baseline for Turkish and English native speakers’ scope interpretations of the target
constructions, and to test how L2 learners with different proficiency levels (i.e.,
intermediate and advanced) interpret the target constructions. It was administered to
the English, and Turkish native speakers, intermediate and advanced L2 learners.
The second experiment, which involved a self-paced reading task in tandem with an
end-of-trial truth-value judgment task, aimed to find out how Turkish L2 learners of
English comprehend the target statements in real-time. It was administered to the

native speakers of English, intermediate and advanced L2 learners.
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The results of the off-line study showed that there was not a developmental pattern in
L2 learners’ scope judgments, contrary to the assumptions of the Full Transfer/Full
Access Hypothesis. The advanced L2 learners were found to behave like Turkish
native speakers in their scope judgments, while the intermediate L2 learners seemed
to exhibit native-like behavior in their scope judgments. However, the results from
the on-line study revealed that intermediate L2 learners processed the target
constructions in a non-native-like manner, whereas the advanced L2 Ilearners
manifested native-like processing behavior in the interpretation of the target
constructions. The observed differences in the L2 learner group are accounted by
integrating the Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis and a pragmatic

account of Turkish quantifier scope.

Keywords: L2 acquisition of scope; scope ambiguity; universal quantifier; negation;

L2 processing of scope
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“HER OGRENCI INGIiLiZCE OGRENMEDI”
NICEL SOZCUKLERIN IKINCI DILDE EDINIMi

Goktiirk, Nazlinur
M. A., Department of Foreign Language Education

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Martina Grac¢anin-Yiiksek

June 2016, 177 pages

Bu calisma anadili Tiirkge olan ve Ingilizce’yi ikinci olarak 6grenen bireylerin nicel
sozciik edinimlerini incelemektedir. Bir baska deyisle, bu calisma Ingilizceyi ikinci
olarak 6grenen Tiirklerin nicelik sozciikleriyle olumsuzluk eki iceren ve birden fazla
anlama gelebilen climleleri (6r. Defne her kitabi almadi.) nasil yorumladiklarini
aragtirmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmada iki deney uygulanmistir. Off-line kabul edilebilirlik
dlceginden olusan birinci deneyin amaci Tiirkge ve Ingilizce anadil konusucularmin
hedef yapilari nasil yorumladiklarina dair bir dayanak olusturmak ve ikinci dil olarak
Ingilizce 6grenen farkli diizeylerdeki bireylerin (orta ve ileri) hedef ciimleleri nasil
yorumladiklarini sinamaktir. Bu deney, Tiirkce ve Ingilizce anadil konusucularina ve
ikinci dil olarak orta ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce 6grenen bireylere uygulanmustir.
Dogruluk yargi testi ile kendi-hiziyla okuma taskinin birlesiminden olusan ikinci

deneyde ise Ingilizceyi ikinci dil olarak dgrenen bireylerin hedef yapilari nasil
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islemledikleri arastirilmistir. Bu deney, anadil Ingilizce konusuculari ve orta diizey

ve ileri diizeyde Ingilizce 6grenen bireylere uygulanmustir.

Off-line deneyin sonuglar1 Full Transfer/Full Access hipotezinin varsayimlarinin
aksine ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce Ogrenen bireylerin hedef yap1 yorumlarinda
gelisimsel bir modelin olmadigini ortaya koymustur. ileri diizeydeki dil dgrencileri
hedef yapilart kendi anadillerindeki (Tiirkge) gibi yorumlarken, orta diizeydeki dil
ogrencileri hedef ciimleleri anadili Ingilizce olan bireyler gibi yorumlamslardir.
Ancak on-line deneyden elde edilen sonuglar orta diizeydeki dil 6grencilerinin hedef
yapilar1 anadil ingilizce konusucularindan farkli olarak islemlediklerini gdstermistir.
Ote yandan, ileri diizeyde dil 6grencilerin ise anadil Ingilizce konusucularma benzer
sekilde hedef ciimleleri islemledikleri bulunmustur. Ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce
ogrenen bireylerin performanslarindaki farkliliklar Developmentally Moderated
Transfer hipotezi ile Tiirk¢e’de nicel sozciiklerin edimsel bir agidan yorumuyla izah

edilmisgtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Nicel s6zciiklerin ikinci dilde edinimi; nicel sozciiklerden
kaynaklanan ¢ok anlamlilik; evrensel niceleyici; olumsuzluk; nicel soziikleri ikinci

dilde islemleme
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

When two (or possibly more) quantifiers such as every, some, and all appear
in a construction, the interaction between the quantifiers is widely considered to give
rise to scope ambiguity (Horn, 1989; Jackendoff, 1972; May, 1977, 1985). Scope
ambiguities also arise when a quantified expression co-occurs with negation in a
clause. However, several factors, such as the semantic nature of the quantifier (e.g.,
universal versus existential) and the syntactic position of the quantifier in a clause
come into play in the interpretation of statements which give rise to potential scope
ambiguity.

In recent years, several studies have been conducted to investigate this
phenomenon in the field of second language acquisition (SLA). A number of
researchers have examined how second language (L2) learners acquire the
knowledge of the properties related to the interpretation of the constructions with
quantifiers in their L2 (Chung, 2009, 2012; Ionin, Luchkina & Stoops, 2014; Kwak,
2010; Lee, 2009; Marsden, 2005, 2009). The primary goal of these studies has been
to investigate the extent to which adult second language learners can acquire scope
interpretations in the target language; whether L2 learners differ from native
speakers in their interpretive preferences, and why the differences, if any, emerge
between native speakers and adult L2 learners of the target language.

Although there has been a plethora of SLA studies on the acquisition of
scope, the acquisition of scope interpretations in L1-Turkish and L2-English has

rarely been tested, unlike quantifier scope in languages such as English, Korean,
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Japanese, and Chinese. Furthermore, there have been few, if any, experimental
investigations undertaken to find out how adult Turkish learners of English interpret
sentences containing quantified phrases and negation in the target language. The
present thesis addresses this gap and attempts to contribute to our understanding of
the acquisition of scope by investigating the acquisition of the interaction between
negation and the universal quantifier phrase every NP by Turkish adult learners of
English. Specifically, the current study aims to find out how adult Turkish learners of
English interpret English constructions containing negation and a universal
quantifier. Using a cross-sectional experimental design and providing evidence from
native speakers of Turkish and English, the present study will shed more light on the

acquisition of the scope phenomenon cross-linguistically.

1.1. Scope Facts
1.1.1. English

In English, constructions involving negation and quantifiers like every, each,
some, or four exhibit scope ambiguity (Horn, 1989; Jackendoff, 1972; May, 1977,
1985). However, a number of factors, such as inherent properties of the quantifier
and the syntactic position in which the quantified phrase appears in a clause affect
the interpretation of such statements. For instance, a sentence containing negation
and a subject universal quantifier phrase like (1) can receive two interpretations.
(1) Every squirrel didn’t pick up nuts.
a. Surface scope reading (every > not):
Every squirrel is such that it did not pick up nuts.
b. Inverse scope reading (not > every):
Not every squirrel picked up nuts.
Under one interpretation, the subject universal quantifier phrase every
squirrel takes scope over negation (every > not) as in (la), meaning that every
squirrel is such that it did not pick up nuts. That is, no squirrel picked up any nuts.

This interpretation is called surface scope reading because it arises from the
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structural configuration in which the subject in [Spec TP] c-commands the negation.
Under the other interpretation, the subject universal quantifier takes scope below
negation (not > every) as in (1b), which can be paraphrased as not every squirrel
picked up nuts. That is, not all of the squirrels picked up nuts, which means that
some of them may have picked up nuts. This is called inverse scope reading as the
scope order of the universal quantifier and negation does not align with the order in
which they appear in the surface structure of the clause.

In order to explain how the different scope readings are obtained in sentences
with doubly quantified expressions, May (1977, 1985) proposes a movement
operation called Quantifier Raising (QR). On May’s account, c-command relations
between two operators at logical form (LF) determine scope relations. Accordingly,
QR involves the raising of a quantifier from its original position to a position where
it will ultimately c-command the other quantifier at LF. This movement takes place
covertly. In this regard, in (1a), the surface scope reading becomes available because
at LF, the subject universal quantifier phrase every squirrel can be interpreted in its
surface position, from where it c-commands negation, whereas in (1b), the subject
DP every squirrel is interpreted in its original VP-internal position, where negation
c-commands the quantifier phrase (QP) every squirrel at LF.

By contrast, when the universal QP occupies the object position of a negative
clause, the construction has been reported not to give rise to ambiguity (Chung,
2012; Musolino & Lidz, 2006; Musolino, 2006), as illustrated in (2).

(2) Squirrels didn’t pick up every nut.
a. Surface scope reading (not > every):
It is not the case that squirrels picked up every nut.

b. *Inverse scope reading (every > not):

Every nut is such that it was not picked up by squirrels.

According to Aoun and Li (1993), the blocking effect of negation, which
arises due to a locality restriction, prevents the QP in the object position to raise to a

position where it can c-command negation. Thus, in the case at hand, the only
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available interpretation is surface scope reading (not > every), in which negation c-
commands the QP in the object position. This reading can be paraphrased as it is not
the case that squirrels picked up every nut. In other words, the construction in (2)
does not give rise to the inverse scope reading (every > not), and thus it cannot mean
that every nut is such that it was not picked up by squirrels.

One additional factor that may be at work in sentences like (2) is entailment.
The interpretation in (2a), which can be paraphrased as there are some nuts that were
not picked up by the squirrels, is still true under the alternative interpretation in (2b),
which means that no nuts were picked up by squirrels. The reading no nuts were
picked up by squirrels entails the reading there are some nuts that were not picked up
by the squirrels. That is, if the squirrels picked up none of the nuts, it follows that the
squirrels picked up not all of the nuts, but not vice versa. Assuming that the scope
interpretations are guided by the entailment relations described above, one would
anticipate that the inverse scope reading would be easier to detect than the surface
scope reading because the proposition No nuts were picked entails the proposition
Some nuts were not picked. Yet, Musolino and Lidz (2003) reported that English
native speakers strongly preferred the not > every interpretation in response to the
constructions like (2), in line with the account put forward by Aoun and Li (1993).

Musolino (2006) attributes the native speakers’ preference for the not > every
interpretation to a class of conversational inferences called “scalar implicature”
(Horn, 1989), which is an elaborated form of Grice’s theory of conversation (Grice,
1957, 1989). Within the framework developed by Grice (1957, 1989) regarding the
conversational implicature, when people are engaged in a conversation, they are
supposed to obey a certain set of rules in order to have a smooth exchange of ideas in
discourse. Because speaking is a joint activity, speakers should cooperate with their
interlocutors in the conversation. They should provide as much information as the
conversation demands; not too much, not too little. Moreover, they should make their
point relevant to the purposes of the conversation. Lastly, they are expected to avoid

obscurity and to take their interlocutor’s background knowledge into consideration
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when they convey their utterances. For instance, when a speaker utters an expression
such as some in a conversation, the hearer will presume that the speaker has chosen
not to utter an informationally stronger expression like all because s/he is not able to
provide adequate evidence for the stronger expression.

In this respect, let us consider the statement in (2). During the interpretation
of the statement squirrels didn’t pick up every nut, listeners will entertain only the
not > every interpretation given in (2a) since they assume that a stronger expression
such as squirrels picked up none of the nuts would be more appropriate to use so as
to convey the “none” meaning instead of an informationally weaker expression such
as squirrels didn’t pick up every nut.

To sum up, different types of knowledge from a variety of domains such as
syntax, semantics, and pragmatics may have a role to play in the interpretation of
constructions such as (1) and (2) in English. Based on the relations of entailment, a
statement like (2) is expected to be interpreted as in (2b), the reading which is always
true, whereas on syntactic and pragmatic accounts the same statement is expected to
be interpreted as in (2a) (Chung, 2012; Musolino, 2006). The comprehension of
scopally ambiguous statements like (1) and (2) requires the interplay of three kinds
of knowledge from different sources: 1) the knowledge of c-command relations and
QR, 2) the knowledge of entailment relations, 3) the knowledge of conversational
implicature. Put it differently, the interpretation of constructions involving negation
and universally quantified phrases in English seems to represent an interface

phenomenon taking place between syntax, semantic, and pragmatics.
1.1.2. Turkish

1.1.2.1.Introductory Facts

Turkish is an agglutinative language which exhibits the features of a
canonical SOV language (Erguvanli, 1984; Kural, 1993). In Turkish, there are three
ways of expressing sentential negation: verbal negation suffix (-mA), nominal

negation (degil), and existential negation (yok). In my thesis, I am interested in the
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interaction between a verbal negation suffix (-mA) and a universal quantifier. The

verbal negation (-mA) attaches to the verb stem as in (3).

(3) Mehmet arkadas-1-n1 ara-ma-di.
Mehmet friend-POSS-ACC  call-NEG-PAST-3sg
‘Mehmet didn’t call his friend.’

When the stem involves an aspectual modal and tense markers like in (3), the
negation suffix (-mA4) is expressed first. However, when the stem involves markers of
causatives, reflexives, passives or reciprocals, the negation suffix (-m4) follows the

relevant markers. An example involving a passive morpheme is given in (4).

(4) Bardak-lar kir-1l-ma-di.
glass-PL friend-POSS-ACC

‘Glasses weren’t broken.’

1.1.2.2.Turkish Scope

In Turkish, several factors such as the linear position of quantifier phrases, c-
command relations, and the lexical nature of quantified expressions affect the
interpretation of constructions involving quantifiers (Butler, 2002; Kural, 1994;
Goksel & Ozsoy, 2003, Kelepir, 2001; Kennelly, 2003; Zidani-Eroglu, 1997; Aygen,
1999). With regard to the interpretation of negative statements containing quantified
expressions in the preverbal field such as (5), Turkish is considered to exhibit scope
rigidity (Kelepir, 2001; Ozyildiz, to appear; McKenzie, 2006). For example, a
statement involving negation and a universally quantified noun phrase in the pre-
verbal area like (5) can receive only one reading (Kelepir, 2001).

(5) Her kedi siit i¢cmedi.
every cat  milk drink-NEG-PAST
‘Every cat didn’t drink milk.’



a. \ Inverse scope interpretation (neg > every)
It is not the case that every cat drank milk.

b. *Surface scope interpretation (every > neg)
Every cat is such that it didn’t drink milk.

The universally quantified subject her kedi can only be interpreted within the
scope of negation (not > every) as in (5a), which can be paraphrased as it is not the
case that every cat drank milk. That is, not all of the cats drank milk, which means
that some of them may have drunk milk. In this thesis, I will refer to the
interpretation in (5a) as inverse scope reading because in this reading I assume that
in Turkish, just like in English, the subject on the surface occupies the [Spec TP]
position from which it c-commands the negation, and that the inverse scope reading
is obtained through the reconstruction of the subject into its original [Spec VP]
position (for a detailed explanation see Oztiirk, 2004).

(6) a. Inverse Scope Reading (neg > every)
TP

Subjéct QP
herkedizverycar

/_\'ei T _lig-neg-PAST

Neg’

),
;.
y Neg ,('\ ig-neg

Subject QP
herkedizvery car

sit\TLE I¢DRINK

The universally quantified subject her kedi cannot be interpreted outside the
scope of the negation (every > neg) as in (5b), and thus the statement in (5) cannot
mean that every cat is such that it didn’t drink milk. 1 will refer to the reading in (5b)

(unattested in Turkish) as the surface scope reading since on that reading, the
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universally quantified subject presumably c-commands negation without any covert
movements, as shown in (6b).

(6) b. *Surface Scope Reading (every > neg)

Subject QP

herkedizverycar

Subject’QP i
herkedizverycar /

Object AY
sitmx I¢DRINK

Likewise, when the universally quantified phrase occupies the object position
of a negative clause and appears in the pre-verbal field, the construction allows only
one interpretation, as in (7) (Kelepir, 2001).

(7) Ali  her kitab1 okumadi.

Ali every book-ACC read-NEG-PAST

‘Ali didn’t read every book.’

a. \ Surface scope interpretation (neg > every)
It is not the case that Ali read every book.

b. *Inverse scope interpretation (every > neg)
Every book is such that it was not read by Ali.

The object universal quantifier phrase her kitabi can only be interpreted under
the scope of negation (neg > every), as in (7a), meaning that not every book was read
by Ali. 1 will refer to the reading in (7a) as surface scope reading because negation c-
commands the quantifier phrase in the object position without any movements, as

shown in (8a).



(8) a. Surface Scope Reading (neg > every)

TP
Subject
Al
/.\'egP\ T < Jokuneg-PAST

Object QP
herkitabszveryzook-acc

However, the universally quantified object NP her kitab: cannot take scope
over negation (every > neg), as in (7b), and thus the statement in (7) cannot mean
that every book is such that it was not read by Ali (that is, none of the books was read
by Ali). This reading, which is unattested in Turkish, will be called inverse scope
reading. For this reading to obtain, the universally quantified object should undergo
QR in order to c-command negation, as illustrated in (8b).

(8) b. *Inverse Scope Reading (every > neg)

TP

Object QP

her kitabizveny zookace

Subject
Ali

/NegP\ T < Joku-neg-PAST

-

Object QP v
h ar k!mb IEVERY BOOK.ACC o k“;i@



In brief, in Turkish, when a universally quantified phrase appears in the
subject position of a negative clause, the statement allows only the inverse scope
reading (neg > every). On the other hand, when a universally quantified expression
occupies the object position of a clause and interacts with verbal negation, the
sentence allows only the surface scope reading (neg > every). In either case, the
statements in question do not give rise to ambiguity.

Few studies have been conducted to investigate how native speakers of
Turkish interpret statements involving quantifiers and negation. As there is a lack of
empirical research on scope judgments of Turkish native speakers, in this thesis I
will examine the interpretation of constructions containing verbal negation and
universal quantifier phrase in either subject or object position by Turkish native
speakers to set the baseline against which the judgments made by Turkish L2
learners of English will be compared.

The assumption that the subject c-commands the negation in both Turkish
and English allows me to describe the scope readings in the two languages by giving
them the same names. Namely, when the QP is in the subject position, the reading in
which negation takes scope over every is referred to as inverse scope reading, and
the reading in which every takes scope over negation is called surface scope reading.
Similarly, when the QP is in the object position, the reading in which negation takes
scope over every is called surface scope reading, and the reading in which every
takes scope over negation is referred to as inverse scope reading.

The comparison of Turkish and English scope facts indicates that Turkish and
English behave similarly with respect to the interpretations allowed for the
constructions containing negation and a QP in the object position, whereas they
differ from each other in the interpretations of the constructions with negation and a
QP in the subject position. That is, when a universally quantified expression appears
in the object position, the surface scope reading (neg > every) is preferred in both

languages. By contrast, when a universally quantified phrase is in the subject
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position, Turkish allows only the inverse scope reading (neg > every), whereas

English allows both the surface scope (every > neg) and the inverse scope reading

(neg > every).

1.2. Research Questions

The research questions addressed in this study are the following:

1) How do adult Turkish learners of English interpret scopally ambiguous
statements involving a universally quantified phrase and negation in English?
2) To what extent do adult Turkish learners of English transfer their L1
interpretation of statements containing a universal quantifier and negation to

their L2 English counterparts?
* Are there any differences in the L2 learners’ interpretations of
sentences with a universal quantifier and negation across different

proficiency levels (i.e., low-intermediate and low-advanced)?

1.3. Theoretical Background

In this study, the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996) and the Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler &
Manzini, 1987) will be adopted to formulate hypothesis regarding the L2 learners’
interpretations of construction involving negation and a universal quantifier in the

subject or object position in the target language.

1.3.1. Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis

According to the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis, the L1 grammar
constitutes the initial state of the second language grammar (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996). Thus, at the onset of L2 acquisition, the learners transfer their L1 grammar in
its entirety to their L2. When the existing L1 grammar fails to accommodate the L2
input, restructuring of the interlanguage grammar takes place without altering the

structure of the mother tongue (White, 2003). Therefore, L2 input motivates the
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modifications in the interlanguage grammar. In addition, it is highlighted that L2
development is constrained by Universal Grammar (UG). That is, all the hypotheses
that the learners formulate in the target language fall within the limits of UG.
Although it is maintained that the increase in the exposure to L2 input enables the L2
learners to construct more native-like hypothesis, there is no guarantee that they will
reach fully native-like competence. L2 learners may fail to exhibit performance
identical to that of native speakers because the interlanguage hosts two grammars
and the interaction between the properties of the native and target language

grammars may lead to non-native-like analyses of the input.

1.3.2. The Subset Principle

As a principle of learning, the Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini &
Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini, 1987) postulates that when L1 and L2 learners
face a learning situation that is captured by two possible generalizations in the
grammar, they start with the most restrictive grammar which is compatible with the
input. On this account, the initially adopted grammar constitutes a proper subset of
the alternative grammar. During the course of acquisition, the learners extend their
existing grammar based on positive evidence. In other words, they move from a
more restrictive grammar, which is called the subset grammar, to a less restrictive
grammar, which is called the superset grammar, as they become exposed to the
target language. The Subset Principle holds that the learners’ expansion of their
current grammar through positive evidence is possible and does not cause any
learnability problems, while the reverse is impossible. That is, the learners cannot
contract their current grammar; they cannot move from a superset grammar to a
subset grammar because the contraction of grammar would require negative
evidence. However, negative evidence is not available to the learner. The learners’
restriction of grammar from a superset value to a subset value constitutes a
learnability problem (Baker, 1979) because in such a case, the learner is supposed to

determine the grammaticality of the structures in the absence of positive evidence,
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which contrasts with the commonly held belief that language learning takes place
through positive evidence.

As mentioned above, the target languages in the present study, Turkish and
English, seem to be in a subset-superset relationship with regard to the
interpretations that they allow for the constructions involving negation and a subject
quantifier phrase such as (9). Examples like (9) are ambiguous in English, as
indicated below.

(9) Every squirrel didn’t pick up nuts.

a. Surface scope reading (every > not)
Every squirrel is such that it did not pick up nuts.
b. Inverse scope reading (not > every)
Not every squirrel picked up nuts.
The Turkish counterparts of those statements, however, can only be

interpreted in the inverse scope reading, as shown in (10).

(10) Her kedi siit  igmedi.
every cat  milk drink-NEG-PAST
‘Every cat didn’t drink milk.’
a. Inverse scope interpretation (neg > every)
It is not the case that every cat drank milk.
b. *Surface scope interpretation (every > neg)

Every cat is such that it didn’t drink milk.

Because Turkish is a subset of English with respect to the interpretation of
the constructions containing negation and a subject QP, Turkish learners of English
need to have positive evidence so as to extend their current grammar and to add an
extra interpretation, which is the surface scope reading, to their grammar.

On the other hand, when the universal quantifier appears in the object
position, as in (11) and (12), Turkish and English are identical with each other in that

both languages allow only for the surface scope interpretation.
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(11)  Squirrels didn’t pick up every nut.
a.  Surface scope (not > every):
It is not the case that squirrels picked up every nut.
b. *Inverse scope (every > not):
Every nut is such that it was not picked up by squirrels.
(12) Al her  kitab1 okumadi.
Ali every book-ACC  read-NEG-PAST
‘Ali didn’t read every book.’
a.  Surface scope interpretation (neg > every)
It is not the case that Ali read every book.
b. *Inverse scope interpretation (every > neg)
Every book is such that it was not read by Ali.
Because the two languages are not different from each other regarding the
interpretations of the target constructions, Turkish learners of English would be

expected to behave like native English speakers in their scope judgments.

1.4. Hypotheses

In accordance with the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz &
Sprouse, 1996), I expect that for sentences involving negation and a universally
quantified expression in the subject position, such as (13), the lower proficiency L2
learners of English will assume that English behaves likes Turkish with respect to
scope interpretations and permit only (13b). However, following the predictions of
the Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini,
1987), I expect that there will be a gradual development in L2 learners’ interpretation
of sentences with negation and a universal quantifier towards the native-like
interpretations. Thus, I predict that more proficient L2 learners of English will
expand their grammar as it is exemplified in the L2 input and allow the interpretation

in (13a), although it is not present in L1.
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(13)  Every squirrel didn’t pick up nuts.
a. Surface scope (every > not):
Every squirrel is such that it did not pick up nuts.
b. Inverse scope (not > every):
Not every squirrel picked up nuts.

For constructions involving negation and a universally quantified expression
in the object position such as (14), I expect no significant differences in scope
interpretations between English native speakers and L1 Turkish-L2 English learners
in either L2 group since English and Turkish are similar in terms of the scope
interpretations of sentences like (14), that is, in both languages surface scope
interpretation, exemplified in (14a), is preferred.

(14)  Squirrels didn’t pick up every nut.
a. Surface scope (not > every):
It is not the case that squirrels picked up every nut.
b. *Inverse scope (every > not):
Every nut is such that it was not picked up by squirrels.

In order to test the two hypothesis, I designed an offline questionnaire and an
online self-paced reading study in which I tested the interpretation of sentences like
(13) and (14) by native speakers of English and Turkish, as well as by low-
intermediate and low-advanced Turkish learners of English.

For constructions with negation and a universally quantified subject, the
results of the offline study indicated that Turkish speakers exhibited a preference for
the inverse scope reading (not > every) in their judgments of the target constructions
in Turkish. By contrast, English speakers preferred the surface scope reading (every
> not) for comparable examples in English. Within the L2 learner group, the low-
advanced L2 learners differed from the native speakers of English in their judgments.
That is, unlike the native English speakers, who preferred the surface scope reading,

the L2 learners with low-advanced proficiency strongly preferred the inverse scope
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reading of the target constructions. By contrast, the low-intermediate L2 learners
seemed to show native-like preferences in their interpretations of the target
statements.

For constructions containing negation and a universally quantified object,
both Turkish and English native speakers were found to have a preference for the
surface scope reading (not > every). Likewise, both the low-intermediate and the
low-advanced L2 learners displayed a preference for the surface scope interpretation.

The findings of the on-line study revealed that the native English speakers
took longer to assign the inverse scope interpretation to the target constructions
involving negation and a subject universal quantifier phrase. The low-advanced L2
learners also exhibited native-like behavior in their processing of the target
statements. Namely, they produced longer reading times for the inverse scope
reading than for the surface scope reading. By contrast, the low-intermediate L2
learners were found to be non-native-like in their processing of the target
constructions. That is, they processed both the surface scope and the inverse scope
interpretations at a similar pace.

When processing the target statements containing negation and an object
universal quantifier phrase, the English native speakers were found to demonstrate
longer reading times for the inverse scope reading of the target statements than for
their surface scope reading. The low-advanced L2 learners behaved like native
speakers, whereas the low-intermediate L2 learners manifested non-native-like
behavior in the processing of the target constructions. That is, similar to the native
English speakers, the low-advanced learners took longer to assign the inverse scope
interpretation to the target structures than the surface scope interpretation. By
contrast, the L2 learners with low proficiency demonstrated no difference in their

reading times between the surface scope and the inverse scope readings.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. L1 Acquisition and Processing of Scope

Over the past two decades, there has been a vast amount of research
conducted on how children comprehend statements involving quantified phrases and
negation in the field of first language (L1) acquisition (Musolino, 1998; Krimer,
2000; Musolino, Crain & Thornton, 2000; Lidz & Musolino, 2002; Gualmini, 2003;
Musolino & Lidz, 2003; Su, 2003/2008; Musolino, 2004; Musolino & Lidz, 2006;
Ozgelik, 2008; Zhou & Crain, 2009; Conroy, Lidz & Musolino, 2009) The focus of
these studies has been on the language development of children regarding their
interpretation of sentences with scope ambiguity; whether or not children differ from
adults in their assignments of scope interpretations, and what can account for the
emerging differences. For instance, in his pioneering study on the acquisition of the
interaction between negation and quantifiers, Musolino (1998) investigated how L1
English children acquire the relevant interpretations of constructions including
quantified phrases and negation. In order to test children’s comprehension of
sentences with quantified phrases and negation such as “Every horse didn’t jump
over the fence”, he designed five experiments measuring children’s semantic
knowledge of constructions involving either a subject or object universal quantifier,
as in (15) and (16), the existential quantifier some appearing in either the subject or
object position, as in (17) and (18), and finally, the numerical quantifier two in the
object position, as in (19).

(15) “Every horse didn’t jump over the fence. V subject, -

(16) The students didn’t solve every problem. V object, -
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(17) Some students didn’t solve the problem. 3 subject, —
(18) The detective didn’t find someone. 3 object, -
(19) Cookie Monster didn’t eat two slices of pizza.” -, two object

(Musolino, 1998, p. 134)
In the experiments, the Truth Value Judgment Task (TVJT) was utilized. The
participants were 20 L1 English children with an age range of 3 to 6. The main
finding of the experiments is that English-speaking 5-year-olds exhibit different
interpretative preferences from those of adults. In particular, children displayed non-
adult-like interpretation for sentences like (15), (18), and (19). That is, they were
unable to access inverse scope readings in their interpretation of statements such as
(15) and (19) and they inaccurately interpreted statements like (18) on the surface
scope reading. Yet, it was noted that the interpretive differences between children
and adults were systematic, which led the researcher to put forward the Observation
of Isomorphism (Musolino, 1998). According to the Observation of Isomorphism,
children, as opposed to adults, “map overt syntactic relations between quantified
noun phrases and negation and their relevant semantic interpretation
isomorphically.” (p.174) Pertaining to the way children’s system of interpretation
converges onto that of adults, Musolino (1998), drawing on the Semantic Subset
Principle (Crain, Ni & Conway, 1994), which postulates that in the presence of two
alternative meanings children will initially choose the meaning compatible with the
most restrictive set of situations, claims that children are sensitive to the learnability
considerations and thus initially form a more constrained set of hypotheses. As they
are exposed to positive evidence, they expand their initial hypotheses and become
more adult-like in creating hypotheses. Therefore, the availability of positive
evidence provides children with an opportunity to adjust their current system of
interpretation to the adult interpretation system. Musolino (1998) concludes that the
divergent patterns emerging in the children’s scope interpretation does not cause a
learnability problem, and that the Universal Grammar is operative in the acquisition

of semantic knowledge.
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Expanding upon Musolino’s (1998) Observation of Isomorphism, which
maintains that children’s interpretation of sentences with scope ambiguity rests on
the overt syntactic relations, Musolino, Crain and Thornton (2000) further explored
children’s understanding of semantic interactions between QPs and negation. They
carried out three experiments using TVJT with the purpose of investigating
children’s comprehension of constructions with negation and quantifiers.

In the first experiment, they examined if children would (inaccurately) assign
an isomorphic interpretation (i.e., not > some) to the constructions such as (20).

(20) “The detective didn’t find someone/some guys.”
(Musolino, Crain & Thornton, 2000, p. 9)

The researchers designed an experimental situation which made available
both scope interpretations of the statements such as (20) (i.e., narrow and wide scope
of the indefinite); however, the stories presented in the task made the target sentences
false on the narrow scope reading of the indefinite and true on the wide scope
reading. Two groups of children participated in the study. The first group was made
up of children with an age range of 3 to 5, while the second group included children
ranging in age 5 to 6. A control group of adults was also tested through the video
recordings of the stories employed in the groups of children. The results indicated
that there was a steady increase with age in the proportion of the participants’
accepting sentences like (20) on the wide scope reading of the indefinite. In other
words, younger children favored the isomorphic interpretation when interpreting
sentences like (20), whereas adults and some of the older children appropriately
assigned such sentences a non-isomorphic interpretation.

The second experiment investigated whether or not children have access to
the non-isomorphic interpretation (not > every) of sentences like (21). The research
strategy used in the first experiment was also employed in this experiment. That is,
the stories presented in the task were developed in such a way that they were
compatible with both of the scope interpretations, but were true on the non-

isomorphic reading (not > every) and false on the isomorphic reading (every > not).
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(21) “Every horse didn’t jump over the fence.”
(Musolino, Crain & Thornton, 2000, p. 11)
Twenty L1 English children and a group of adults serving as a control group
took place in this study. The findings revealed that children judged statements like
(21) true less than 10% of the time on the non-isomorphic interpretation, whereas the
adults in the control group always identified those statements as true.
In the third experiment, Musolino et al. (2000) aimed to find out whether or
not children would interpret statements like (22) as having the not > every reading.
(22) “The Smurf didn’t buy every orange.”
(Musolino, Crain & Thornton, 2000, p. 13)
The participants were 20 L1 English children aged between 3 and 6. In this
experiment, the contexts were constructed in a way that the target sentences were
false on the wide scope reading, but true on the narrow scope reading. It was found
out that children judged sentences like (22) on the not > every interpretation as true
more than 75% of the time. Thus, Musolino, Crain and Thornton (2000) ascertained
that children accurately assigned a not > every reading to sentences like “The smurf
didn’t buy every orange”, while they fail to assign such a reading to sentences like
“Every horse didn’t jump over the fence”. Such a finding guided the researchers to
formulate the Observation of Isomorphism which postulates that “unlike adults,
young children systematically interpret negation and quantified noun phrases on the
basis of their position in overt syntax” (Musolino, Crain & Thornton, 2000, p. 14).
Accordingly, only surface scope reading is accessible to children in the
interpretation of constructions that adults can assign not only surface but also inverse
scope readings without any difficulty. Musolino, Crain and Thornton (2000) state
that children’s failure to assign the not > every interpretation to sentences like
“Every horse didn’t jump over the fence” does not effectuate a problem of
learnability as children simply need to add another interpretation to their existing
repertoire of the interpretations. However, in the interpretation of statements like

“The detective didn’t find someone”, children need to not only learn that this type of
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sentences can allow for a non-isomorphic interpretation, but also get rid of the
isomorphic interpretation as such sentences do not receive isomorphic
interpretations. Following Musolino (1998), the researchers propose that positive
evidence compels the children to discard the previously made hypothesis regarding
the interpretation of some within the scope of negation from their grammar and
guides them to interpret some in such a way that some takes scope over negation, as
in the adult interpretation system. In an effort to resolve the learnability problem,
they assert that in order to revise their inaccurate hypothesis, it is sufficient for
children to acquire the knowledge that some and any are allomorphs (different forms
of a single morpheme) and that they can appear in mutually exclusive contexts.

In contrast to Musolino’s (1998) and Musolino, Crain and Thornton’s (2000)
claims, a number of studies have revealed that in their assignment of scope
interpretations, children do not consistently favor the reading aligned with the overt
syntactic form (Krdmer, 2000; Musolino & Gualmini, 2004; Gualmini, 2004; Su,
2008; Zhou & Crain, 2009). To illustrate, in Kramer (2000), the author, who studied
the interpretation of sentences like (23) by Dutch-speaking children, found that
Dutch-speaking children prefer the non-isomorphic reading of sentences involving
indefinite noun phrases and negation. In Dutch, the position of an indefinite NP may
be either on the right or left of negation, which determines the interpretation(s) that a
sentence can receive. In cases where the indefinite noun phrase occupies a position
on the right of negation in a clause such as (23a), only the not > a interpretation is
allowed, whereas in cases where the indefinite noun phrase (NP) is on the left of

negation like (23b), the only interpretation that is allowed is the a > not reading.

(23) a. “De jongen  heeft geen vis gevangen.
the boy has  no fish  caught
The boy did not catch any fish.” (not > a reading)”
b. “De Jongen heft een  vis niet  gevangen.
the boy has a fish  not caught
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‘The boy did not catch a (particular) fish.” (a > not reading)”
(Kramer, 2000, p.82)

Employing TVIJT, Kridmer investigated the scope interpretations of 50
children with an age range of 4 to 7 and 10 adults in a control group. In the
experiment, target statements were presented along with situations in two conditions.
In the first condition, the statements such as (23a) were presented as target
statements, and in the second condition, the statements like (23b) were given as
target statements. The situations devised made the target statements in the first
condition false, while they made the target statements in the second condition true.
The findings indicated that children always showed a strong tendency to attach the
not > a reading to sentences with indefinite NPs appearing on the right of negation
as in (23a), which parallels adults’ interpretive preferences. However, when
interpreting sentences containing indefinite NPs on the left of negation such as (23b),
children differed considerably from adults in their interpretations. Namely, they
construed the target sentences such as (23b) on the not > a reading, which is the non-
isomorphic reading, significantly more frequently than the a > not reading, which is
the isomorphic reading. Krdmer points out that the reliance of overt syntactic
relations cannot explain the results obtained in the study as the children did not favor
the isomorphic reading. The researcher maintains that children’s non-adult-like
interpretive preferences in sentences like (23b) may stem from their lack of ability to
incorporate discourse-related information necessary for assigning the a > not
reading. Given the fact in native Dutch the speakers are primarily driven by
pragmatics in their assignment of the a > not reading, Krimer claims that the
children may have not yet been capable of integrating the discourse-related
information into their syntactic computations of scope interpretations, which, in turn,
leads them to differ from the adult native speakers in their scope interpretations.
Kriamer puts forward that children can access the narrow scope interpretation of the
indefinite NPs at relatively earlier stages than the wide scope interpretation of the
indefinite NPs because the access to the wide scope reading of the indefinite NPs
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involves the integration of information from syntax, semantics and pragmatics,
which may pose a challenge to the children.

In addition to Krimer (2000), Gualmini (2004) showed that the initial scope
interpretation available to children is not merely the overt syntactic scope, but both
surface and inverse scope. Gualmini (2004) examined children with L1 English on
their interpretations of structures with indefinite noun phrases and negation.
Considering the fact that negative statements are felicitous to use when they indicate
a mismatch between what was supposed to happen and what happened in reality (De
Villiers & Tager Flusberg, 1975, Wason, 1972), Gualmini (2004) posits that the
researchers should include the felicity conditions in their experimental designs to
capture an accurate description of children’s linguistic knowledge. For concreteness,
let us consider the statements in (24).

(24) “I didn’t drive to work.”

(De Villiers & Tager Flusberg, 1975, p. 279)

The statement in (24) “is more plausible, and consequently easier to
comprehend, if it is made by someone who normally drives rather than by someone
who commutes by train” (De Villiers & Tager Flusberg, 1975, p. 279). With this fact
in mind, Gualmini (2004) created an experiment using TVJT. Below is the
experimental design in conjunction with a sample item.

(25)“This is a story about a firefighter who is going to play hide and seek with
four dwarves. While the firefighter counts, the dwarves look for a spot to
hide. When the firefighter has finished counting, he starts looking for the
dwarves. Initially, the firefighter cannot find any of the dwarves and he is
ready to give up, but then he decides to try harder. He finds one dwarf who
was hiding behind a barrel and he asks the dwarf: ‘Ok, am I done now?’ and
the dwarf says: ‘No! There’s three more dwarves for you to find.” The
firefighter spots a second dwarf who was hiding inside the barrel, and he
asks him: ‘Ok, am I done now?’ but the dwarf says: ‘No! There’s two more

dwarves for you to find.” The firefighter starts looking again, but then he
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says: “You know guys, those two dwarves did a very good job, I cannot find
them. I must give up.’”
(Gualmini, 2004, p. 973)

After being presented with the story, one group of children was instructed to

assess the statement in (25a) and the children in the other group were asked to judge
the sentence in (25b).

(25a) “This was a story about a firefighter playing hide and seek with four
dwarves and I know what happened. The firefighter didn’t find some
dwarves.”

(25b) “This was a story about a firefighter playing hide and seek with four
dwarves and I know what happened. The firefighter didn’t miss some
dwarves.”

(Gualmini, 2004, p.973)

The target statements in (25a) and (25b) are parallel to each other in terms of

their truth values as the context in which they are presented is flexible enough to
make both of the statements true. Specifically, (25a) is true because “there are two
dwarves that the firefighter did not find”, and (25b) is true because “there are two
dwarves that the firefighter did not miss” (Gualmini, 2004, p. 973). However, the
two statements differ from each other in terms of their felicity. The story builds the
expectation that all the dwarves would be found by the firefighter, which makes
(25a) felicitous because it conveys a mismatch between the action taking place in
reality and the expectations. In contrast, (25b) is infelicitous because it does not
express a mismatch between the action taking place in reality and the expectations.
Thirty children divided into two groups and 36 adult native speakers of English took
part in the experiment. The findings showed that children accepted sentence like
(25a) almost 100% of the time, whereas they accepted sentences like (25b) half of
the time. As for the adult subjects, it was found that they accepted statements like
(25a) 77% of the time, while they accepted statements like (25b) 48% of the time.
Gualmini (2004) concludes that four-year-old children have the knowledge of
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features relevant to the interpretation of the existential quantifier some, and overt
syntactic scope does not determine the children’s interpretation of constructions with
existential quantifier some and negation, contrary to the findings of Musolino (1998),
Musolino et al. (2000). To put it differently, children with L1 English are able to
access not only the surface scope interpretation, but also the inverse scope
interpretation of statements when the felicity requirements of negative statements are
fulfilled. Therefore, Gualmini (2004) concludes that the discrepancy between his
findings and the findings of the research undertaken by Musolino (1998) and
Musolino et al. (2000) arises from the children’s inability to accommodate
infelicitous experimental conditions.

Likewise, Zhou and Crain (2009) tested the comprehension of sentences
involving the universal quantifier every and negation by children and adults with L1
Mandarin. Unlike their English counterparts, Mandarin statements like (26) and (27)
only allow surface scope interpretation.

(26) “Mei-pi ma dou meiyou tiaoguo liba.
every-CL horse all not-have jump-over fence
‘It was every horse that didn’t jump over the fence.’
Logical form:  3x [horse’ (x) A — jumped over the fence’ (x)] A
Vx [horse’ (x) — — jumped over the fence’ (x)]”
(27) “Bushi mei-pi ma dou tiaoguo-le liba.
not-be every-CL horse all  jump-over-ASP  fence
‘It wasn’t every horse that jumped over the fence.’
Logical form:  3x [horse’ (x) A jumped over the fence’ (x)] A
— Vx [horse’ (x) — jumped over the fence’ (x)]”
(Zhou & Crain, 2009, p. 977)

The researchers designed two experiments. In the first experiment, utilizing
the TVIT technique, they tested 20 L1 Mandarin children ranging at the age from 3
to 5 and 20 L1 Mandarin adults as a control group. The children were divided into

two groups based on their ages. In one group, the children’s mean age was 3.4, while
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in the other one it was 5.11. The experimental items in the test were presented with
scenarios favoring either the every > not reading or not > every reading. Besides,
they were preceded by a positive introductory statement in order to satisfy the
Condition of Plausible Dissent (Crain et al., 1996), which states that “perception only
gives rise to a negative judgment when the correlative positive judgment has already
been made or considered” (Russell, 1948, p.138). This is illustrated in (28).
(28) Scenario:
“Three girls had a bad cold. They were going to take some pills. But when
they saw the pills, they didn’t want to eat them, because they thought the pills
would taste bad. So they decided to eat an ice cream first. After eating the ice
cream, they still didn’t want to eat the pills. Finally they decided to take a nap
instead of taking the pills.”
Target Sentence:
“Mei-ge  nithai  dou  chi-le bingjiling,
every-CL girl all eat-ASP ice cream
danshi  mei-ge nithai  dou Meiyou chi yao.
but every-CL  girl all not eat pill
‘Every girl ate an ice cream, but every girl didn’t take pills.””
(Zhou & Crain, 2009, p.981)
The findings revealed that younger L1 Mandarin children showed a tendency
to accept statements with a universal quantifier and negation on surface and inverse
scope readings, which is in line with the scope interpretations attested in L1 English
children (Gualmini, 2004; Musolino & Lidz, 2006). On the other hand, older L1
Mandarin children and adults performed similarly in that they both demonstrated a
tendency to accept the statements presented in surface scope contexts, rather than
those presented in inverse scope contexts.
In the second experiment, using Felicity Judgment Task, Zhou and Crain
examined children’s computation of conversational implicature in cases where the

alternative descriptions of the stories are provided. Felicity Judgment Task is an

26



experimental technique designed by Chierchia, Crain, Guasti, Gualmini and Meroni
(2001). In this task, the respondents are presented with two alternative descriptions
of a scenario and are asked to choose the target statement which describes the
scenario better. One of the target statements includes a pragmatically “weaker” term,
while the other one involves a pragmatically “stronger” term.

In the experiment conducted by Zhou and Crain (2009), both the ‘every ...
not’ and the ‘not ... every’ sentences were presented in a context favoring the every
> not reading (the ‘none’ context). As an illustration, one of the stories along with
the experimental items is given below.

(29)““...a story about three cats who were going to buy some fish and biscuits for
lunch. They all bought some biscuits, but none of them bought fish, because
the fish were not as fresh as they had expected.”

(Zhou and Crain, 2009, p.985)

After the children were provided with the story, two puppets uttered statements like

(29a) and (29b).

(29a) “Mei-zhi xiaomao dou mai-le binggan,
every-CL  cat all  buy-ASP biscuit
danshi mei-zhi xiaomao dou meiyou mai yu.
but every-CL  cat all not buy fish
‘Every cat bough biscuits, but every cat didn’t buy fish.’

(29b) Mei-zhi  xiaomao dou mai-le binggan
every-CL cat all buy-ASP  biscuit
danshi bushi  mei-zhi xiaomao dou  mai-le yu.
but not-be every-CL  cat all buy-ASP fish

‘Every cat bought biscuits, but not every cat bought fish.””
(Zhou and Crain, 2009, p.985)
Nine Mandarin-speaking children were tested in the experiment. The findings
revealed that all 9 children found both of the statements uttered by the puppets

acceptable in the description of the context given. When children were asked to
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determine which of the statements sounded better, 8 of them preferred the ‘every ...
not’ statements, suggesting that children can compute pragmatic calculations when
the alternative interpretations are presented overtly. Zhou and Crain (2009) provide
two conclusions for these findings. First, based on the finding that older Mandarin-
speaking children and adults behave similarly in their scope interpretations, they
state that L1 Mandarin children resemble their English-speaking counterparts in their
sensitivity to scalar implicature. Second, they point out that younger Mandarin-
speaking children’s assignment of scope interpretations are different from that of
adults in that children attach both surface scope and inverse scope reading to the
sentences comprising a universal quantifier phrase and negation. They propose that
in the initial stages, children display a flexible interpretive behavior in their scope
assignments and as their grammar matures, they narrow down their interpretations to
those of the native language using observable properties of the language, which
echoes the proposal put forward by Musolino et al. (2000).

Gualmini (2004), Musolino and Lidz (2006), and Zhou and Crain (2009)
asserted that children’s assignment of surface scope reading in the absence of
contextual information is due to their immature knowledge of pragmatics.
Pouscoulous, Noveck, Politzer and Bastide (2007), on the other hand, argue that
children’s inability to easily compute conversational implicature does not emanate
from their incomplete pragmatic knowledge. Instead, it arises from the high
processing cost incurred in the evaluation of multiple interpretations of a sentence
due to the fact that children’s cognitive resources are limited. In their study, the
researchers examined how linguistic and task related processing demands affect
young children’s computation of scalar implicature. The main finding of the study is
that simplifying the task features along with its linguistic material enabled the
children from all age groups (i.e., 4-, 5-, and 7-year-olds, as well as adults) to give
more pragmatic responses. Put it differently, increased complexity in a task affects
children’s processing of scalar implicature in a negative way because they lack

sufficient cognitive resources to override the task demands.
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Another alternative account pertaining to children’s assignment of
interpretations to scopally ambiguous sentences was proposed by Ozgelik (2008),
who examined English-speaking children’s interpretation of statements involving
quantification and negation such as (30). According to Ozgelik (2008), children can
only access interpretations that they consider as most “relevant” in a given situation.

(30)“Donald didn’t find two guys.
a. It is not the case that Donald found two guys. (not > two = surface)
b. There are two guys that Donald didn’t find. (fwo > not = inverse)”
(Ozgelik, 2008, p.2)

In accordance with the Relevance Theory, which holds that utterances create
expectations of relevance and the exploration of relevance is the key to human
cognition (Sperber & Wilson, 1986/1995, 2002, 2012), Ozcelik (2008) conjectures
that when the context does not stimulate an expectation that encompasses all the
elements in a set, children interpret statements like (30) depending on the ranking of
saliency of the found guys. That is, in the absence of any expectations, children tend
to prefer the interpretation whose processing requires less effort. In order to find out
whether his predictions, which are in line with the Relevance Theory, hold true or
not, Ozgelik tested 15 English-speaking children in three different conditions using
TVJT. In all conditions, the contexts made both the surface and inverse scope
interpretations of constructions like (31) available. However, the contexts were
constructed in such a way that only the surface scope reading was true. Thus, an
answer of ‘no’ was taken as an indication that the subjects can access the inverse
scope reading.

(31)“Two horses didn’t jump over the fence.”
a. “There are two horses that didn’t jump over the fence.
(two > not = surface: true)
b. It is not the case that two horses jumped over the fence.
(not > two = inverse: false)”
(Ozgelik, 2008, p.2)
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The conditions differed from each other in the extent of the relevance of “the
set of not jumping horses” to the story. In the first condition, the story was developed
in such a way that the children did not notice “the set of not jumping horses”. In the
story, children were told that four horses were present at the beginning, and at the
end, two horses ended up jumping and two didn’t. In the second condition, same
target statements were presented; however, the contexts devised made “the set of not
jumping horses” more noticeable. In the story, “one of the not jumping horses says —
after two horses have already jumped — that he has a broken leg (one of his legs was
indeed covered in bandage), and therefore, that he doesn’t want to jump. After
hearing this, the last horse says that it is a good idea, and that he will also stay there
with him in order not to leave him alone” (Ozgelik, 2008, p.12). As for the third
condition, the contexts were created in such a way that the participants first expected
all the horses to jump over the fence, but then they found out that this expectation
was not realized. The findings indicated that children accepted the utterances like
(31) more frequently in Conditions 2 and 3 (60% and 59%) than in Condition 1
(36%). In other words, children favor inverse scope reading when they interpret
sentences without any expectations (Condition 1) and surface scope reading when
they are provided with an expectation (Condition 3) or a more easy-to-notice “set of
not jumping horses” (Condition 2). Ozcelik (2008) contends that children do not
compute scope interpretations on the basis of overt syntactic relations; instead, they
choose interpretations which are more compatible with the context presented, less
costly, and mentally more efficient. He further maintains that it is not the
conversational implicature (Grice, 1957, 1989) that guides the children’s
interpretative preferences, but the ranking of saliency.

On the other hand, in their recent work, Conroy, Lidz and Musolino (2009)
propose that both parsing mechanisms and the development of the pragmatic
knowledge take an active role in children’s interpretation of sentences with scope
ambiguity. Through an experiment utilizing TVJT, the researchers investigated the

children’s interpretation of statements including negation and a universally
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quantified phrase such as (32) along with a story that met the felicity conditions, as

pointed out by Gualmini (2004). A sample script of the story is provided below.

(32) “Every cat didn’t hide behind the sofa.”
“In this story, three cats are playing hide-and-seek with a dog. The cats
first consider hiding behind the sofa. They initially reject this as a hiding
place because the dog might see them running from their initial hiding
place behind the box. [At this point in the story, the possibility that no cats
hide behind the sofa is made salient as a possible outcome]. The cats soon
realize that their hiding place behind the box is not very good because it is
easy to see around the box. So, cat 1 and cat 2 run to behind the sofa. At
this point, the dog calls out, ‘Ready or not, here I come.” Cat 3 realizes that
he can’t make it behind the sofa in time and so he ducks down behind the
box. [At this point in the story, the possibility that not-all cats will hide
behind the sofa is made true]”

(Conroy et al., 2009, p.111)
During the experiment, it was emphasized that hiding behind the sofa is the
characters’ entire goal. The participants were 30 children and 12 adult English
speakers. The results demonstrated that adults and the 4-year-olds accepted
statements like (32), which were true on the inverse scope interpretation, with
percentages of 76% and 81%, respectively, which shows that children and adults are
not different from each other in terms of their parsing resources. Yet, the acceptance
rate of inverse scope interpretation was slightly below 50% among 5-year-olds,
which led the researchers to deduce that age may explain the differences in
children’s scope interpretations and that there exists a U-shaped curve in the
children’s development of the semantic knowledge of scope-related interactions. As
a final remark, they suggest that the interplay between the developing parsing
systems and the ability to integrate discourse-related information can account for

children’s behavior in scope ambiguity resolution.
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Of relevance to the present study is also the research on the processing of
scopally ambiguous statements by adult L1 speakers (Kurtzman & MacDonald,
1993; Reinhart, 1997; Tunstall, 1998; Anderson, 2004). For example, Kurtzman and
MacDonald (1993) investigated the English native speakers’ processing of the
constructions with double quantifiers. Employing a timed grammaticality judgment
tasks, the researchers aimed to find out whether or not structural information
grammatical function, or c-command relations can account for the processing
behavior of the native speakers. In the experiments, the target statements such as (33)
were followed by continuation statements which included either singular or plural
subject NP, as in (33a) or (33b). The respondents were asked to determine whether or
not the continuation statement is a natural continuation of the first statement. A
representative experimental item is provided below.

(33) “A kid climbed every tree.
Continuation statements:
(33a) The kid was full of energy.
(33b) The kids were full of energy.”
(Kurtzman & MacDonald, 1993, p. 252)

A response of “yes” to the continuation statements with a singular subject NP
as in (33a) indicated the participants interpreted the target statements on the surface
scope reading, while a response of “yes” to the statements with a plural subject NP
such as (33b) showed that the participants interpreted the target statements on the
inverse scope reading. A total number of 48 subjects took place in the experiments.
The results revealed that the L1 English speakers read both of the continuation
statements in a similar amount of time. Kurtzman and Macdonald argued that the
structural information such as c-command relations cannot not alone account for the
data. Instead, they suggested a parallel processing model in which multiple principles
are operative in the interpretation of constructions with scope ambiguity. That is,
various principles such as c-command relations, contextual plausibility may enable

the activation of possible interpretations of a statement. When a particular
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interpretation is supported by more than two principles, then the reader has a strong
preference for that interpretation. On the other hand, when the principles are in
conflict with each other, both interpretations are equally activated, and the
competition between alternative interpretations determines the comprehension of
scopally ambiguous sentences.

By contrast, Anderson (2004) claims that the processing of quantifier scope
in L1 is primarily driven by syntactic principles. In her study, Anderson explored
how native English speakers comprehend the constructions containing double
quantifiers in real time through four self-paced reading tasks. In the experiments, the
target statements such as (34) and (35) were embedded in scenarios favoring either
the surface scope reading or the inverse scope reading.

(34) “An experienced climber scaled every cliff.
(35) The instructor did, too.”
(Anderson, 2004, p.70)

After the participants read the scenarios along with the target statements, they
were asked to answer a comprehension question. The experiments differed from each
other in the way that the researcher manipulated the target statements. In the first
experiment, the target statements included the non-elided version of the VP-ellipsis
statements, but not the quantified sentence, as in (36).

(36) “Surface-scope context

The members of the gourmet club decided to publish a cookbook of their

favorite recipes. They wanted the recipes to be easy enough for an

inexperienced cook. The president of the club requested that someone
volunteer to test the recipes to make sure that the instructions were correct.

After a short discussion, the club's president tested every recipe.”

(Anderson, 2004, p. 356)

In the second experiment, the target statements such as (34) and (35)

contained individual level predicates (e.g., loves, knows) instead of stage-level

predicates, and they were followed by a final statement, as in (37).
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(37) “Surface-scope context
Marnie is taking a course at the community college about classic films. For
the final project, the students have to make a presentation about a director
whose work they admire. A fervent student loves every Hitchcock film.
Marnie does, too. The presentations will be very interesting.”
(Anderson, 2004, p. 377)
In the third experiment, the quantified statements like (34) and the VP-ellipsis
statements like (35) were linked by the conjunction and, and they were followed by a
final statement, as in (38). In all three experiments, the contexts were presented as a
chunk, while the target statements were presented in word-by-word fashion.
(38) “Surface-scope context
Once a year, the city tested its emergency alert systems. Because the air-raid
sirens were located throughout the city, it took a long time to check that they
were all working. Some time in the month of January, a city employee
sounded every siren, and the safety officer did, too.”
(Anderson, 2004, p. 383)
In the final experiment, the quantified sentence and ellipsis sentence were
followed by a sentence carrying information about the end of the story, as in (39).
Besides, the contexts were presented in phrase-by-phrase way, while the target

statements appeared word-by-word.

(39) “The city | police department | had been | receiving | negative | publicity. The
chief | denied that | brutality was | a problem | on the force. However, | when
Internal Affairs | investigated, | they discovered that violence | was rampant |
throughout the force. | Apparently, a | junior | constable | had | hit | every |
suspect. The | senior | sergeant | had, | too. Eventually, | the police chief |
was forced | to resign.”

(Anderson, 2004, p. 383)
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The participants were 49 adult native speakers of English. The main finding
of the experiments was that the participants took longer to assign the inverse scope
reading of the target statements than their surface scope reading. To account for the
difficulty observed in the processing of the inverse scope interpretation of the
constructions, Anderson (2004) puts forward the Principle of Scope Interpretation
which states that the computation of syntactic representations that includes
derivations or movements incurs more processing cost than the computation of
simple syntactic representations. Given the fact that some additional covert
movements should be performed in order to access the inverse scope reading of the
target constructions, the researcher maintains that syntactic principles play a primary
role in the processing of quantifier scope.

To recap, the research on the acquisition of quantifier scope in L1 has yielded
inconclusive results. While some researchers claim that children differ from adults in
their scope assignments because they rely on overt syntactic relations, others argue
that under certain conditions children can behave like adults in their scope
interpretations. In addition, some researchers suggest that children’s limited
processing resources rather than their incomplete knowledge of grammar may be
responsible for the emerging difference between children and adults with respect to
scope interpretations. Regarding the processing of quantifier scope in adult native
language, there are several accounts that can explain the adult speakers’ processing
of the constructions with more than one quantifier, and why the access to the inverse

scope reading is more costly than the access to the surface scope reading.

2.2. L2 Acquisition and Processing of Scope

Even though considerable amount of research has been devoted to the
investigation of how children interpret scopally ambiguous sentence in L1
acquisition, a relatively smaller number of studies have investigated how second
language learners acquire the knowledge of properties regarding the interpretation of

sentences with quantifier scope in their L2 (Chung, 2009, 2012; Ionin, Luchkina &
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Stoops, 2014; Kwak, 2010; Marsden, 2005, 2009). These studies explore to what
extent adult second language learners acquire scope interpretations in the target
language; whether they display different interpretative preferences from those of
native speakers, and what can account for the differences between native speakers
and adult L2 learners. For example, Marsden (2005) examined the interpretation of
sentences with double quantifiers in L2 Japanese. In particular, comparing the
performance of three groups of L2 learners of Japanese with different L1s (Chinese,
English, and Korean), she sought to find out the extent to which L1 knowledge of
features associated with scope interactions affect scope interpretations in the L2.
There were two linguistic phenomena under investigation: (a) the accessibility of
object-wide scope reading in statements like (40), where an existential quantifier
phrase occupies the subject position of the clause and a universal quantifier phrase
appears in the object position, and (b) the accessibility of pair-list reading in
interrogative constructions like (41), where everyone appears in the subject position

and what is in the object position.

(40) Dareka-ga dono  hon-mo yonda.
someone-NOM every  book read
‘Someone read every book.’
a. There is some person x such that x read every book.
(Subject-wide)
b. *For every book y, there is some person who read y.
(Object-wide)
(41) Nani-o daremo-ga katta  no.
what-ACC  everyone-NOM  bought Q
‘What did everyone buy?’
a. ‘A book.’ (Individual answer)
b. *‘Bill bought a book, Sally bought a pen, Jane bought a bag, ...’
(Pair-list answer)” (Marsden, 2005, p.11)
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In Japanese, for constructions like (40) object-wide-scope reading is available
only in scrambled OSV statements, while subject-wide-scope reading is available in
both canonical SOV and scrambled OSV statements. Korean and Chinese are similar
to Japanese with regard to the interaction between scope interpretation and word
order. By contrast, in English, both scope interpretations are allowed in constructions
like (40).

In terms of the differences in scope interpretations of sentences like (41),
among the aforementioned languages, Japanese and Korean lack a pair-list reading,
that is, they allow only an individual answer, whereas English and Chinese allow a
pair list reading. Based on the differences among languages with regard to scope
interpretations, Marsden (2005) argued that there are two poverty of stimulus
problems encountered by L2 Japanese learners with L1 English and Chinese. First,
L1 English-L2 Japanese learners need to learn that the object wide scope reading is
not allowed in Japanese, for which they need negative evidence to get rid of the
interpretation that is available in their L1. Second, both L1 English and L1 Chinese
learners of Japanese need to learn that the pair-list reading is not available in
Japanese questions, for which they again need negative evidence to eliminate the
interpretation that is available in their L1s.

In order to find out whether or not English-speaking and Chinese-speaking
learners of Japanese can have target-like scope interpretations in the absence of
sufficient stimulus, Marsden carried out two experiments. In the first experiment,
utilizing a picture-based acceptability judgment task, she examined the interpretation
of doubly quantified sentences such as (40) by intermediate and advanced L2ers with
three different L1s (English, Chinese, and Korean) and English, Chinese, Korean,

and Japanese native speakers as control groups. A sample item is presented below.
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(42) S > O scope context

“Annin-no onnanoko-ga dono tako-mo ageta.
three-GEN  girl-NOM every kite-Qpt flew
"Three girls flew every kite. "

(Marsden, 2005, p. 182-183)

In addition, English, Chinese and Korean versions of the experimental item
were created to collect native control data. During the experiment, participants were
asked to judge how well each picture matched the corresponding statement through a
four-point scale. The results indicated that both L1 Chinese and L1 Korean learners
of Japanese with intermediate and advanced proficiency failed to accurately detect
the object-wide scope reading in Japanese. On the other hand, intermediate and
advanced L1 English-L2 Japanese learners differed from each other in that
intermediate L1 English-L2 Japanese learners displayed a tendency to accept the
object-wide scope reading of the Japanese statements, whereas advanced L1 English-
L2 Japanese learners rejected the object-wide scope reading of the same statements.
Marsden (2005) postulates that L1 transfer can account for the emerging differences
among the intermediate groups of English, Korean, and Chinese L2 learners of
Japanese. With respect to the finding suggesting that advanced English-speaking
learners are aware of the constraint regarding the object-wide scope interpretation in
Japanese, a constraint which is not instantiated in their L1, she suggests that the

result provides evidence for the accessibility of UG in L2 acquisition as the
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acquisition of this knowledge represents a poverty of stimulus problem for L2
learners of Japanese with L1 English.

In the second experiment, Marsden investigated the interpretation of
constructions involving everyone in subject position and what in object position,
such as (41), by the same groups of participants. The test instrument was an
acceptability judgment task presented with picture contexts. A sample experimental
item is provided below.

(43)

“Nani-o daremo-ga kaita no?
what-ACC everyone  draw.PAST Q
‘What did everyone draw?’
a.  Wh-QP answer (individual answer):
Neko desu.
cat 00)
‘A cat.”’
b.  Wh-QP answer (pair-list answer):
Samu-kun-wa  neko to tori-o, Emi-tyan-wa neko
Sam-kun-TOP  cat and bird-ACC  Emi-chan-TOP cat
to Nezumi-o, Ken-kun-wa neko to Inu-o,
and mouse-ACC  Ken-kun-TOP cat  and dog-ACC
Mari-tyan-wa neko to Kingyo-o Kaita.
Mari-chan-TOP cat and goldfish-ACC  drew
Sam drew a cat and a bird, Emi drew a cat and a mouse,
Ken drew a cat and a dog, Mari drew a cat and a goldfish.”

(Marsden, 2005, p.216)
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The findings showed that in all groups advanced learners groups displayed
more native-like behavior than intermediate groups with regard to the acquisition of
the knowledge of the absence of pair-list reading in scrambled interrogative
sentences in Japanese. That is, like native Japanese speakers, advanced learners
accepted pair-list readings less than individual answers. In contrast, intermediate
learners were found not to differentiate between two answer types. In line with the
Full Transfer/Full Access model of L2 acquisition (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996),
Marsden argues that L2 learners initially transfer the relevant feature from their L1,
but are able to converge on the target feature in the L2.

In a similar vein, Dekydtspotter, Sprouse, and Swanson (2001) studied how
intermediate and advanced English L2 learners of French interpret continuous and
discontinuous combien-interrogatives. In French, the continuous combien “how
many”’ constructions, such as (44) can receive both wide and narrow scope readings
whereas the discontinuous combien constructions, such as (45) allow only narrow

scope reading of the wh-phrase.

(44) “Continuous construction: ambiguous

Combien de livres  est-ce que tous les  etudiants lisent?
how many  ofbooks isit that all the  students read
‘How many books do all the students read?’”
a. ““What is the number of the books that all the students read in
common?’ (indefinite NP wide scope interpretation)
b. ‘For each student, how many books does that student read?’

(indefinite NP narrow scope interpretation)”

(45) “Discontinuous construction: unambiguous

Combien est-ce que tous les  etudiants lisent de livres?

how many isit that all  the students read  ofbooks
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‘For each student, how many books does the student read?’
(indefinite NP narrow scope interpretation)”
(Dekydtspotter, Sprouse, and Swanson, 2001, p.178)

Let us consider the following scenario as an example: There are two students
in a library, George and Joe, and they each pick up books to read. As George reads 4
Tale of Two Cities, Frankenstein, and Lord of the Flies, Joe reads 4 Tale of Two
Cities, Frankenstein, and The Hobbit. In this scenario, one can answer the question
in (44) with either “Two” (i.e., there are two books, 4 Tale of Two Cities and
Frankenstein, that both George and Joe read) or “Three” (i.e., there are three books
that each of them reads). However, the question in (45) can only be answered with
‘Three’ because it does not allow wide scope reading of the wh-phrase. In English,
questions corresponding to (44) receive both wide and narrow scope reading.
However, English does not have a structural equivalent of the discontinuous combien
construction. Dekydtspotter, Sprouse, and Swanson (2001) posited that for English-
speaking learners, the acquisition of the difference between continuous and
discontinuous combien constructions in terms of their interpretations represents a
poverty of stimulus problem. In order to investigate English-speaking learners’
knowledge of continuous and discontinuous combien constructions in French, the
researchers administered a TVJT in which the respondents were presented with
scenarios written in English followed by a combien question and answer. They were
then asked whether the answer was correct or not in the given context.

The results indicated no significant difference in advanced L2 learners’
acceptance rates of continuous combien constructions between narrow and wide
scope readings. However, it was found out that advanced L2 learners demonstrate a
significant contrast between narrow and wide scope readings in their interpretations
of discontinuous combien constructions, suggesting that advanced L1 English-L2
French learners have the knowledge of the properties constraining scope relations in
discontinuous combien interrogatives. Dekydtspotter, Sprouse, and Swanson (2001)

concluded that the finding that the relevant knowledge can be indeed acquired by
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advanced L2 learners supports the hypothesis that second language acquisition is
constrained by principles and parameters of UG.

Although there are several studies conducted on L1-Japanese, -French, -
English, and -Chinese, only a few studies have been carried out on native and non-
native speakers of Turkish (Ay & Aydimn, 2016; Ozgelik, 2009). In one of those
studies, Ozgelik (2009) found that L2 learners can acquire the relevant structure in
their L2 and behave like native speakers on the basis of positive evidence, whereas in
the absence of positive evidence they fail to expunge the additional interpretation
available in their L1 from their grammars. Ozgelik investigated how native and non-
native speakers of Turkish and English interpret sentences involving numeral
quantifiers and negation as in (46).

(46) “Donald didn ¢ find two guys.
Donald iki ¢ocuk bulmadi.
Donald two child find-NEG-PAST
a. It is not the case that Donald found two guys. (not > two = surface)
b. There are two guys that Donald didn’t find. (two > not = inverse)”
(Ozgelik, 2009, p.171)

In sentences like (46), Turkish allows only the surface scope interpretation as
opposed to English, which allows both interpretations. Ozgelik postulates the
mismatch between Turkish and English regarding the scope interpretations of
sentences containing numerical quantifiers and negation constitutes a subset-superset
relationship. Accordingly, Turkish represents the subset language, whereas English
serves as the superset language.

Ozcelik tested 19 L1 Turkish-L2 English learners and 9 L1 English-L2
Turkish learners employing a TVJT. The experimental items were developed in such
a way that the stories presented with the items made only inverse scope interpretation
true although they were compatible with both of the scope interpretations (i.e.,
surface and inverse). In the task, the participants were asked to read the scenarios

along with the target statements and to judge if the target statements were true in the
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given contexts or not. The results indicated that advanced and intermediate L1
Turkish-L2 English learners exhibited scope preferences similar to native English
speakers and accepted the sentences more than 90% and 80% of the time,
respectively. Yet, both advanced and intermediate L1 English-L2 Turkish learners
displayed non-target like L2 performance as they failed to reject the target
statements. In accordance with the Semantic Subset Principle (SSP) (Crain, Ni, &
Conway 1994; Crain & Thornton, 1998), Ozgelik (2009) deduces that Turkish
learners of English can expand their grammar and add the interpretation in (46b) to
their grammar as a result of the positive evidence in L2 input, while English learners
of Turkish fail to expunge the interpretation that is available in their L1 from their
grammar because the linguistic environment does not provide them with information
that Turkish sentences like (46) do not receive inverse scope reading in (46b).

L2 research of the acquisition of scope has focused on L2 learners’
interpretation of scopally ambiguous sentences with double quantifiers or numeral
quantifiers and negation; relatively less attention has been paid to the investigation of
L2 learners’ interpretation of constructions with negation and universally quantified
expressions. In one of the few studies, Lee (2009) explored how L1 Korean-L2
English learners interpret statements involving either subject universal quantifier
phrase or object universal quantifier and negation, as in (47) and (48).

(47) “Every kid didn’t feed the doves in the park.
a. Vx [kid (x) — — fed the doves in the park (x)] (=none of the kids fed)
b. —Vx [kid (x) — fed the doves in the park (x)] (=not every kid fed)”
(48) “Cindy didn’t light every candle last night.
a. —Vx [candle (x) — Cindy lit (x)] (=Cindy lit only some candles)
b. Vx [ candle (x) — — Cindy lit (x)] (=Cindy lit none of the candles)”
(Lee, 2009, p. 6-7)

In English, sentences like (47) give rise two interpretations, whereas

sentences like (48) allow only not > every interpretation. By contrast, in Korean,

sentences like (47) and (48) allow only every > not interpretation. In order to
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investigate the interpretation of sentences like (47) and (48) by Korean-speaking
learners of English, Lee (2009) designed two experiments. In the first experiment,
she constructed an offline preference choice task, in which each target statement was
followed by two paraphrases. The Korean version of the task was administered to the
L1 Korean speakers, and the English version of the task was administered to the L1
English speakers and L1 Korean-L2 English learners. A representative set of items is

provided below.

(49) “Universal Quantifier in Subject Position with Long Negation

hwacangsil-eyse motun  haksayng-I son-ul ssis-ci anh-ass-ta.
restroom-at every student-NOM  hand-ACC wash-CI NEG do-PST-DECL
‘Every student didn’t wash her hands in the restroom.’”
a. “Full Set Interpretation Paraphrase (every > not)
hwacangsil-eyse amwu-to  son-ul ssis-ci anh-ass-ta.
restroom-at any-even  hand-ACC  wash-CI NEG do-PST-DECL
‘No students washed their hands in the restroom.””
b. “Partitioned Set Interpretation Paraphrase (not > every)
hwacangsil-eye ~ myechmteng-uy  haksayng-man son-ul ssis-ess-ta

restroom-at some-GEN student-only hand-ACC  wash-PST-DECL

‘Only some students washed their hands in the restroom.’”
(Lee, 2009, p.49)

In the study, L1 Korean-L2 English learners were subdivided into three
groups (high-intermediate, intermediate, and low-intermediate) based on their level
of proficiency in English. The subjects were asked to determine which of the two
interpretations was an accurate description of the preceding statement. The findings
showed that speakers with L1 Korean preferred the every > not reading significantly
more than the not > every reading regardless of the syntactic position of the universal
quantifier every. In contrast, speakers with L1 English found both of the scope

interpretations of sentences like (47) accurate at similar rates. However, they
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strongly preferred the not > every interpretation in sentences such as (48). As for the
L2 learners of English with different proficiency levels, it was found out that low-
intermediate and intermediate L2 learners had similar interpretive preferences in that
both of the groups preferred the every > not reading in construction where universal
quantifier every appears in either the subject or the object position. However, L2
learners with advanced proficiency were found to pattern closely with native
speakers of English in their interpretive preferences, which led the researcher to
deduce that L2 learners show a developmental divergence in their interpretations of
constructions containing universal quantifier phrases and negation. In the second
experiment, Lee (2009) undertook an on-line experiment employing a self-paced
reading task in tandem with a TVJT. In the on-line experiments, the participants
were presented with contexts which favor either the not > every or the every > not
interpretation and asked to judge whether the target statement accurately describes
the context or not. A sample set of experimental items is presented below
(50) a. “Full set context: every > not
Mrs. Keenan and her three kids were enjoying the beautiful sunset while
taking a walk in the park. Suddenly, many doves flocked to the park. Since
the kids were afraid to come near them, they stepped back and watched
other people feeding the doves from a distance.
b. Partitioned set context: not > every
Mrs. Keenan and her three kids were enjoying the beautiful sunset while
taking a walk in the park. Suddenly, many doves flocked to the park. Joy
and Martina were afraid to come near them and they stepped back.
However, Alfred remained there to feed bread crumbs to the doves.
Sentence (Universal Quantifier in Subject Position):

According to the story,/ every/ kid/ didn’t feed/ the doves/

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5
in the park.”
R6 (Lee, 2009, p. 93)
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In the experiment, the subjects were speakers with L1 Korean, speakers with
L1 English, and L1 Korean-L2 English learners with low intermediate and high
intermediate proficiency. The findings indicated that both low-intermediate and high-
intermediate group of L2 learners entertained scope interpretations similar to those of
native English speakers when processing constructions with subject universal
quantifier phrase and negation such as (50). That is to say, they preferred the every >
neg reading more than the neg > every reading and produced significantly longer
reading times on the neg > every interpretation than on the every > neg interpretation.
With respect to the statements in which universally quantified every appears in the
object position, the findings indicated that like native speakers of Korean, the low
proficiency L2 group strongly preferred the every > not interpretation and took
longer to associate the target statements with the not > every interpretation. However,
high-intermediate L2 learners, unlike English native speakers who exhibited a strong
tendency to prefer the neg > every reading, showed no specific interpretive
preferences. Following the processing-based account outlined by O’Grady and Lee
(2008) and O’Grady, Lee and Kwak (2008), Lee (2009) argues that the operation of
an efficiency-based processor can best account for the acquisition of scope-related
constraints. According to this approach, the computation of scope relations is guided
not by c-command relations, but by surface linear order. For instance, it predicts that
in constructions where a universal quantifier phrase occupies the subject position of
the sentence, the every > neg reading will be favored more than the neg > every
reading as it does not require any backtracking and revisions. Lee (2009) contends
that for L2 learners with low-intermediate proficiency the processing costs associated
with scope interpretations in L1 determine L2 scope preferences. Because in native
Korean quantifier phrases always precede negation, the computation of the every >
neg reading is less costly than the computation of the neg > every reading regardless
of the syntactic position of the quantifier phrase. Lee (2009) claims that in English

the assignment of the every > neg reading in constructions with and object quantifier
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phrase is as easy as the assignment of the neg > every reading since it does not
require the processor reanalyze the statement again (for a detailed account, see Lee,
2009). Thus, he argues that the learners with low proficiency may have transferred
the every > neg reading from their L1 to the L2 because the reading which is favored
in L1 does not incur processing cost in L2. However, this approach fails to provide a
plausible explanation for the finding that advanced L2 Ilearners exhibited
indeterminacy regarding the scope interpretations in online experiment because in
the presence of a linear processor they would be expected to prefer the neg > every
interpretation over the every > neg interpretation.

Another study examining the L2 learners’ interpretation of constructions
containing negation and universal quantifier was conducted by Chung (2012).
Employing an off-line contextualized acceptability judgment task, Chung (2012)
explored how L1 Korean-L2 English learners interpret constructions with an object
universal quantifier phrase and negation. The subjects were 44 L1 Korean-L2
English learners who were divided into three groups (advanced, high-intermediate,
and low-intermediate) based on their proficiency, and 20 English native speakers as
control group. During the study, the respondents were presented with a context
favoring either surface or inverse scope reading, followed by a target statement, and
asked to judge the degree to which the target statement is acceptable in the situation
given. A sample experimental item is presented below.

(51) “Surface scope context: neg > every:
Mary woke up late and missed breakfast. She was busy studying for an
exam and forgot to eat her lunch. When she came home for dinner, she ate
everything she could find at home.
Mary didn’t eat every meal.

1 2 3 4
Unacceptable Not very Somewhat Acceptable
acceptable acceptable
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If 1 or 2, how would you change the sentence?

2

(Chung, 2012, p. 296)

The results revealed that speakers with L1 English had a strong tendency to
accept target statements presented in the contexts favoring the neg > every reading,
which indicates their sensitivity to the properties of scalar implicature. That is, the
native speakers of English prefer the neg > every interpretation because they assume
that the speaker would use an informationally stronger expression such as Mary ate
none of the meals to convey the “none” meaning rather than the every>not
interpretation of the target statement (Grice, 1957, 1989). A developmental pattern
was also found in adult L2 learners’ interpretations of scopally ambiguous sentences.
The advanced L2 learners displayed native-like performance in their acceptance of
the target statements in surface scope contexts, whereas L2 learners with lower
proficiency exhibited a clear preference for the inverse scope reading, which shows
that low-intermediate L2 learners carry over interpretive preferences from their L1 to
L2. However, the individual analysis of this group revealed that the advanced L2
learners showed greater individual variability, which is suggestive of the fact that the
learners’ interpretive preferences may have been influenced, to some extent, by their
L1. Given the fact that it is the knowledge of pragmatics that leads native English
speakers to assign the neg > every reading to the structures with negation and object
universal quantifier phrase, Chung (2012) postulates that similar to English native
speakers, the learners with high proficiency are capable of employing the knowledge
pragmatics in tandem with the knowledge of syntax and semantics in their scope
interpretations. However, the advanced learners’ uncertainty in their scope
assignments suggests that the learners fail to incorporate the knowledge of
pragmatics to the extent that the native speakers do, possibly because of the LI
transfer effects. In other words, the transfer of L1-based interpretive preferences may
pose a challenge to L2 learners when having to integrate different kinds of

knowledge. Thus, Chung argues that the inclusion of the pragmatic knowledge may
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be the last consideration for L2 learners when they are supposed to integrate
information from different sources of knowledge, such as syntax and semantics. In
addition, Chung (2012) puts forward that the learners’ failure to integrate
information from different sources may result from their limited processing
resources. That is, the learners with high proficiency may find the integration of
different types of information hard because they lack adequate processing resources
in the L2.

The studies conducted on L2 acquisition of scope indicate a developmental
pattern in the interpretation and processing of the constructions with scope
ambiguity. In particular, the research on the acquisition of the interaction between
negation and universal quantifier in L2 shows that in the initial stages of language
acquisition learners may transfer their L1 interpretive preferences to the L2, while in
the advanced stages they may recover from the L1 transfer effects. In terms of the
processing of quantifier scope in L2, there are only a few studies that have
investigated how L2 learners comprehend the statements with negation and universal
quantifier in the target language. These studies have reported that there may be a
discrepancy between L2 learners’ processing behavior and their judgments. That is to
say, L2 learners may exhibit native-like patterns in their judgments, while they may
process the target structures in a non-target-like way.

The current study is expected to contribute to the literature on quantifier
scope in two ways. First, it examines the acquisition of scope in L1 Turkish-L2
English interlanguage. Although several studies have investigated the L2 acquisition
of scope in L1-Korean, -Japanese, -French, -Chinese, -Russian, only a few studies
have existed on L1 Turkish. Besides, to the best of my knowledge, there have been
few studies conducted on how Turkish speaking L2 learners of English interpret
constructions containing negation and universal quantifier. Second, the study
investigates not only Turkish-speaking L2 learners’ offline judgments, but also their
online processing of the constructions with negation and universal quantifier. Unlike

the majority of the studies which have employed only off-line methods to explore L2
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learners’ acquisition of scope, the present study utilizes both off-line and on-line
methods to gain a better understanding of the target scope phenomenon. The present
study has, thus, two objectives: (1) to add to the literature on L2 acquisition of scope
by providing data from L1 Turkish-L2 English learners, (2) to provide a clearer
picture of the phenomenon in question by experimentally investigating it through

off-line and on-line instruments.
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CHAPTER 3

OFF-LINE STUDY

In order to establish how English and Turkish native speakers, as well as L2
learners of English with different proficiency levels, interpret sentences with
negation and a universally quantified phrase, an off-line questionnaire was

administered. A detailed description of the experiment is presented below.

3.1. Participants

This study involves two groups of participants: 1) Turkish native speakers/L2

learners of English, 2) English native speakers.

3.1.1. Turkish native speakers/L2 learners of English

The first group consisted of 92 native speakers of Turkish who are L2
learners of English. Forty-nine of them were female while 43 of them were male
with an age range of 17 to 26 (M=20.1, SD=2.09). Forty-five of the participants in
this group were 3™ grade undergraduate students at the Department of Foreign
Language Education at METU, while forty-seven of them were students enrolled in
preparatory classes at Hacettepe University.

Since one of the research questions is to find out whether or not there are
differences in the L2 learners’ interpretations of sentences with negation and a
universal quantifier phrase across different proficiency levels, the learners in this
group were subdivided into two groups on the basis of their general language
proficiency in English. In order to identify the proficiency level of the subjects, they
were asked to take Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) (Allan, 1992), a
standardized English proficiency test, before they were admitted to the off-line study.
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In OQPT, thirty-nine of the participants scored between 48 and 54 (M=50.19,
SD=2.22), while thirty-six of them scored between 30-39 (M=33.84, SD=2.90),
indicating that they were low-advanced and low-intermediate level L2 learners
respectively (See Appendix A for the OQPT interpretation table). Because 17
participants’ scores were in the upper intermediate range (40-47), their L2 data were
excluded from the study. Their L1 data, however, were retained.

To determine whether the difference between the OQPT scores of the two
groups (low-intermediate and low-advanced) is significant, an independent-samples
t-test was performed. The results confirmed that the groups scored significantly
differently in the OQPT, #(73) = -27.17, p<.001. For simplicity, I will refer to the
low-intermediate L2 learners as intermediate L2 learners, and the low-advanced L2

learners as advanced L2 learners in the remainder of the thesis.

3.1.2. English native speakers

The second group included 44 native speakers of English (female = 20; male
= 24). The average age of this group was 29 (SD=6.01), the oldest one being 46 and
the youngest member 20 years old. Thirty-nine of the subjects were from the United

States whereas 5 of them were from Great Britain.

3.2. Instruments

Two Contextualized Acceptability Rating Tasks (CARTs) were designed. In
the tasks, the participants were asked to determine the extent to which a target
statement involving a universal quantifier phrase and negation was acceptable in a
given context. The purpose of the test was to establish the baseline for Turkish and
English native speakers’ interpretive preferences when it comes to sentences
involving negation and a universally quantified expression and to examine how L2
learners of English interpret such constructions.

CART was designed in both Turkish and English. In the task, each target

statement was presented with a context boosting the saliency of either the surface or
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the inverse scope reading of the statement. The participants were asked to read each
context followed by a sentence describing the context (the target sentence) and to
judge the acceptability of the target sentence on a scale from 1 to 5 (1: Unacceptable,
2: Somewhat unacceptable, 3: Neutral, 4: Not very acceptable, 5: Acceptable).
Acceptability ratings were related to the meaning of the sentence, rather than to the
grammatical accuracy since all sentences were fully grammatical. In other words, the
subjects were asked to judge the extent to which each target sentence describes the
context given in an acceptable way. A five-point scale was chosen for two reasons.
First, the extent of certainty regarding the interpretation of a particular construction
cannot be accurately measured through binary judgments. Second, the involvement
of scalar implicature in scope interpretations may pose problems for data collection
based on binary judgments because the inclusion of scalar implicature is related not
to grammaticality, but to appropriateness (Gualmini, 2008; lonin & Zyzik, 2014).
Considering the fact that there are no clear cut distinctions between the two scope
readings (surface and inverse) of the target constructions in terms of grammaticality,
it may be misleading to collect the judgment data through binary response scales.

The CART contained 16 sets of experimental items. The experimental items
in the task varied along two dimensions: 1) the syntactic position (subject vs. object)
of the universally quantified phrase (every NP) and 2) the scope interpretation that
the context favors (surface scope vs. inverse scope). In eight sets of experimental
items, the universally quantified phrase (every NP) was in the object position of the
target sentence (QP OBJECT Condition), while in the rest of them, it was in the
subject position of the target sentence (QP SUBJECT Condition). Four of the eight
sets of experimental items with a universally quantified subject were presented with
situations favoring the surface scope reading, while the others were presented with
situations favoring the inverse scope reading. Likewise, half of the eight sets of
experimental items with a universally quantified object were presented with
situations favoring the surface scope reading, while the rest of them were presented

with situations favoring the inverse scope reading (see Table 1).
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Table 1. The Distribution of the Experimental Items across Two Lists

Universal Quantifier Universal Quantifier

in the Subject Position in the Object Position

Surface Scope Inverse Scope Surface Scope  Inverse Scope

List-1 4 4 4 4
List-2 4 4 4 4
Total 16 16

A representative set of experimental items in Turkish is presented below.

(52) Universal Quantifier in the Subject Position

a. Surface Scope Reading (neg > every)
Diin Duygu’nun aksam yemegi i¢in ii¢ misafiri vardi. Misafirleri i¢in
balik pisirmisti. Ancak misafirlerden biri balik alerjisi oldugu i¢in balik

yemedi. Duygu da ona pizza siparis etti.

English translation:
‘Last night Duygu had three guests over for dinner and she cooked fish
for them. However, one of her guests didn’t eat the fish because of her

allergies. So, Duygu ordered pizza for her.’

b. Inverse Scope Reading (every > neg)
Diin Duygu’nun aksam yemegi i¢in ii¢ misafiri vardi. Misafirleri i¢in
balik pisirdigi sirada zil ¢aldi. Dondiigiinde ise kedisi biitiin baliklar1

yemisti. O da misafirleri i¢in pizza siparis etti.

English translation:
‘Last night Duygu had three guests over for dinner. While she was

preparing fish for them, there was a knock at the door. When she came
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back into the kitchen, her cat had eaten all the fish. So, she ordered pizza

for her guests instead.’

Experimental Sentence:

Her misafir balik yemedi.

English translation:
‘Every guest didn’t eat fish.’
(52) Universal Quantifier in Object Position

a. Surface Scope Reading (neg > every)
Defne abisine hediye almak i¢in kitapgiya gitti. Bes farkl kitap almaya
karar verdi. Ancak cebindeki para sadece iki kitap almaya yettigi i¢cin

Defne diger kitaplar1 yerlerine birakti.

English translation:
‘Defne went to the bookstore to buy a gift for her brother. She decided to
buy five books for him. However, she only had enough money for two of

the books. So, she put the others back on the shelf.’

b. Inverse Scope Reading (every > neg)
Defne abisine hediye almak i¢in kitapgiya gitti. Bes farkl kitap almaya
karar verdi. Ancak kasaya gittiginde clizdanini evde unuttugunu fark etti

ve Defne, kitaplar yerlerine birakt.

English translation:
‘Defne went to the bookstore to buy a gift for her brother. She decided to
buy five books for him. However, at the checkout, she realized that she

had left her purse at home. So, she put the books back on the shelf.’
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Experimental sentence:

Defne her kitab1 almadi.

English translation:
‘Defne didn’t buy every book.’

In addition to 16 ambiguous experimental items, 20 filler items, which were
similar to the experimental items in format, were constructed. The filler items
involved 8 ambiguous and 12 unambiguous statements which were presented with
scenarios. The 8 ambiguous statements displayed different types of ambiguity from
the test items: they either included double quantifiers or an existential quantifier
phrase and negation. The 12 unambiguous statements were composed of 4 statements
with only negation, 4 statements with only a universally quantified phrase, and 4
statements involving neither negation nor a universally quantified expression. An
example set of filler items is provided below.

(53) Ambiguous Filler Item with a Context

Gegen Cuma on turist Izmir’deki miizeleri gezmeye karar verdi. Ancak
turistlerden sadece iicii biitliin miizeleri gezdi. Digerleri ise iki miize gezdikten

sonra yilizmeye gittiler.

English translation:
‘Last Friday, ten tourists decided to visit all the museums in Izmir. However,
only three of them visited all of the museums. The rest of them went

swimming after having visited two museums.’

Statement:

Her turist baz1 miizeleri gezdi.

English translation:

‘Every tourist visited some museums.’

56



(54) Unambiguous Filler Item with a Context

Gegen Pazar dort hakem mag yapmak i¢in A takimindaki futbolculari
aramaya karar verdi. Ancak sadece ikisi futbolculari aradi, ¢linkii digerlerinde

futbolcularin numaralar1 yoktu.

English translation:
‘Last Sunday, four coaches decided to call the players the A team to play a
match. However, only two of the coaches ended up calling the players

because the others didn’t have their phone numbers.

Statement:

Biitlin hakemler futbolcular1 aradi.

English translation:

‘All the coaches called the players.’

Next, two presentation lists were constructed out of the 16 sets of test items so
that each participant would see only one condition for each target statement and
never respond to the same target sentence more than once. The experimental items
were then interspersed with 20 fillers. In each list, the experimental items along with
the fillers were randomized. After randomization, the lists were checked to ensure
that one condition did not appear consecutively. A complete list of experimental
items along with the fillers can be found in Appendix B.

An English version of the CART was also devised and administered to native
speakers of English to set the baseline for the way in which sentences with negation
and a universally quantified phrase are interpreted in native English (Appendix C).
The English CART was also administered to the group of native speakers of
Turkish/L2 learners in order to see how L1 Turkish-L2 English learners interpret
scopally ambiguous sentences with negation and a universally quantified expression.

For both versions of the CART, proper names or place names were modified

so that the native speakers of the language in question would feel comfortable

57



understanding the contexts. To check the naturalness of items and to identify
possible problems to be encountered in the actual study with respect to the clarity of
the meaning in experimental items and fillers in both versions of CART, a pilot study
was undertaken on two groups of native speakers (native speakers of Turkish and
native speakers of English). Each group was comprised of 4 native speakers. During
piloting, the native speakers were asked to indicate any points which were not clear
enough or were misleading in the items. After piloting, one of the experimental items
was reformulated to make the meaning clearer and one of the fillers was replaced
with a different one.

Besides the CART presented in English and Turkish, a background
questionnaire was designed in order to collect information about the learners’
language learning background. In this questionnaire, learners were asked to provide
specific information about their age, native and non-native languages, their use of
target language in their daily lives, and so forth (Appendix D).

In order to administer both versions of the CART and background
questionnaire without the constraints of time and place, the online versions of the
CART in English and Turkish along with the background questionnaire were created

through www.surveygizmo.com, a web-based survey tool.

3.3. Procedure

With the aim of subdividing the native speakers of Turkish on the basis of
their proficiency levels in English, the OQPT was first administered. The time
allotted for the OQPT was 30 minutes. After the measurement of the L2 learners’
proficiency level using OQPT, native speakers of Turkish/L2 learners of English
were asked to complete the online version of the Turkish CART. The link to the
CART was sent to the participants in an e-mail. The completion of the test took
approximately 20 minutes. In order to avoid any possible priming effect, native
speakers of Turkish/L2 learners of English were asked to complete the online version

of the CART in English after an interval of two weeks. Native speakers of English
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were also requested to take part in the study through email. Sample items along with

specific instructions were provided in the online versions of the two CARTs.

3.4. Data Analysis

Prior to the analysis of the data, the participants’ mean rating scores for 12
unambiguous felicitous and infelicitous fillers was checked to ensure that the
respondents paid enough attention to the task for each group separately.

Quantitative data obtained in the off-line study were analyzed using
descriptive and inferential statistics (independent-samples t-test, paired-samples t-
test, and ANOVA) with the SPSS Version 20.0. The mean rating scores and standard
deviation values of the four sets of results (native Turkish data, native English data,
intermediate L2 English data, and advanced L2 English data) were calculated
through descriptive statistical analyses. To determine whether or not the differences
in the mean ratings of the participants’ scope interpretations were statistically
meaningful (across and within groups) independent-samples t-tests and paired-
sample t-tests were run on the data. To find out the effects of group (native speakers
of Turkish, native speakers of English, intermediate L2 learners of English, and
advanced L2 learners of English) and the bias of the context (surface vs inverse) on
mean rating scores of test items with either subject QP or object QP, ANOVAs
(within-participant independent variable: bias of the context, between-participant
independent variable: groups, dependent variable: mean rating scores of test items)
were conducted for each condition (QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT). The Tukey-

HSD tests were also used for multiple comparisons.
3.5. Results

3.5.1. Scope Interpretations of Native Speakers of Turkish

The Turkish native speakers’ mean rating scores for unambiguous felicitous
fillers was 4.65, and it was 1.35 for unambiguous infelicitous fillers. In order to set

the baseline for Turkish native speakers’ interpretations of sentences with negation
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and a universally quantified subject or object, Turkish native speakers’ mean rating
scores of the experimental items were compared. Table 2 presents the descriptive

statistics of the Turkish native speakers’ mean rating scores of the test items.

Table 2. The Descriptive Statistics of the Turkish Native Speakers’ Rating
Scores of the Experimental Items (n=92)

Bias of the QP SUBJECT Condition QP OBJECT Condition

Context Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range
Surface Scope  2.87 (1.33) 1-5 4.47 (.70) 2-5
Inverse Scope 4.32 (.75) 1.25-5 2.69 (1.22) 1-5

A paired samples t-test was performed to find out if the differences in the
Turkish native speakers’ scope interpretations were statistically meaningful. The
findings revealed that in the QP SUBJECT condition there was a statistically
significant difference between the mean ratings of surface scope (M=2.87, SD=1.33)
and inverse scope (M=4.32, SD=.75) readings of the participants, #(91) = -8.70,
p<.001. Likewise, it was found out that in the QP OBJECT condition, the difference
in the mean ratings of surface scope (M=4.47, SD=.70) and inverse scope (M=2.69,
SD=1.22) readings of the participants was statistically meaningful, #91)=11.5,
p<.001. These results indicated that in the QP SUBJECT condition, Turkish native
speakers accepted target statements presented in inverse scope contexts significantly
more than those presented in surface scope contexts. On the other hand, in the QP
OBJECT condition, the acceptance rate of statements in surface scope contexts by
Turkish native speakers was significantly higher than the acceptance rate of

statements in inverse scope contexts.
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3.5.2. Scope Interpretations of Native Speakers of English

The English native speakers’ mean rating scores for unambiguous felicitous
fillers was 4.5, and it was 1.25 for unambiguous infelicitous fillers. To measure the
baseline for English native speakers’ interpretations of sentences with negation and a
universal quantifier, I examined English native speakers’ mean rating scores of the
test items which are presented with a context boosting the saliency of either the
surface or the inverse scope interpretation. Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics

regarding the English native speakers’ mean ratings of the experimental items.

Table 3. The Descriptive Statistics of the English Native Speakers’ Rating
Scores of the Test Items (n=44)

Bias of the QP SUBJECT Condition QP OBJECT Condition

Context Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range
Surface Scope 3.48 (1.14) 1-5 4.52 (.66) 2.25-5
Inverse Scope 2.92 (1.16) 1-5 2,71 (1.12) 1-4.75

A paired samples t-test indicated that in the QP SUBJECT condition there is
a statistically significant difference between the mean ratings of surface scope
(M=3.48, SD=1.14) and inverse scope (M=2.92, SD=1.16) readings, #(43)=-2.25,
p=.014. However, the standard deviation values displayed in Table 3 showed that the
native speakers of English exhibited high variability in their mean ratings of both the
surface scope (1.14) and inverse scope (1.16) interpretations. In other words, the
group of English native speakers seemed ambivalent in their acceptance of both
surface and inverse scope readings, suggesting that they indeed find sentences with a
subject universal quantifier phrase and negation ambiguous although they tend to
rate target statements presented in surface scope contexts higher than those presented

in inverse scope contexts.

61



The results also showed that in the QP OBJECT condition there was a
statistically significant difference between the mean ratings of the surface scope
(M=4.52, SD=.66) and inverse scope (M=2.71, SD=1.12) interpretations of the
participants, #(43)=9.23, p<.001. This indicates that native speakers of English
demonstrated a preference for the surface scope reading of the target statements with

negation and universally quantified object.

3.5.3. The Comparison of Scope Interpretations of Turkish and English Native
Speakers

To determine whether the mean differences in scope interpretations between
Turkish and English native speakers were statistically meaningful an independent-
samples t-test was conducted. With regard to the QP SUBJECT condition, the results
revealed that the Turkish (M=2.87, SD=1.33) and English (M=3.48, SD=1.14) native
speakers differed significantly in their acceptance of surface scope interpretations,
#(134)=-2.61, p<.001. The findings also showed a significant difference between the
native speakers of Turkish (M=4.32, SD=.75) and English (M=2.92, SD=1.16) in
their acceptance rate of statements in inverse scope contexts, #(134)=8.44, p<.001.
These results indicate that the native speakers of Turkish and English have opposing
scope preferences in their interpretations of sentences containing a universally
quantified subject NP and negation. That is, Turkish native speakers exhibited a
stronger tendency to accept the sentences presented in the inverse scope contexts
than their English counterparts, whereas the English native speakers accepted
sentences presented in the surface scope contexts more than their Turkish
counterparts.

In the QP OBJECT condition, the results showed that the Turkish (M=4.47,
SD=.70) and English (M=4.52, SD=.66) native speakers did not differ significantly in
their mean ratings of surface scope readings, #(134)=-.397, p>.05. Similarly, no
significant difference was found in the mean ratings of inverse scope interpretations

between Turkish (M=2.69, SD=1.22) and English (M=2.71, SD=1.12) native
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speakers, #(134)=-.054, p>.05. The findings suggest that Turkish and English native
speakers display similar scope preferences when interpreting sentences with an

object universal quantifier and negation: they both prefer the surface scope reading.

3.5.4. Scope Interpretations of Turkish L2 Learners of English

The advanced L2 learners’ mean rating scores for the unambiguous felicitous
fillers was 4.4, and it was 1.31 for the unambiguous infelicitous fillers. Likewise, the
intermediate L2 learners’ mean rating scores for the unambiguous felicitous fillers
was 4.35, and it was 1.38 for unambiguous infelicitous fillers.

In order to answer the research question how Turkish L2 learners of English
interpret sentences involving a universally quantified phrase and negation in English,
L2 learners’ mean rating scores of the experimental items were computed. Table 4
illustrates the descriptive statistics of the intermediate and advanced L2 learners’

mean rating scores of sentences in both conditions.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of L2 Learners’ Rating Scores of Test Items

Intermediate Advanced
(n=39) (n=36)
Bias of the

Contexts Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range

QP SUBJECT Surface 3.98 (.88) 1-5 2.82(1.28) 1-5

Condition Inverse 3.58(1.12) 1.25-5 3.40(1.03) 1-5

QP OBJECT Surface 4.54 (.51) 3.25-5 4.60 (.50) 3-5
Condition Inverse 3.85(.90) 2-5 2.73(1.09) 145

With the purpose of comparing the mean ratings of experimental items in
surface and inverse contexts, paired-samples t-tests were carried out for each group.
The results indicated that in the QP SUBJECT condition, there was no statistically

significant difference between the intermediate learners’ mean ratings of surface
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scope (M=3.98, SD=.88) and inverse scope (M=3.58, SD=1.12) readings, #38)=1.60,
p>.05. By contrast, a statistically significant difference was found between the
advanced learners’ mean ratings of surface scope (M=2.82, SD=1.28) and inverse
scope (M=3.40, SD=1.03) readings, #35)=-2.90, p<.001. In other words, in the QP
SUBJECT condition, intermediate learners found both scope interpretations almost
equally acceptable, whereas advanced learners judged the sentences in inverse scope
contexts as more acceptable than those in surface scope contexts. In the QP OBJECT
condition, both groups rated the two scope interpretations differently at a significant
level (intermediate learners: #(38)=4.1, p<.001; advanced learners: #35)=8.1,
p<.001). That is, both intermediate and advanced learners displayed a preference for

accepting target statements in surface scope contexts.

3.5.5. The Comparisons of Scope Interpretations across Groups

Figures 1 and 2 summarize the mean rating scores of the four groups (Turkish
native speakers, English native speakers, intermediate L2 learners, advanced L2

learners) in QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT conditions.
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Figure 1. Mean Rating Scores across Groups in QP SUBJECT Condition
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Figure 2. Mean Rating Scores across Groups in QP OBJECT Condition

To find out whether the intermediate and advanced L2 learners differ from
English native speakers in their scope interpretations, a one-way ANOVA with group
(intermediate L2 learners, advanced L2 learners, and English native speakers) as a
between-participant factor, and the bias of the context (surface vs inverse) as a
within-participant factor was performed for each condition (QP SUBJECT and QP
OBJECT). In the QP SUBJECT condition, there was a statistically significant
difference among the three groups in their mean ratings of the surface scope reading,
[F(2,116)=10.23, p<.001], and in their mean ratings of inverse scope reading,
[F(2,116)= 3.91, p=.022]. To determine which group(s) differed from the others, a
post-hoc comparison test was undertaken. The Tukey HSD test indicated that both
intermediate and advanced L2 learners’ mean rating scores of the surface scope
interpretations (M=3.98, SD=.88; M=2.82, SD=1.28 respectively) did not differ
significantly from that of English native speakers (M=3.48, SD=1.14), suggesting
that both groups of L2 learners displayed native-like behaviors in their
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interpretations of surface scope contexts. The advanced learners (M=2.82,
SD=1.28), however, differed from the intermediate learners (A=3.98, SD=.88) in
their mean rating of the surface scope reading. On the other hand, the intermediate
L2 learners’ mean rating score of inverse scope contexts (M=3.58, SD=1.12) differed
significantly from that of English native speakers (M=2.92, SD=1.16), whereas no
significant difference was observed in the mean rating scores of inverse scope
contexts between the advanced L2 learners (M=3.40, SD=1.03) and English native
speakers (M=2.92, SD=1.16). These results suggest that both intermediate and
advanced L2 learners behaved like English native speakers when interpreting
sentences in surface scope contexts. However, they differed from each other in that
the intermediate L2 learners were more eager to judge sentences presented in inverse
scope contexts acceptable than speakers with L1 English, whereas the L2 learners in

the advanced group exhibited a pattern similar to that of English native speakers
when interpreting sentences presented in contexts biased for the inverse scope
reading.

In the QP OBJECT condition, there was also a statistically significant
difference among the three groups in their mean ratings of the inverse scope
interpretation, [F(2,116)=15.49, p<.001]. The Tukey HSD test revealed that the
intermediate L2 learners’ mean rating scores of inverse scope readings (M=3.85,
SD=.90) differed significantly from those of English native speakers (M=2.71,
SD=1.12), while the advanced L2 learners (M=2.73, SD=1.09) and English native
speakers (M=2.71, SD=1.12) were similar in their mean ratings of the inverse scope
interpretation. Taken together, these results indicate that unlike the advanced L2
learners and speakers with L1 English, the intermediate L2 learners judged inverse
scope reading of target statements more acceptable than their surface scope reading.

In order to answer the research question regarding the extent to which L2

learners of English with different proficiency levels (intermediate and advanced)

' The difference between the advanced learners and the native English speakers in their mean
ratings of the surface scope reading approached significance, p=.076.

66



transfer their L1 interpretation of sentences involving a universal quantifier and
negation to their L2 English counterparts, another one-way ANOVA with group
(intermediate L2 learners, advanced L2 learners, and Turkish native speakers) as a
between-participant factor and the bias of the context (surface vs inverse) as a
within-participant factor was carried out for each condition (QP SUBJECT and QP
OBJECT) on the data obtained from L2 learners and Turkish native speakers. In the
QP SUBJECT condition, a statistically significant difference among the three groups
was found not only in the mean ratings of the surface scope reading, [F(2,164)=
12.43, p<.001], but also in the mean ratings of the inverse scope reading,
[F(2,164)=17.13, p<.001]. To identify differences among groups with regard to their
scope interpretations, a post-hoc comparison test was performed. The Tukey HSD
test revealed that intermediate L2 learners differed significantly from the Turkish
native speakers in the mean rating score of the surface scope contexts (M=3.98,
SD=.88; M=2.87, SD=1.33 respectively), whereas no significant difference was
found between the mean rating scores of the advanced L2 learners (M=2.82,
SD=1.28) and the Turkish native speakers (M=2.87, SD=1.33). Additionally, the
findings indicated a meaningful difference in the mean rating scores of the surface
scope contexts between the intermediate (M=3.98, SD=.88) and advanced learners
(M=2.82, SD=1.28), p<.001. These results suggest that intermediate learners showed
a tendency to accept the surface scope interpretation considerably more than the
advanced learners and native speakers of Turkish. Besides, SD values in Table 4
reveal that L2 learners with intermediate proficiency showed the least variability in
their scope judgments among all the groups and thus rated the acceptability of the
target sentences more confidently than any other group, indicating that they seemed
to be guided by the bias of the context to the greater extent than the advanced L2
learners. Regarding the inverse scope interpretation, it was found out that both
groups of L2 learners (intermediate: M=3.58, SD=1.12, advanced: M=3.40, SD=1.03)
differed significantly from the Turkish native speakers (M=4.32, SD=.75). These

findings suggest that the L2 learners with intermediate and advanced proficiency
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exhibited different patterns from the native Turkish speakers when interpreting
sentences in inverse scope contexts.

In the QP OBJECT condition, a statistically significant difference was found
among the three groups in their mean ratings of the inverse scope interpretation,
[F(2,164)=15.45, p<.001]. The Tukey HSD test showed that the L2 learners with
intermediate proficiency (M=3.85, SD=.90) differed significantly from the advanced
learners (M=2.73, SD=1.09) and Turkish native speakers (M=2.69, SD=1.22) in the
mean rating of the inverse scope interpretation. Unlike the advanced L2 learners and
native speakers of Turkish, the intermediate L2 learners were inclined to accept the

sentences in inverse scope contexts.

3.6. Discussion

The off-line study was conducted to investigate how Turkish L2 learners of
English with two different proficiency levels (intermediate and advanced) interpret
statements containing negation and a universally quantified phrase in their target
language, given the baseline for English and Turkish native speakers’ interpretations
of such constructions. The results confirmed that Turkish and English native
speakers have different preferences in the interpretation of the construction in the QP
SUBJECT condition. The results, however, were inconsistent with the theoretical
accounts (Horn, 1989; Jackendoff, 1972; May, 1977, 1985) which claim that the
construction is ambiguous. By contrast, native speakers of English displayed a
preference for the surface scope reading of the target constructions over their inverse
scope reading. The result which would confirm the theoretical accounts proposed by
Horn (1989), Jackendoff (1972), and May (1977, 1985) would be the one in which
there was no significant difference in the native speakers’ mean rating scores
between the surface scope and the inverse scope reading. The results also run counter
to the argument made by Beghelli & Stowell (1996), who claim that sentences with
negation and a universal quantifier in the subject position do not exhibit the surface

scope reading, because the native speakers of English preferred the every > neg
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reading over the neg > every reading, which indicates that the every > neg reading is
available in English constructions with negation and QP in the subject position.
These results, on the other hand, were in tune with the empirical findings (Conroy,
2008; Lee, 2009) in that the English native speakers demonstrated a preference for
the surface scope reading (every > neg) rather than the inverse scope reading (neg >
every).

In the QP OBJECT condition, the speakers with L1 English displayed a clear
preference for the surface scope reading (neg > every), in line with the account
proposed by Aoun and Li (1993) and previous research that tested the interpretation
of the statements involving negation and object universal quantifier by the native
English speakers (Musolino & Lidz, 2006; Musolino, 2006; Chung, 2009).

Regarding the Turkish native speakers’ interpretations, they always
interpreted the universal quantifier ser ‘every’ within the scope of negation in both
conditions, in tune with Kelepir (2001). In other words, in the QP SUBJECT
condition, they favored the inverse scope reading over the surface scope reading,
while in the QP OBJECT condition, they showed a preference for the surface scope
reading in their interpretations. Thus, English and Turkish native speakers exhibited
similar interpretive preferences in the QP OBJECT condition in their respective
languages.

With regard to the scope interpretations of Turkish L2 learners of English,
advanced L2 learners manifested non-target-like behavior in their interpretations of
statements in the QP SUBJECT condition. More precisely, the advanced learners
accepted target constructions presented with contexts favoring the inverse scope
interpretation significantly more than those presented with contexts favoring the
surface scope interpretation, which parallels the interpretive preferences not of
English native speakers, but Turkish native speakers. Recall that the native speakers
of Turkish displayed an overwhelming preference for the inverse scope interpretation

of statements in the QP SUBJECT condition.
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The finding that advanced L2 learners exhibited patterns similar to those of
Turkish native speakers in this condition and different from English native speakers
fails to support the hypothesis I formulated in line with the Subset Principle
(Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini, 1987). Based on the
Subset Principle, I expected the advanced L2 learners to attain the surface scope
reading of such constructions, which is not available in their L1, and to expand their
existing grammar through positive evidence available in L2 input. However, my
results suggest that advanced L2 learners have not yet modified their native grammar
and extended their grammar with an additional interpretation, which contradicts the
findings of the research conducted by Ozgelik (2009), Marsden (2005), Chung
(2012), and Lee (2009).

On the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996)
non-target-like behavior of the advanced L2 group means that the learners in this
group have transferred the interpretive preferences from their L1 to the L2. Studies
that investigated the acquisition of L2 scope interpretations (Dellicarpini, 2003, Lee
et al., 1999; Marsden, 2005, 2009) have often reported that traces of native language
can be found in in L2 learners with low or intermediate proficiency level. It is then
conceivable that advanced learners in this study are not advanced enough to recover
from the effects of L1 transfer observed in their L2 scope interpretations.

However, the advanced L2 learners were found to pattern closely with the
English native speakers in their interpretations of statements in the QP OBJECT
condition, which provides evidence for my second hypothesis stating that there will
be no significant differences between the English native speakers and advanced L2
learners in this condition given the fact that Turkish and English are similar to each
other in terms of the scope interpretations that they allow in such constructions.
Therefore, it can be stated that the similarity between the L2 learners’ native
language and target language in this condition facilitated the L2 acquisition of the

target phenomenon by the advanced L2 learners.
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By contrast, the L2 learners with intermediate proficiency were found to
display almost native-like behavior in the QP SUBJECT condition. More
specifically, the intermediate L2 learners accepted the target statements in surface
and inverse scope contexts at similar rates and judged both the surface and the
inverse scope interpretations of the target statements as acceptable. This result does
not confirm the hypothesis I made in accordance with the Full Transfer/Full Access
Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996) and the Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985;
Manzini & Wexler, 1987, Wexler & Manzini, 1987). Following the Full
Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis and the Subset Principle, I expected the
intermediate L2 learners to behave like Turkish native speakers with regard to their
interpretations and permit only the inverse scope reading of the target constructions
in the QP SUBJECT condition since the initial state of L2 grammar is assumed to be
the end state of L1 grammar (White, 2003). However, the result that the intermediate
L2 learners differed significantly from the native speakers of Turkish in their scope
interpretations of the target constructions suggests that the initial transfer of entire L1
grammar cannot account for the data obtained in this study, contrary to the claims
made by Ozgelik (2009) and Marsden (2005).

There seem to be two alternatives that can explain the surprising performance
of the L2 learners with intermediate proficiency in the QP SUBJECT condition. One
alternative is that the intermediate L2 learners may have succeeded in adding the
reading that is not available in their L1 to their L2 grammar through positive
evidence, and thus they may have expanded their existing grammar in line with the
Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini,
1987). Another alternative is that the learners may have developed a guessing
strategy to judge the acceptability of the target constructions in the task, which also
implies their unawareness of the scope phenomena in question. In order to
discriminate between these two explanations, I turn to the intermediate

interpretations of statements in the QP OBJECT condition.
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In this condition, intermediate L2 learners displayed a preference for the
surface scope contexts, but had a higher rate of acceptance for the inverse scope
readings than both the English and Turkish native speakers. This high rate of
acceptance of the target statements in the QP OBJECT condition presented in inverse
scope contexts strengthens the possibility that the intermediate participants judged
the acceptability of the target statements through a guessing strategy. Similar results
were also obtained in Marsden (2004, 2009). Drawing on Sprouse’s (2006) lexical
transfer proposal, which redefines the Full Transfer as a process of “relabeling” the
L1 based lexical entries in the interlanguage lexicon with the relevant properties of
the lexical items in the target language, Marsden (2004, 2009) attributed the
divergent behavior of the intermediate L2 learners to their assignment of the target
quantifier to an inaccurate L1-based lexical slot in their interlanguage. Marsden
suggested that the L2 learners with low proficiency failed to correctly associate the
target lexical item with its counterpart in their native language, which leads them to
demonstrate a relatively higher rate of acceptance for a particular scope
interpretation than the native speakers.

Taken together, the intermediate and the advanced L2 learners’ judgments of
the constructions involving negation and a universal quantifier do not result in a
developmental pattern. In addition, the intermediate L2 learners, who were presumed
to be in the initial stages of second language acquisition, did not seem to be
transferring their entire set of L1 grammar to their L2 grammar. This is an
unexpected finding given the prediction that the “full transfer” of the L1 grammar
takes places at the initial stages of L2 acquisition (Schwartz & Sprouse,1996). This
finding is, however, compatible with the results obtained in the studies undertaken by
Pienemann, Di Biase, Kawaguchi and Hakansson (2005), Hékansson, Pienemann
and Sayehli (2002), Hakansson (1997, 2001), Hulk (1991), Johnston (1997),
Kawaguchi (1999), Di Biase and Kawaguchi (2002), Mohring (2005), and Rahkonen
(1993) in that at the onset of L2 acquisition, the learners do not carry over their L1

grammar in its entirety to their L2. One proposal that can account for the divergent
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pattern observed in the L2 learners’ scope interpretations is the Developmentally
Moderated Transfer Hypothesis (DMTH) which was put forward by Hakansson,
Pienemann and Sayehli (2002) and Pienemann, Di Biase, Kawaguchi and Hikansson
(2005) building upon the Pienemann’s Processability Theory (1998a, 1998b). The
basic premise on which this hypothesis rests is that L2 learners can transfer only the
linguistic structures that they can process within their developing L2 system. In other
words, the linguistic forms are carried over from L1 to L2 when the L2 processing
system is developmentally ready to process them. Pienemann (1998) claims that the
L2 acquisition involves a process of reconstruction in which “L1 formulator will not
be “bulk-transferred” (p. 81). Instead, he suggests that L1 transfer takes place as part
of reconstruction process and it is “developmentally moderated”. That is to say, L2
learners are supposed to acquire certain processing prerequisites in their L2 in order
to be able to employ their L1 processing procedures in their L2. As highlighted by
Pienemann (2005) and Pienemann and Kessler (2011), the Developmentally
Moderated Transfer Hypothesis does not deny the role of transfer in L2; instead, it
aims to capture the incidences of selective or partial L1 transfer through a
processing-based account.

Suppose that in native Turkish, besides the syntactic and semantic properties
of the universal quantifier her (every), pragmatic constraints also affect the
interaction of negation and a universal quantifier. Suppose further that it is primarily
the scalar implicature (Grice, 1957, 1989) that guides the native Turkish speakers to
choose one reading over the other in the target constructions. In this regard, let us
consider the statements in (55) and (56).

(55) Her  misafir balik ye-me-di.
every guest fish eat-NEG-PAST
‘Every guest didn’t eat fish.’

a. Inverse scope reading (neg > every)

It is not the case that every guest ate fish.
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b. Surface scope reading (every > neg)

Every guest is such that s/he didn’t eat fish.

(56) Defne her kitab1 al-ma-du.
Defne every book-ACC  buy-NEG-PAST
‘Defne didn’t buy every book.’
a. Surface scope reading (neg > every)
It is not the case that Defne bought every book.
b. Inverse scope reading (every > neg)
Every book is such that it wasn’t bought by Defne.

When interpreting the construction her misafir balik yemedi, listeners may
favor the neg > every reading given in (55a) because of the involvement of scalar
implicature (Grice, 1957, 1989). That is, they assume that a stronger expression such
as misafirlerin highbiri balik yemedi (‘none of the guests ate fish’) would be more
appropriate to use to express the “none” meaning rather than an informationally
weaker expression such as her misafir balik yemedi (‘every guest didn’t eat fish’).
Likewise, during the interpretation of the statement Defne her kitabt almadi (‘Defne
didn’t buy every book’), listeners may entertain only the neg > every interpretation
because they assume that there are strong alternatives such as Defne kitaplarin
hi¢birini almadi (‘Defne didn’t buy any of the books”) or Defne hi¢bir kitabr almadi
(‘Defne bought none of the books’) to convey the “none” meaning instead of a weak
interpretation such as Defne her kitabt almadi (‘Defne didn’t buy every book”).

Given these assumptions, the intermediate learners, who are at the outset of
L2 acquisition, may have transferred the syntactic and semantic properties of the
target constructions from their L1 to the L2 since their developing L2 system is ready
to process them. However, they may not have yet transferred the pragmatic
constraints of their native language since processing such constraints would lead to
more complex computations and they have not yet developed the prerequisite

processing procedures required to process such constraints in their L2 system. On the
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other hand, the advanced L2 learners may have transferred all the properties
(syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic) of the universal quantifier ser from their native
grammar to their L2, which results in their non-native-like behavior regarding
interpretations of target constructions, possibly because they can process all the L1-
based features of the target constructions within their L2 system.

If this reasoning is on the right track, it suggests that L1 transfer is indeed
developmentally moderated and the transfer of sub-modules such as syntax,
semantics, and pragmatics from L1 to L2 grammar may be dependent on the
development of the L2 processing system. In other words, L2 learners may not
transfer their L1 grammar in its entirety at the beginning of second language
acquisition because of the limited processing resources in their L2. As they become
more proficient in L2, the extent to which they are able to process the L1-based
linguistics forms increases, and thus the L2 learners transfer more properties of their
native language to the L2.

One additional piece of evidence in support of the DMTH comes from the
finding that in the QP OBJECT condition, the intermediate L2 learners had a higher
rate of acceptance of the target statements presented in inverse scope contexts
compared to native speakers of both Turkish and English. Recall that both in Turkish
and in English the inverse scope interpretation of such constructions is not attested,
although it is syntactically available. Because the intermediate L2 learners have not
yet acquired the necessary processing mechanisms to process their L1-based
pragmatic constraints in their developing L2 system, they may rely on their LI
syntactic and semantic knowledge of the universal quantifier her to interpret the
constructions with negation and object universal quantifier in English. Without the
pragmatic constraints of their L1, the learners may entertain both scope readings of
the target statements. In contrast, the advanced L2 learners’ acceptance rate of the
inverse scope reading in the QP OBJECT condition was similar to those of English
and Turkish native speakers, which indicates that the L2 learners with the advanced

proficiency carried over all the relevant properties of the universal quantifier her
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(every), including its pragmatic constraints, from their L1 to their L2 as their L2
system is developmentally ready to process them.

I now turn to the on-line self-paced reading study designed to investigate how
Turkish-speaking adult L2 learners of English process constructions with negation

and universal quantifier in real time.
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CHAPTER 4

ON-LINE STUDY

With the purpose of exploring how Turkish L2 learners of English with
different proficiency levels (intermediate and advanced) process and interpret
English constructions involving negation and a universal quantifier phrase in real
time, an on-line self-paced reading experiment was carried out. A detailed

description of the on-line study is provided below.
4.1. Participants

The participants of the experiment comprised two groups: 1) L2 learners of
English, and 2) Native English speakers.

The L2 learner group was made up of 52 adult Turkish-speaking L2 learners
of English aged between 17 and 28 (mean age: 22.02 (SD=2.01)). Of the 52 L2
learners, 23 were male and 29 were female. Twenty-seven of the participants were
4™ grade undergraduate students at the Department of Foreign Language Education
at METU, while twenty-five of them were preparatory class students at School of
Foreign Languages at Hacettepe University. As one of the research questions of this
thesis aims to find out whether or not L2 learners with different proficiency levels
differ from each other in their interpretation of constructions with negation and
universally quantified expression in English, the L2 learners were subdivided into
two groups based on their general proficiency in English, as indicated by the scores
on the Oxford Quick Placement Test (Allan, 1992), a standardized English
proficiency test. In OQPT, 27 of the participants obtained scores between 48 and 54
(M=49.85, SD=2.10), and 25 of them scored between 30 and 39 (M=35.24,
SD=3.29). This indicates that they were low-advanced and low-intermediate level L2
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learners respectively according to the interpretation of the scores provided along with
the test (See Appendix A for the interpretation table). As before, I will refer to the
low-intermediate participants as intermediate and to the low-advanced participants as
advanced for simplicity. In order to find out whether the difference between the
OQPT scores of two groups is significant, an independent-samples t-test was
conducted. The results confirmed that the two groups are different from each other in
terms of their OQPT scores, #(50) = 19.19, p<.001. L2 participants were given course
credit for their participation.

The native English speaker group consisted of 29 participants (female=16;
male=13) with an average age of 30.23 (SD=4.30). The oldest participant was 42
years old, while the youngest one was 25. The majority of the participants (n=20)
were from the United States; however, there were also participants from Australia
(n=3), Canada (n=4), and Great Britain (n=2). Following the completion of the

experiment, the participants were given gift cards for their contribution to the study.

4.2 Instruments

In order to explore how L2 learners of English process and interpret
constructions involving a universally quantified phrase and negation, a self-paced
reading task (SPRT) with a noncumulative linear display (Just, Carpenter, &
Wooley, 1982), in which the respondents’ reading times (RTs) were measured for
each word of the target constructions, was designed. The SPRT was chosen as a
method of investigation of the participants’ processing of target sentences for two
reasons. First, the implicit knowledge of grammar can be tested relatively more
accurately through an on-line rather than an off-line instrument because under time
pressure, L2 learners are less likely to draw on their explicit knowledge of grammar
to answer the questions (Jegerski, 2014; Jiang, 2012). Second, SPRT provides
information on the processing behavior of the participants through reading time
effects which may signal a reanalysis in syntax, or an additional processing difficulty

(Jegerski, 2014; Papadopoulou, 2005).
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In the SPRT, similar to the off-line study, participants were presented with
target statements following a situation which favored either the surface or the inverse
scope reading of the statement. The respondents first read a situation which was
displayed as a single chunk in the middle of the screen. Then, a target statement
describing the situation given was presented as a series of dashes on the screen.
Behind each of the dashes was a word. The target statement appeared in a word-by-
word fashion: Every time participants pressed the space bar (which they did at their
own pace), a masked word was revealed, and the previous word was remasked. The
participants were also presented with an end-of-trial truth-value judgment task:
Immediately after the participants read the last word of the target statement, they
were asked to decide whether or not the target statement was true or false in the
given situation. The participants gave their answers by pressing a designated key on
the keyboard (D-true, K-false). The purpose of this task was to ensure that the
participants were engaged with the task, and to check their comprehension of the
statements. Furthermore, the judgments of truth and falsity provided an additional
measure of the participants’ scope interpretations. In the task, all of the items
appeared in black letters on a papaya-whip background in a pre-set 24-point font.

The experimental items employed in the English version of the CART were
adapted to the SPRT by making two minor alterations. First, an adverbial phrase was
added to the end of the target statement so as to ensure that the critical region
involving universally quantified object NPs is not in the final position of the target
statement since it is well-documented that the reading times for the last region of a
statement reflects not the actual reading behavior, but the later stages of
comprehension (Jackson, 2008; Jiang, 2012). Secondly, the contexts presented with
the target statements were shortened in length to decrease the load of information on
participants’ working memory. However, it was ensured that the bias of the contexts
was not changed.

After the test items were modified, target sentences were divided into seven

regions. In the QP SUBJECT condition, the division of statement into the regions
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was as follows: the universal quantifier every (Region 1=R1), the subject NP (Region
2=R2), the negated auxiliary (Region 3=R3), the verb (Region 4=R4), the object NP
(Region 5=R5), and a two-word adverbial phrase (Region 6=R6) and (Region 7=R7).
The critical regions are the negated auxiliary (Region 3) and the verb (Region 4), and
the post-critical regions are the object NP (Region 5) and the adverbial phrase
(Region 6). A sample experimental item in the QP SUBJECT condition is illustrated
in (57). The slashes in the examples demonstrate how the target statements were
broken into the segments.

(57)Universal Quantifier in Subject Position

a. Surface Scope Reading (neg > every)
Last night, Joe cooked fish for his three guests. However, one of his
guests didn’t eat the fish because of her allergies. So, Joe ordered pizza
for her.
b. Inverse Scope Reading (every > neg)
Last night, Joe cooked fish for his three guests. However, when he was
away from the kitchen, his cat ate all the fish. So, he ordered pizza for his
guests instead.
Experimental Sentence:
Every/ guest/ didn’t/ eat/ fish/ last/ night./
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7
In the QP OBJECT condition, the division of target statement into regions
was as follows: the subject NP (Region 1=R1), the negated auxiliary, (Region 2=R2),
the verb (Region 3=R3), the universal quantifier every (Region 4=R4), the object NP
(Region 5=R5), and a two-word adverbial phrase (Region 6=R6) and (Region 7=R7).
The critical region is the object NP (Region 5), and the post-critical region is the
adverbial phrase (Region 6).” A representative test item is shown in (58).

(58) Universal Quantifier in Object Position

? Region 7 is not considered as a post-critical region due to possible wrap-up effects
(Jegerski, 2014; Gibson, Desmet, Grodner, Watson, & Ko, 2005; Jackson, 2008).
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a. Surface Scope Reading (neg > every)
Last weekend, Mike wanted to clean the four dirty rooms in his house.
However, after he cleaned two of the rooms, his friends showed up. So,
he gave up cleaning the other rooms.

b. Inverse Scope Reading (every > neg)
Last weekend, Mike wanted to clean the four dirty rooms in his house.
But then he realized that the water had been cut off. So, he gave up
cleaning the rooms.

Experimental Sentence:

Mike/ didn’t/ clean/ every/ room/ last/ weekend./
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7

In addition to the 16 experimental items, 20 filler items, which were
previously used in the English version of the CART, were modified in the same way
and included into the SPRT. The target sentences in filler items consisted of 3
ambiguous sentences, which exhibited different types of ambiguity from the
experimental items, and 17 unambiguous sentences presented with contexts. The 17
unambiguous sentences included 6 sentences containing only negation, 4 sentences
with only an existential quantifier, 3 sentences containing neither negation nor a
universal quantifier, and 4 sentences involving only a universal quantifier. The
number of True/False responses to 18 unambiguous filler items such as (60) was
balanced so that the participants cannot easily recognize the filler items. An example
set of filler items is given below.

(59) Ambiguous Filler Item with a Context

Last Tuesday, five students got angry at their teachers and decided to paint
their cars. However, they didn’t paint red cars. They just painted white cars.
Sentence:
Every/ student/ painted/ a/ car/ last/ Tuesday./
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7
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(60) Unambiguous Filler Item with a Context

Yesterday, Susan wanted to invite her six friends for dinner. However, she
called only three of them because she didn’t have the others’ phone

numbers.

Sentence:
Susan/ called/ none/ of/ her/ friends/ yesterday./
R1 R2 R3 R4 RS R6 R7

Two presentation lists were created out of 16 sets of experimental items so
that each participant reads each target statement only once in only one kind of
biasing context. The experimental items were then interleaved with 20 fillers. Within
each presentation list, the experimental and filler items were randomized. After
randomization, the presentation lists were checked to make sure that two identical
test items do not appear in succession. A full set of experimental items along with the
fillers can be found in Appendix E.

The experiment was designed and administered employing Alex

Drummond’s IBEX platform (http://spellout.net/ibexfarm/), a web-based tool for

running and hosting psycholinguistic experiments. This way, the SPRT could be

administered to participants without constraints of time and place.

4.3. Procedure

To divide the L2 learner group into two groups based on their general
proficiency in English, the OQPT was administered first. The time allocated for the
OQPT was 30 minutes. Next, L2 learners were sent an email with the link to the
experiment and asked to take part in it. Native speakers of English were requested to
participate in the study through email. The completion of the experiment took
approximately 20 minutes. Prior to the actual experiment, the participants were given
specific instructions (see Appendix F) and were exposed to three practice items to

become familiar with the procedure of the SPRT.
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4.4. Data Analysis

The data collected in the SPRT experiment were analyzed in five steps. In the
first step, the participants’ accuracy rates on the 17 unambiguous filler items were
checked to ensure that the respondents devoted enough attention to the task itself.
The mean comprehension accuracy calculated from the filler items was 86.25% (SD=
2.36), ranging from 81.75% to 96.50%. The average accuracy rate did not differ
significantly across the two lists, p>.05.

The second step included data trimming: the process of excluding outliers in
the analysis to increase the power of parametric tests to be conducted on the data. In
order to identify the outliers, an absolute cut-off method was employed. Since
reading times of less than 100 ms (per region) are generally assumed not to reflect
real reading behavior (Luce, 1986; Jegerski, 2014), the low cut-off point was
established at 100 ms. The high cut-off point was set at 3000 ms for all the
participants as reading times above 3000 ms are likely to arise from external factors
such as the loss of concentration (Roberts & Felser, 2011). The reading times less
than 100 ms or greater than 3000 ms were eliminated from the data. The elimination
of those data points resulted in the loss of 2.5% of L2 learner data and 1.5% of the
English native speaker data. After the outliers were removed from the data set, the
missing values were replaced with the mean RT in the relevant region in each
condition per participant. That is, a missing value in a participant’s RT was replaced
by the same participant’s mean RT in that condition in that region.

After data trimming, all raw reading times were logged to normalize the data
because RT data tend to be positively skewed (Marinis, 2010). After the log
transformations, aggregate means were calculated and the parametric tests were
performed on the aggregated means.

As a forth step, the mean reading times and standard deviation values
obtained from three groups of participants (advanced L2 learners, intermediate L2
learners, and native speakers of English) were calculated through descriptive

statistical analyses. In order to determine whether or not each participant group’s
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reading times differed significantly across the experimental conditions (surface vs.
inverse scope) at each region of interest, paired samples t-tests were run on the data
for critical and post-critical regions. To find out whether or not the three participant
groups’ reading times differed across the experimental conditions at each region of
interest, repeated-measures ANOVAs with bias of the context (surface scope vs
inverse scope) as a within-subject factor and group (advanced L2 learners,
intermediate L2 learners, and native speakers of English) as a between-subjects
factor were carried out for each of the regions of interest. Based on the results
obtained in repeated-measures ANOVAs, subsequent analyses were undertaken
through one-way ANOVAs.

Regarding the end-of-trial truth-value judgment task, the mean percentages of
TRUE responses for both surface scope and inverse scope readings were included in
the analysis (because when the respondents pressed the key designated for False, that
does not necessarily mean that they accessed the alternative scope interpretation). To
find out whether each group’s mean percentages of TRUE responses differed
significantly between two scope interpretations, paired samples t-tests were run on
the data. To compare the three groups in terms of their mean percentage of TRUE
responses for surface and inverse scope readings, one-way ANOVAs with group
(intermediate L2 learners of English, advanced L2 learners of English, and English
native speakers) as a between-participant factor, and the bias of the context (surface
vs inverse) as a within-participant factor was performed on the mean percentages of
TRUE responses of the participants. The Tukey-HSD tests were also used for

multiple comparisons.
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4.5. Results
4.5.1. Native Speakers of English
4.5.1.1. Results of the Truth-Value Judgment Task

Mean percentages of TRUE responses to the target statements presented with
a context creating either the surface or the inverse scope bias were computed. These

are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. English Native Speakers’ Mean Percentages (%) of TRUE
Responses (n=29)

Bias of the QP SUBJECT Condition QP OBJECT Condition

Context Mean Percentage (SD) Mean Percentage (SD)
Surface 90.51 (14.03) 08.27 (6.44)
Inverse 37.93 (39.31) 87.93 (25.54)

To see whether the two conditions (surface vs inverse scope) differ in the
mean percentages of TRUE responses, a paired samples t-test was run on the data.
The findings indicated that in the QP SUBJECT condition, there was a statistically
significant difference between the participants’ mean percentages of TRUE
responses in the surface scope (M=90.51, SD=14.03) and the inverse scope
(M=37.93, SD=39.31) contexts, #28)=7.129, p<.001. Similarly, in the QP OBJECT
condition, the participants’ gave significantly more TRUE responses to the
statements following the surface scope contexts (M=98.27, SD=6.44) than following
the inverse scope contexts (M=87.93, SD=25.54), #(28)=2.33, p=.026. In other words,
in the QP SUBJECT condition, English native speakers judged the target statements
presented in surface scope contexts as true more often than those presented in inverse
scope contexts. Likewise, in the QP OBJECT condition, the percentage of TRUE
responses provided for the target statements in surface scope contexts was
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significantly higher than in inverse scope contexts. The English native speakers thus
exhibited a preference for accepting the statements in surface scope contexts when

interpreting constructions with negation and either an object or a subject QP.

4.5.1.2. Reading Times

In order to have a baseline for the native processing of target constructions
and to be able to identify potential differences between the native and non-native
processing of scopally ambiguous sentences, the L1 English speakers’ reading times
of the target statements were measured. Table 6 shows the English native speakers’
raw mean reading times of the seven regions of the target statements in the QP
SUBJECT condition. The statistical tests were conducted on the logged mean

reading times.

Table 6. The Region-By-Region Raw Mean Reading Times (in
Milliseconds) of English Native Speakers-QP SUBJECT Condition (n=29)
Bias of the

R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7

Context

Surface 386 373 405 405 481 457 888

Inverse 418 400 422 462 522 569 838
(Every; Subject NP, Negated Auxiliarys, Verbs, Object NPs Adverbial

Phr. aseé-7)

Comparisons across different scope biases were calculated only for critical
and post-critical regions. Paired-samples t-test comparisons showed that there were
no significant differences in the participants’ readings times in the first critical region
(Region 3, containing the negated auxiliary) across the surface and inverse scope
contexts. However, significant differences in readings times emerged in the other
critical region, Region 4, (#28)=-3.870, p=.001), and in one of the post-critical
regions, Region 6, (#28)=-2.292, p=.030), showing that the mean reading times of
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the target statements in surface scope contexts were significantly shorter than those
in inverse scope contexts. That is, the group of English native speakers exhibited
longer reading times on the inverse scope interpretation of target statements than on
their surface scope interpretation in Region 4 and 6.’

Table 7 presents the native English speakers’ raw mean reading times of the

seven regions of the target statements in the QP OBJECT condition.

Table 7. The Region-By-Region Raw Mean Reading Times (in Milliseconds)
of English Native Speakers-OP OBJECT Condition (n=29)
Bias of the

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7

Context

Surface 382 348 371 395 404 395 777

Inverse 374 360 374 431 468 529 954
(Subject NP;, Negated Auxiliary,, Verbs Everys Object NPs Adverbial

Phr. aseé-7)

A paired samples t-test revealed that the mean reading times of target
sentences presented in surface and inverse scope contexts did not differ significantly
in the critical region (Region 5), p >.05. However, a significant difference was found
in the post-critical region, Region 6, #(28)=-2.876, p<.001. The participants read this
region faster in the surface scope than in the inverse scope, indicating that the
processing of inverse scope between negation and a universally quantified object was
more difficult than the processing of the surface scope.*

The reading times of the native English speakers in both conditions (QP
SUBJECT and QP OBJECT) are summarized in Figure 3 and Figure 4.

3 Significant differences were also found in Region 1, #28)=-2.453, p=.021, and in Region 2,
#(28)=-3.183, p=.045. However, they were not included in the results since those regions do
not reflect the processing of the interaction between quantifier and negation.

“A significant difference was also found in Region 7, ¢ (28)=-2.946, p=.002, but the
increased reading times in this region may have been suggestive of the wrap-up effects,
rather than the difficulty of accessing a particular reading.
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Figure 3. English Native Speakers-QP SUBJECT Condition
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Figure 4. English Native Speakers-QP OBJECT Condition
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4.5.2. L2 Learners
4.5.2.1. Results of the truth-value judgment task

L2 learners’ mean percentages of TRUE responses given for the target
statements presented with contexts favoring surface or inverse scope interpretation

are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. The Descriptive Statistics of the Intermediate and Advanced L2

Learners’ Mean Percentages of TRUE Responses to the Test Items

Intermediate L2 Advanced L2
Learners Learners
Conditions The Bias of (e=25) @=27)
the Contexts Mean Percentage (SD) Mean Percentage (SD)

QP SUBJECT Surface 78 (25.33) 75 (33.96)
Inverse 69 (36.28) 85.18 (25.24)
QP OBJECT Surface 92 (13.91) 99.07 (4.81)
Inverse 72 (37.72) 69.44 (41.25)

For each of the two conditions (QP SUBJECT, QP OBJECT), the percentage
of TRUE responses was compared across contexts with different biases (surface vs
inverse scope). This was done separately for each L2 group. Neither of the L2 learner
groups showed a preference for a particular interpretation of the target sentence
(surface vs inverse scope) in the QP SUBJECT condition. However, in the QP
OBJECT condition, both groups displayed a tendency to accept the target statements
presented in the surface scope contexts to a significantly greater extent than in the
inverse scope context.

For the intermediate L2 learners’ group, in the QP SUBJECT condition, there
was no significant difference between the mean percentages of TRUE responses to

target statements in the surface (M=78, SD=25.33) and inverse scope contexts
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(M=69, SD=36.28), #(24)=.866, p>.05. In the QP OBIJECT condition, the
intermediate participants exhibited a significantly lower acceptance rate of inverse
scope reading (M=72, SD=37.72) than of surface scope reading (M=92, SD=13.91),
#(24)=2.376, p=.026.

The advanced L2 learners’ mean percentages of TRUE responses to the
statements in surface (M=75, SD=33.96) and inverse (M=85.18, SD=25.24) scope
contexts in the QP SUBJECT condition did not differ significantly either, #(26)=-
1.218, p>.05. The participants, however, accepted the surface scope interpretation of
the target constructions (M=99.07, SD=4.81) significantly more often than their
inverse scope interpretation (M=69.44, SD=41.25), #(26)=3.649, p=.001, in the QP
OBIJECT condition.

4.5.2.2. Reading Times

Table 9 presents the raw mean reading times of the seven regions of the target
statements in the QP SUBJECT by L2 participants. The statistical tests were run on

the logged mean reading times.

Table 9. The Region-By-Region Raw Mean Reading Times (in Milliseconds)
of the L2 Learners-QP SUBJECT Condition
Bias of the
Contexts R1 R2 R3 R4 RS R6 R7

Intermediate  gyrface 397 398 433 478 525 525 1112

L2 Learners
(n=25) Inverse 418 418 439 444 484 472 860
Advanced  gumce 414 426 474 568 589 586 798

L2 Learners
(=27) Inverse 441 460 509 630 624 523 1055

(Every; Subject NP, Negated Auxiliarys Verbs Object NPs Adverbial

Phr asem)
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For each group, reading times were compared across surface and inverse
biased contexts by region. In the intermediate learners’ group, the significant
difference between the reading times in surface and inverse scope contexts was
found in Region 7, which was read significantly more slowly in surface scope
contexts than in inverse scope contexts, #(24)=2.257, p=.030. No significant
differences emerged in any other region.

Region 7 was the only region in which the reading times of the advanced L2
learners differed significantly across contexts, as well. This group, however,
produced significantly longer reading times in this region for the statements
presented in inverse scope contexts than for those presented in surface scope
contexts, #26)=3.791, p=.001. In addition, in Region 4, the second critical region,
the difference between the mean reading times of the target statements presented in
surface and inverse scope contexts was approaching significance, #26)=-1.984,
p=-056, indicating processing difficulties in the inverse scope contexts.

Turning now to the QP OBJECT condition, Table 10 shows the L2 learners’
raw mean reading times of the seven regions of the constructions in this condition.

Table 10. The Region-By-Region Raw Mean Reading Times (in
Milliseconds) of the L2 Learners- QP OBJECT Condition
Bias of the
Contexts R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7

Intermediate Surface 413 418 429 453 449 462 964

L2 Learners
(n=25) Inverse 388 402 380 452 507 514 959

Advanced Surface 443 415 446 444 499 457 &19
L2 learners

(n=27) Inverse 423 409 390 433 573 560 917

(Subject NP;, Negated Auxiliary,, Verbs Everys Object NPs Adverbial

Phr. aseé-7)
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In the intermediate learners’ group, a significant difference was found only in
Region 3 (the pre-critical region), where the participants demonstrated shorter
reading times in the contexts favoring the inverse scope reading than in those
favoring the surface scope reading (#(24)=2.357, p=.027).

For the advanced learners, the difference between the reading times of the
target statements presented in surface scope and inverse scope contexts approached
significance in Region 5 (the critical region) and Region 6 (the post-critical region).
In those regions, the reading times of the target constructions in inverse scope
contexts were longer than those of the target statements in surface scope contexts at
an almost significant level, #26)=-1.802, p=.058 for Region 5, #26)=-1.966, p=.052
for Region 6.

However, both groups of L2 learners manifested different behavior in their
processing of the target constructions in QP OBJECT condition: the intermediate
learners produced longer reading times in the pre-critical region, Region 3, for the
statements presented in surface scope contexts than those in inverse scope contexts,
whereas the advanced learners demonstrated longer reading times, almost at a
significant level, in the critical (Region 5) and the post-critical (Region 6) regions for
the statements in inverse scope contexts than those in surface scope contexts.

The reading times of the intermediate and advanced L2 learners in both

conditions (QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT) are summarized in Figures 5 through 8.
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Figure 5. Intermediate L2 Learners- QP SUBJECT Condition
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Figure 6. Advanced L2 Learners-QP SUBJECT Condition
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Figure 7. Intermediate L2 Learners-QP OBJECT Condition
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Figure 8. Advanced L2 Learners-QP OBJECT Condition
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4.5.3. The Comparisons of the Proportions of TRUE Responses and the Reading

Times across All Groups
4.5.3.1. The Proportion of TRUE Responses

Figures 9 and 10 summarize the mean percentages of TRUE responses of all

three groups in the QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT conditions.
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Figure 9. Mean Percentage of TRUE Responses in QP SUBJECT Condition
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Figure 10. Mean Percentage of TRUE Responses in QP OBJECT Condition
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In order to determine whether or not the intermediate and the advanced L2
learners of English differ from the English native speakers in their judgments of the
target constructions, one-way ANOVAs with group (intermediate L2 learners of
English, advanced L2 learners of English, and English native speakers) as a factor
were carried out on the mean percentages of TRUE responses for each condition
(QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT). In the QP SUBJECT condition, there was a
statistically significant difference among the three groups in their mean percentages
of TRUE responses in the inverse scope contexts, [F(2,78)=13.82, p<.001],
whereas no significant difference was found among three groups in the surface
scope contexts, [F(2,78)=2.91, p=.060]. The Tukey HSD post-hoc test indicated
that both the intermediate and the advanced learners’ mean percentages of TRUE
responses in inverse scope contexts (M=69, SD=36.28; M=85.18, SD=25.24
respectively) differed significantly from that of English native speakers (M=37.93,
SD=39.31). These results suggest that both groups of L2 learners displayed native-
like judgments in their interpretation of the constructions in surface scope contexts,
whereas they did not perform like native speakers when interpreting statements in
inverse scope contexts. Unlike the English native speakers, the L2 learner group
had a strong tendency to accept the target statements presented with contexts
biasing the inverse scope interpretation.

In the QP OBJECT condition, a significant difference was found among the
three groups in their mean percentages of TRUE responses to the statements in
surface scope contexts, [F(2,78) = 4.71, p=.012], while there was no main effect of
group on the mean percentages of TRUE responses given for the constructions in
inverse scope contexts, [F(2,78)=2.73, p>.05]. The Tukey HSD post-hoc test
revealed that the intermediate learners (M=92, SD=13.91) differed significantly
from both advanced learners (M=99.07, SD=4.81) and English native speakers
(M=98.27, SD=6.44) in their reactions to statements presented with contexts
supporting the surface scope reading. That is to say, as opposed to the advanced

learners and native speakers of English, the learners with intermediate proficiency
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were more likely to judge the statements in surface scope contexts as true, whereas
both L2 groups exhibited a pattern similar to that of English native speakers in their

acceptance of the target statements presented in inverse scope contexts.
4.5.3.2. Reading Times

With the purpose of finding out if the intermediate and advanced L2 learners
of English differ from the native speakers of English in their processing of the
constructions involving negation and a universally quantified expression in either
subject or object position, repeated-measures ANOV As with Context (surface scope,
inverse scope) as a within-subject factor and Group (intermediate L2 learners of
English, advanced L2 learners of English, and English native speakers) as a between-
subjects factor were run for each region. The results revealed that in the QP
SUBJECT condition, there was no significant interaction between Context and
Group in any region except for Region 4, all p’s>.05. In Region 4, the second critical
region, containing the verb, the interaction between Context and Group was
approaching significance, [F(2,78)=2.998, p=.056]. To identify the sources of the
interactions in Region 4, a one-way ANOVA with Group as a factor was run on the
participants’ mean reading times of the statements presented with contexts
supporting the surface and inverse scope interpretation. The findings revealed that in
Region 4, there was a significant difference among the three groups in their reading
times of the target statements presented with surface scope contexts, [F(2,78)=3.759,
p=.028], and with inverse scope contexts [F(2,78)=5.915, p=.004]. The Tukey HSD
test showed that the advanced L2 learners’ reading times of the statements in surface
scope contexts (M=2.68, SD=.16) differed significantly from those of English native
speakers (M=2.58, SD=.12). In addition, in inverse scope contexts, the reading times
of the advanced learners (M=2.73, SD=.16) were found to be significantly longer
than the reading times of the native speakers of English (M=2.63, SD=.11) and the
intermediate learners (M=2.64, SD=.06) for the target statements. Thus, at the second

critical region, the advanced learners produced longer reading times than the English
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native speakers in the target constructions presented with contexts favoring the
surface scope, and they manifested processing behaviors different from the English
native speakers and the intermediate learners in the target statements presented with
inverse scope contexts.

In the QP OBJECT condition, the results indicated no significant interactions
between Contexts and Groups in all regions, all p’s>.05. That is to say, the English
native speakers and the L2 learner group displayed similar processing behavior in
self-paced reading of the constructions with negation and object universal quantifier

phrase.

4.6. Discussion

In order to examine how Turkish L2 learners of English with two different
proficiency levels (intermediate and advanced) interpret English sentences
containing a universally quantified expression and negation in real time, an on-line
SPRT accompanied by an end-of-trial truth-value judgment task was carried out.

The results revealed that in both conditions (QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT)
the English native speakers produced longer reading times for the constructions
presented in inverse scope contexts than for those presented in surface scope
contexts, which is in line with the results of the studies undertaken by Anderson
(2004), Kurtzman and MacDonald (1993), Pylkkinen and McElree (2006), Tunstall
(1998), and Dotlacil and Brasoveanu (2015). Specifically, the findings showed that
in the QP SUBJECT condition, the native speakers of English read the second
critical region (Region 4, containing the verb) and the second post-critical region
(Region 6, containing the first part of the adverbial expression) of the target
constructions presented in inverse scope contexts more slowly than those presented
in surface scope contexts. Recall that in the QP SUBJECT condition, the region with
negated auxiliary (Region 3) and the region with verb (Region 4) were taken as
critical regions, and the region with object NP (Region 5) and the region with

adverbial phrase (Region 6) were taken as post-critical regions. The results indicated
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that the L1 English speakers have fewer difficulties while processing the target
statements in surface scope contexts than in inverse scope contexts, which is
compatible with the findings of the off-line study in which native speakers displayed
a preference for the surface scope reading in this condition.

In the QP OBJECT condition, the native English speakers’ reading times
were similar for all the regions of the target constructions in surface and inverse
scope contexts except for the last two regions (Region 6 and Region 7). Recall that in
the QP OBJECT condition, the region with object NP (Region 5) was considered as a
critical region, and the region with adverbial phrase (Region 6) was treated as a post-
critical region. In the post-critical region (Region 6), the native speakers of English
were found to demonstrate longer reading times for the statements presented in
inverse scope contexts than for those presented in surface scope contexts. Assuming
that prolonged reading times indicate processing difficulties, the English native
speakers showed fewer processing difficulties in surface scope contexts than in
inverse scope contexts, which is in tune with the results obtained in the off-line
study.

The results confirm the Principle of Processing Scope Economy which was
proposed by Anderson (2004) building on the Principle of Scope Economy (Tunstall,
1998). The Principle of Processing Scope Economy claims that the real-time
comprehension of the constructions with scope ambiguity involves the computation
of syntactic representations, and because the access to inverse scope reading requires
post-syntactic changes in the syntactic representation through movements, the
computation of inverse scope representations increases the load of the processor, and
thus, the processing cost. Given the fact that in both conditions (QP SUBJECT and
QP OBJECT) the inverse scope interpretation is obtained through covert movements
at LF, it can be stated that the relatively long reading times observed in the native
speakers’ comprehension of the target constructions presented with inverse scope

context indicates the increased processing cost.
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The findings obtained from the end-of-trial truth-value judgment task
indicated that in the QP SUBJECT condition, the native speakers of English judged
the target statements presented in surface scope contexts as true more frequently than
those presented in inverse scope contexts, which is compatible with the findings of
the off-line study. Similarly, in the QP OBJECT condition, the native English
speakers favored the surface scope reading over the inverse scope reading, as they
did in the off-line study. These results indicate an internal consistency between the
results of the off-line and the on-line study. What may be interesting, however, is the
finding that in the QP OBJECT condition of the SPRT, the speakers with L1 English
accepted the inverse scope readings of the target constructions at a relatively higher
rate than they did in the off-line study. This finding runs counter to the account
proposed by Aoun and Li (1993), who propose that a universally quantified object
cannot raise to a position where it can c-command the negation. By contrast, native
English speakers seem to be able to entertain not only the surface scope reading, but
also the inverse scope reading in their processing of the target constructions with
negation and an object QP. In terms of pragmatics, this is again an unexpected
finding given the fact that in English, the surface scope interpretation of
constructions such as squirrels didn’t pick up every nut is preferred due to scalar
implicature. In other words, based on the framework developed by Grice (1957,
1989), English native speakers would be expected to display a less strong preference
for the inverse scope interpretation of such constructions since there are
unambiguous alternative statements such as squirrels picked up none of the nut or
squirrels didn’t pick up any of the nuts to express the “none” meaning conveyed in
the inverse scope interpretation. The English native speakers’ relatively high rate of
acceptance of the inverse scope interpretation is likely to stem from two reasons.
First, the binary response scale employed in the end-of-trial truth-value judgment
task may have led the subjects to choose a side rather than providing them with a
chance to express their degree of certainty regarding the acceptability of the target

constructions. As pointed out by lonin & Zyzik (2014), the utilization of binary
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judgments may prove to be useful when there are clear cut distinctions between the
target constructions in terms of grammaticality. Considering the fact that the
involvement of scalar implicature does not concern grammaticality but
appropriateness, it is conceivable that the participants may have relied on their
syntactic and semantic knowledge of the scope phenomenon in question to judge the
acceptability of the target constructions. Because both surface and inverse scope
interpretations are in principle syntactically and semantically available in English
constructions containing negation and object universal quantifier, the English native
speakers may have exhibited a tendency to accept the target constructions in both
surface and inverse scope contexts. Second, the native English speakers’ high rate of
acceptance of the target constructions presented in inverse scope contexts may be
indicative of the fact that the conversational implicature can be cancelled (Grice,
1989). Chierchia (2001, 2004, 2006) and Levinson (2000) propose that statements
have a certain set of implicatures, which is automatically involved in the
determination of the truth value of the statements. When there is a pronounced
mismatch between the contexts in which the statements are introduced and the
default implicature, the implicature is backtracked or cancelled. In other words, when
the speakers fail to interpret a context with the default implicature of a target
sentence, they may remove the implicature in an effort to obtain a more acceptable
reading. Thus, in the case at hand, when interpreting constructions presented with
contexts boosting the saliency of inverse scope reading, the speakers with L1-English
may have eliminated the default implicature so as to meet the demands of the context
under time pressure. Consequently, they may have accessed the inverse scope
interpretation through syntactic and semantic operations. A similar finding was also
found in an on-line study carried out by Lee (2009). Lee (2009) claims that in the
presence of rich contextual support the native English speakers may find both the
surface and the inverse scope readings of the target constructions ambiguous.

For the L2 learner group, the results indicated that the advanced L2 learners

displayed native-like patterns in their processing of the target constructions in the QP
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SUBJECT condition. More precisely, similar to the speakers with L1-English, the L2
learners with advanced proficiency demonstrated longer reading times for the
constructions presented in inverse scope contexts than for those presented in surface
scope contexts in the second critical region (Region 4).” These results accord with
the findings of the research undertaken by Dekydtspotter and Outcalt (2005), Hopp
(2006), Dussias (2003), Williams, Mobius and Kim (2001), Mitsugi and
MacWhinney (2010), all of which found that the L2 learners with a high level of
proficiency can process the target constructions in a native-like fashion. However, in
Region 4, which is the critical region after the negated auxiliary, the advanced L2
learners were found to take longer to read the target statements in both surface and
inverse scope contexts than English native speakers. Regarding the reasons of this
slowdown, it is conceivable that the learners may have been less automatic in their
computations of the target constructions than the native speakers possibly due to
their limited processing resources in the L2 (Segalowitz, 2003; White & Juffs, 1998;
Juffs, 2001; Clahsen & Felser, 2006; Fernandez, 2003; Hahne, 2001; Hahne &
Friederici, 2001; Marinis, Roberts, Felser, & Clahsen, 2005). As highlighted by
Clahsen and Felser (2006), the processing of L2 structures requires more effort than
that of L1 structures. In other words, L2 learners need to expend relatively more
effort in the comprehension of L2 input than in the comprehension of L1 input since
they have restricted computational resources at their disposal.

Likewise, in the QP OBJECT condition, the advanced L2 learners were found
to be similar to the native speakers of English in their reading times. That is, in the
critical region (Region 5) and the post-critical region (Region 6), the learners with
high proficiency produced longer reading times, almost at a significant level, for the
target statements in inverse scope contexts than for those in surface scope contexts,
which parallels the pattern observed in the reading times of the English native

speakers. Given the fact that Turkish and English behave similarly in terms of the

> A significant difference was also found in Region 7, however the increased reading times
in this region may be suggestive of possible wrap-up effects.
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interpretation of the constructions with negation and an object universal quantifier, it
is reasonable to argue that the transfer of the L1 processing strategies may have
enabled the advanced learners to demonstrate reading times similar to those of the
English native speakers.

Regarding the advanced L2 learners’ truth-value judgment rates in the QP
SUBJECT condition, the findings showed that the advanced L2 learners were similar
to the native English speakers in their acceptance rate of the target statements
presented in surface scope contexts. However, they differed from the English native
speakers in their acceptance rate of the target constructions presented in inverse
scope contexts. The finding that the L2 learners with advanced proficiency accepted
the target constructions presented in surface and inverse scope contexts at similar
rates is inconsistent with the results obtained in the off-line study. Recall that in off-
line study the advanced L2 learners were found to exhibit a clear preference for
inverse scope interpretation of the target statements in the QP SUBJECT condition.
One possible way of accounting for the advanced L2 learners’ relatively high rate of
the acceptance of the constructions presented in surface scope contexts in the on-line
experiment is that the learners may be well aware of the ambiguity present in the
target constructions, and they may have been in the process of expanding their
current grammar with one more interpretation. That is to say, in line with the Subset
Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini, 1987), the
L2 learners with advanced proficiency may have added an extra interpretation (the
surface scope reading) to the grammar at their disposal through positive evidence
available in the input. Another possibility is that the advanced L2 learners may have
displayed a tendency to accept the target constructions presented in surface scope
contexts because of the binary nature of the task. In other words, they may have
tended to accept the target constructions rather than rejecting them since they were
indecisive about their truth value conditions.

As for the advanced L2 learners’ strong tendency to accept the target

statements in inverse scope contexts, the results indicate the transfer of L1
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interpretive preferences. Recall that in native Turkish the inverse scope reading is
preferred over the surface scope reading in the interpretation of the statements
containing negation and subject universal quantifier phrase. Thus, the learners’ L1
knowledge of scope may have exerted an influence on their interpretations of the
constructions presented in inverse scope contexts.

On the other hand, in the QP OBJECT condition, the advanced L2 learners’
interpretive preferences were similar to those of adult speakers of English, which is
consonant with the results of off-line study. The finding that, like English native
speakers, the advanced L2 learners tended to accept the target constructions
presented in inverse scope contexts relatively more than they did in the off-line study
also reinforces the explanations provided above concerning the English native
speakers’ scope interpretations. Namely, the high acceptance rate of the inverse
scope reading may result from either the binary nature of the truth-value judgment
task, or scalar implicature’s cancellability. Assume that in native Turkish, pragmatic
constraints along with the syntactic and semantic properties of er (every) play a role
in the interpretation of the constructions with negation and QP in the object position.
Assume further that it is the scalar implicature (Grice, 1989) that primarily governs
the native speakers’ interpretations of the target statements in native Turkish, similar
to native English. For instance, in both languages a statement like Ted didn’t feed
every bird is mostly used to convey the “not all” meaning, not the “none” meaning,
since there are stronger alternative expressions to convey the “none” meaning, such
as Ted fed none of the birds, or Ted didn’t feed any of the birds than the structure Ted
didn’t feed every bird. Thus, it is possible that the advanced learners may have
transferred the L1-based syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic features of the target
structures to the L2, but the scalar implicature may have been cancelled possibly
because of the time pressure involved in the on-line task. In other words, like the
native English speakers, the advanced learners may have disregarded the default

implicature in an effort to fulfill the demands of the context under time pressure.
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Turning to the intermediate L2 learners, the findings indicated that in the QP
SUBJECT condition, there were no significant differences between the intermediate
learners’ reading times of the target statements presented in surface and inverse
scope contexts in any except for the final region. In other words, the reading times
suggested that, unlike the native speakers of English and advanced L2 learners, for
the intermediate L2 learners, there was no difference in processing the target
constructions in surface and inverse scope contexts.® Similarly, in the QP OBJECT
condition, the results showed no significant differences in intermediate L2 learners’
reading times between the target statements presented in surface and inverse scope
contexts, contrary to the results obtained from the advanced L2 learners and native
speakers of English. Taken together, these results suggest that the L2 learners with
low proficiency may have developed a pressing strategy, a strategy of pressing the
spacebar quickly to read the words apace, in the interpretation of the target
structures. Thus, they may have failed to exhibit native-like processing patterns in
their comprehension of the target constructions. A similar finding was also reported
by Dekydtspotter and Outcalt (2005), who argue that the flat pattern observed in the
processing behavior of the L2 learners with low proficiency may result from a failure
in L2 parsing. The researchers maintain that the flow of the relations in the processor
determines the resolution of scope ambiguity. That is, when the flow of information
is smooth, L2 learners may make use of all available information in their parsing of
the L2 input. By contrast, when the flow of information is inconsistent, they may fail
to use the information available in the parsing of L2 input. Dekydtspotter and Outcalt
(2005) claim that such a failure in L2 parsing may remove “the constraining power
of syntax”, and thus L2 learners may process the target constructions without the

restrictions imposed by the syntax (p.28). Assuming that this line of reasoning is

% The finding that in the final region, the learners produced significantly longer reading times
for the statements presented in inverse cope contexts than for those presented in surface
scope contexts may be indicative of a wrap-up effect, rather than a processing difficulty as
Jegerski (2014) points out that the increase in reading times in the final regions of a target
sentence may reflect the later stages of comprehension.
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correct, the intermediate L2 learners may have experienced a failure in parsing,
which eliminates the limitations of the syntax on their interpretations in the
processing of the target constructions. Consequently, they may have read the target
constructions with a similar pace regardless of the bias of the contexts they are
presented with.

As for the data obtained from the end-of-trial truth-value judgment task, the
results revealed that in the QP SUBJECT condition, the learners with low
proficiency exhibited a tendency to accept the target constructions in surface and
inverse scope contexts at similar rates. In the QP OBJECT condition, on the other
hand, the intermediate L2 learners were found to judge the target statements
presented in surface scope contexts as true more often than those presented in inverse
scope contexts. These results are consonant with the results of the off-line study.
Recall that in the off-line study the intermediate learners’ interpretive preferences
were discussed in conjunction with the Developmentally Modulated Transfer
Hypothesis (Hakansson, Pienemann & Sayehli, 2002; Pienemann, Di Biase,
Kawaguchi & Hékansson, 2005) and a pragmatic account of Turkish quantifier
scope. That is, intermediate learners may have carried over the syntactic and
semantic, but not the pragmatic, properties of the target structures, from their L1 to
the L2 because their L2 system is developmentally ready to process them. In other
words, the learners’ limited processing resources in the L2 may be responsible for
the partial transfer of the L1-based features. The same explanation may be adopted
for the judgments of the intermediate students in the end-of-trial truth-value
judgment task. Namely, the intermediate learners may have accepted both of the
scope readings at similar rates possibly because they transferred the L1-based
features of the target structures to the L2 in harmony with their L2 processing
system.

F or convenience, the Figure 1 and Figure 2, which illustrate the mean rating
scores in QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT conditions in the off-line study, and Figure

9 and Figure 10, which represents the mean percentage of TRUE responses in QP
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SUBJECT and QP OBJECT conditions in the on-line study, are repeated below.
Note, however, that the scales across the two experiments are not directly
comparable since in the off-line study a five-point scale was used, while in the on-
line study binary response scale was employed. Nevertheless, the comparisons
between the figures in both QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT conditions suggest a
similar trend for each group (i.e., intermediate learners, advanced learners, and

English native speakers).
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All in all, the results suggested that the computation of inverse scope reading
by English native speakers incurs more processing cost than that of surface scope
reading, presumably because there are covert movements that should be performed
by the speakers to obtain the inverse scope interpretation (Anderson, 2004; Tunstall,
1998; Dotlacil & Brasoveanu, 2015). Regarding the L2 learners’ processing and
judgments of the target constructions, the results indicated that there may be a
developmental discrepancy between the L2 learners’ processing mechanisms and
grammatical competence, which accords with the research conducted by
Papadopoulu, (2005), Zufferey, Mak, Degand, & Sanders (2015). One of the sources
of such a difference may be the long-lasting influence of L1 transfer. As discussed
by several researchers (Belletti, Bennati, & Sorace, 2007; Sanchez, Camacho, &
Ulloa, 2010; Montrul, 2010; Yuan, 2012), the L1 transfer effects, in particular in the
domain of pragmatics, may create a challenge for L2 learners even in advanced
stages of second language acquisition. Furthermore, the learners who are in the initial
stages of L2 acquisition were found to display non-native-like behaviors in their
processing of the target constructions as well as in their interpretive judgments. The
learners’ use of a pressing strategy and their failure in the parsing of the L2 input
were discussed as possible reasons of the intermediate L2 learners’ divergent

processing behaviors.
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CHAPTER 5

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The primary goal of this study was to examine the acquisition of scope by L2
learners of English. Specifically, the study aimed to find out how adult Turkish-
speaking learners of English interpret constructions involving negation and a
universal quantifier in either subject or object position in the target language. In
order to test this research question, two experiments were conducted. The first
involved a contextualized acceptability rating task, in which the respondents were
asked to judge the acceptability of the target sentences in the scenario given. The
task was administered to English and Turkish native speakers, as well as to the
intermediate and advanced Turkish learners of English. In the second experiment,
English native speakers and L2 learners of English were administered a self-paced
reading task, in which the reading times of the participants were measured for each
segment of the target construction. The task was accompanied by an end-of trial
truth-value judgment task.

The results of the off-line study revealed that Turkish and English native
speakers have opposing preferences in the interpretation of the constructions with
negation where the universal quantifier occupied the subject position (QP
SUBJECT). Turkish native speakers favored the inverse scope reading of such
statements, whereas English native speakers judged the target constructions as
ambiguous and exhibited a tendency for accepting the surface scope interpretation of
the statements (every > neg) more than their inverse scope interpretation (neg >
every). The finding that English native speakers preferred the surface scope reading
of the target constructions over their inverse scope reading in the QP SUBJECT
condition does not confirm the theoretical accounts proposed by Horn, 1989;
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Jackendoff, 1972; May, 1977; 1985 in that the English native speakers actually did
not find such constructions ambiguous. Besides, this result runs counter to the
argument made by Beghelli & Stowell (1996) in that the every > neg reading is, in
fact, available in constructions with negation and subject universal quantifier in
English. However, these results are in tune with the studies conducted by Conroy
(2008), Lee (2009).

On the other hand, when the universal quantifier appeared in the object
position (QP OBJECT), English and Turkish native speakers were identical to each
other with respect to their scope interpretations: both groups of native speakers
displayed a preference for the surface scope reading in their respective languages.
Regarding the native Turkish speakers’ judgments, the results were consistent with
the proposal suggested by Kelepir (2001) in that the universal quantifier ser (every)
is interpreted within the scope of negation regardless of its syntactic position. As for
the native English speakers’ judgments, the results were consonant not only with
theoretical accounts (Horn, 1989; Jackendoff, 1972; May, 1977; 1985), but also
empirical investigations (Conroy, 2008; Lee, 2009; Musolino & Lidz, 2006;
Musolino, 2006; Chung, 2009).

The results of the on-line study showed that the speakers with L1 English
processed the inverse scope reading of the target constructions in both conditions
(QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT) more slowly than the surface scope reading, which
is consistent with the findings of the studies reported by Anderson (2004), Kurtzman
& MacDonald (1993), Pylkkdnen & McElree (2006), Tunstall (1998), and Dotlacil &
Brasoveanu (2015). By proposing the Principle of Processing Scope Economy,
Anderson (2004) maintains that the computation of the inverse scope reading incurs
more processing cost than the computation of the surface scope reading since there
are additional movements to be performed in the structure to access the inverse scope
reading. These results also support the results of the off-line study in that the inverse

scope reading is the one that incurred longer reading times, which is indicative of the
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increased processing cost (Bader & Meng, 1999; Featherston, 2005; Keller, 2000;
Felser, Clahsen & Miinte, 2003; Fiebach, Schlesewsky & Friederici, 2002; Matzke,
Mai, Nager, Riisseler & Miinte, 2002). In other words, the processing difficulty of
the inverse scope reading is consistent with the reduced acceptability of the target
constructions presented in inverse scope contexts.

With respect to the L2 learner group, the results of the off-line and on-line
studies revealed that there is a mismatch between the advanced L2 learners’
processing behaviors and their acceptability judgments in the QP SUBJECT
condition. That is, the L2 learners with advanced proficiency differed from the native
speakers of English in their judgments of the target constructions in the QP
SUBJECT condition although they demonstrated native-like processing behaviors in
the comprehension of the target statements. One reason that can account for the gap
that emerged between the advanced L2 learners’ native-like processing behaviors
and their nonnative-like acceptability judgments may be the developmental
divergence between L2 grammar and processing system (Papadopoulu, 2005;
Zufferey, Mak, Degand, & Sanders, 2015). Considering the fact that off-line tasks
reflect the subjects’ explicit knowledge, whereas on-line tasks provide information
on the participants’ implicit knowledge, the L2 learners in this study may have the
implicit knowledge of the target scope phenomenon, yet they may have been unable
to convert their implicit knowledge of L2 scope into their explicit judgments.
Zufferey, Mak, Degand, and Sanders (2015) argue that the discrepancy between L2
competence and processing may be a consequence of the persistent L1 transfer
effects. In other words, L2 learners may not easily override the L1 transfer effects in
their judgments although they can process the L2 input in a native-like fashion.
Assuming that it is a pragmatic constraint that guides the L2 learners to prefer one
interpretation over the other in their L1 Turkish, the transfer of that L1-based
pragmatic constraint may be responsible for the learners’ non-native judgments.
Similar findings are reported by Belletti, Bennati, and Sorace (2007), Sanchez,
Camacho, and Ulloa (2010), Montrul (2010), and Yuan (2012), who claim that even
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in advanced stages, the L1 transfer in the domain of pragmatics may pose a challenge
to the second language learners. That is to say, it may be difficult for L2 learners to
recover from the L1 influence in the area of pragmatics.

On the other hand, in the QP OBJECT condition, the advanced L2 learners
behaved like native English speakers not only in the off-line study, but also in the on-
line study. Given the fact that Turkish and English are similar to each other in terms
of the interpretations that they allow for the constructions with negation and a
universal quantifier in the object position, it can be stated that the learners’ LI
knowledge of scope may have enabled them to perform like native-speakers.

Although the intermediate L2 learners seemed to behave like native speakers
in their scope interpretations, the results of the on-line study revealed that the
learners processed the target constructions in a non-native-like fashion. More
precisely, in both conditions (QP SUBJECT and QP OBJECT) the learners with
lower proficiency judged both of the scope interpretations as acceptable, and they
read the target constructions presented in surface and inverse scope contexts at a
similar pace. Given the fact that in native Turkish, the inverse scope reading is
preferred in the QP SUBJECT condition, the transfer of L1 grammar in its entirety
(Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996) cannot account for the results as the learners did not
behave like Turkish native speakers in their scope interpretations. Contrary to the
assumptions of the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996; White, 2003) and the Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler,
1987; Wexler & Manzini, 1987), the results showed that the learners with low
proficiency do not seem to carry over their L1 grammar as a whole to the L2. In
other words, the initial state of L2 grammar does not amount to the end state of L1
grammar. One possible explanation is that, in the off-line study, the learners may
have resorted to a guessing strategy because of the demands of the contexts. That is,
the intermediate L2 learners may have found the contexts or scenarios beyond their
current linguistic knowledge, and thus they may have used the guessing strategy in

the interpretation of the target statements. A similar explanation may also account for
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the flat pattern observed in the intermediate L2 learners’ processing behavior.
Another alternative explanation is that the intermediate L2 learners may have
partially transferred properties of their native language to their L2 in line with the
Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis (Hakansson, Pienemann, &
Sayehli, 2002; Pienemann, Di Biase, Kawaguchi, & Hakansson, 2005). The DMTH
postulates that the learners’ developing L2 processing system determines the extent
of the L1 transfer because the learners can transfer only the properties of their native
language that they can process within their L2 system. As highlighted by Pienemann
(1998), the L2 learners must first acquire the necessary processing procedures in
their L2 in order to be able to transfer the relevant features from their L1 to the L2.
On the assumption that in native Turkish the speakers are mostly governed by a
pragmatic constraint in their interpretation of the target constructions, it can be
claimed that the learners with intermediate proficiency may have transferred the
syntactic and semantic properties of the target scope phenomenon; however, they
may not have yet transferred its pragmatic properties since their L2 system is not
developmentally ready to process the L1-based pragmatic constraint. Taken together
with the finding that the advanced L2 learners were similar to the native speakers of
Turkish in their interpretations of the target statements, the results of the present
study support the claim that the transfer of L1 grammar is developmentally
moderated. Put it differently, at the onset of second language acquisition, the transfer
of L1 grammar as a whole does not take place because of the limited nature of the L2
processing system. As L2 learners master the target language, their L2 processing
system develops, which, in turn, increases the amount of L1 transfer.

The developmental pattern observed in L2 learners’ processing of the target
constructions may also provide additional support for the Developmentally
Moderated Transfer Hypothesis (Hékansson, Pienemann, & Sayehli, 2002;
Pienemann, Di Biase, Kawaguchi, & Hékansson, 2005) in that the L2 learners’
processing resources in the target language develop as the learners become more

proficient in the L2. That is to say, the intermediate L2 learners were incapable of
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transferring the L1-based pragmatic features of the target constructions to the L2
because of their immature L2 processing system, and they displayed non-native-like
processing behavior in their comprehension of the target structures. More advanced
L2 learners, on the other hand, could transfer all the features of the target structures
from their L1 to the L2 as a result of the development in their L2 processing system,
as evidenced by their judgments in the off-line study, and they manifested native-like
behavior in the processing of the target constructions. Besides, for the advanced
learners the expansion of grammar actually started to take place in line with the
Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini,
1987), as evidenced by the reading times in the QP SUBJECT condition.

The explanation based on the assumption that the scalar implicature governs
native speakers’ interpretations of the constructions in the QP SUBJECT condition in
Turkish, however, raises the question why the scalar implicature does not guide the
scope interpretations of English native speakers, who prefer the reading which
should be eliminated by the scalar implicature. Given the assumption that
constructions involving a universal quantifier phrase and negation are structurally
identical in English and Turkish, then assuming that pragmatics works uniformly
across languages, native speakers of Turkish and English should have the same
judgments, contrary to fact. However, the finding that in the QP SUBJECT condition
the English native speakers preferred the every > neg reading over the neg > every
reading suggests that the native speakers of English do not rely on the scalar
implicature to the extent that the Turkish native speakers do. In fact, the English
native speakers chose to use an informationally weaker expression such as every
squirrel didn’t pick up nuts to convey the “none” meaning.

There are three possibilities that can account for the divergence between the
two languages. One possibility is that Turkish and English do not have identical
structures in that in Turkish the subject never leaves the [Spec VP]. As maintained
by Issever (2005), Turkish behaves differently with regard to the Extended
Projection Principle (EPP), which needs to be satisfied by the movement of the
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subject to [Spec TP], compared to the other languages since in Turkish [Spec TP]
can remain unfilled. Thus, in constructions with negation and universal quantifier in
the subject position the subject universal quantifier does not move to [Spec TP] to
check EPP-feature on T'. Instead, the EPP is “satisfied by the pronominal agreement
on the verb” (Oztiirk, 2004, p. 115). Another alternative is the inherent scope
properties of the universal quantifier her “every” in Turkish. As highlighted by
Kelepir (2001), the inherent scope properties of the universal quantifier er require
that the universal QP should be interpreted within the scope of negation. It is also
possible that the two languages, English and Turkish, may not be similar to each
other with respect to the extent that they rely on contextual information (i.e.,
pragmatics for interpretation). Intuitively speaking, the fact that in Turkish argument
drop is possible as opposed to English, it may be claimed that suggests that Turkish
relies on contextual information relatively more than English does. Therefore, the
native speakers of Turkish may rely on the scalar implicature to choose a scope
reading, whereas English native speakers may rely on syntactic and semantic
properties of the target constructions to reach the relevant scope interpretation.

In sum, the present findings have contributed to our understanding of the
acquisition of scope by L2 learners in two ways. First, we learned that in the
acquisition of the interaction between the negation and a universal quantifier there
may be divergence between the learners’ judgments and their processing behavior, as
shown by the results from the advanced L2 learners. The reason behind such a
disassociation may be the long-lasting effect of L1 transfer in the domain of
pragmatics. Second, the learners who are assumed to be in the initial stages of second
language acquisition do not necessarily transfer their L1 grammar in its entirety to
their L2. Instead, they may transfer their L1 grammar to the L2 in harmony with their

developing processing resources in the target language.
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5.1. Limitations of the Study

One methodological limitation of the current study is the absence of an on-
line experiment in L1 Turkish, which would help us to gain a better understanding of
possible L1 transfer effects on L2 learners’ processing of the target constructions. I
am planning to carry out such an experiment in the future, as a follow up study to
this thesis.

In addition, the L2 learner group in this study consisted of the low
intermediate and the low advanced L2 learners. Having L2 learners with high
advanced level of proficiency along with the intermediate and the advanced L2
learners would contribute to a clearer picture of the acquisition and processing of the
scope interpretations by L2 learners as the addition of such a group would provide

insights into the L2 grammar at later stages of acquisition.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: Placement Test Interpretation
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Framework Description | Framework Level Examinations
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0 Beginner
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APPENDIX B: Turkish Items for the Off-line Study

Experimental Items (32 items)

Universal Quantifier in the Subject Position (16 items)

1.

(every > neg)

Diin Duygu’nun aksam yemegi i¢in ii¢ misafiri vardi. Misafirleri i¢in balik
pisirdigi sirada zil ¢aldi. Dondiigiinde ise kedisi biitiin baliklar1 yemisti. O da
misafirleri igin pizza siparis etti.

Her misafir balik yemedi.

(neg > every)

Diin Duygu’nun aksam yemegi i¢in ii¢ misafiri vardi. Misafirleri i¢in balik
pisirmisti. Ancak misafirlerden biri balik alerjisi oldugu i¢in balik yemedi.
Duygu da ona pizza siparis etti.

Her misafir balik yemedi.

(every > neg)

Mehmet’in ii¢ ¢ocugu var ve ¢ocuklari her hafta bakkaldan seker alirlar.
Ancak bu hafta ¢cocuklar anneannelerine gittigi i¢in bakkala gitmedi ve seker
almadilar.

Her ¢ocuk seker almadi.

(neg > every)

Mehmet’in ii¢ ¢ocugu var ve ¢ocuklari her hafta bakkaldan seker alirlar.
Ancak bu hafta en biiylik cocugu kolunu kirdigi i¢in evde kaldi. Bu yiizden
sadece iki cocugu seker aldi.

Her ¢ocuk seker almadi.

(every > neg)

Gegen hafta bes Ingiliz sanatc1 beraber agik hava konseri vermek i¢in
Istanbul’daydi. Ancak sahneye ¢iktiklarinda birdenbire yagmur basladi ve
konser iptal edildi.

Her sanat¢1 sarki sdylemedi.

(neg > every)

Gegen hafta bes Ingiliz sanatc1 beraber agik hava konseri vermek i¢in
Istanbul’daydi. Ancak konserde sadece iicii sarki sdyledi. Ciinkii diger ikisi
hava degisiminden grip olmustu.

Her sanat¢1 sarki sdylemedi.

(neg > every)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Diin ii¢ 6grenci 6dev yapmak i¢in kiitiiphanede bulustu. Ancak i¢lerinden biri
Odevini evde unuttugunu fark etti ve kiitiiphaneden ayrildi. Digerleri ise
odevlerini yaptilar.
Her 6grenci 6dev yapmadi.
(every > neg)
Diin ii¢ dgrenci 6dev yapmak i¢in kiitiiphanede bulustu. Odevlerini nasil
yapacaklarini beraber diisiindiiler. Ancak hepsi o kadar yorgundu ki masanin
izerinde uyuyakaldilar.
Her 6grenci 6dev yapmadi.
(neg > every)
Dort arkadas ayni1 evi paylasiyor ve her aksam beraber yemek yapiyorlar.
Ancak diin aksam iclerinden ikisi hasta oldu ve yataktan ¢ikmadi. Bu yiizden
yemegi sadece iki kisi yapti.
Her arkadas yemek yapmadi.
(every > neg)
Dort arkadas ayni1 evi paylasiyor ve her aksam beraber yemek yapiyorlar.
Ancak diin aksam hepsinin zor bir sinavi oldugu i¢in yemek yapmadilar.
Onun yerine beraber ders ¢aligtilar.
Her arkadas yemek yapmadi.
(neg > every)
Bir pizzacida bes kurye ¢alisir ve kuryeler her giin evlere pizza dagitirlar.
Ancak diin i¢lerinden ikisinin motorsikleti bozuldu. O yiizden sadece {i¢
kurye pizza dagitt1.
Her kurye pizza dagitmadi.
(every > neg)
Bir pizzacida bes kurye ¢alisir ve kuryeler her giin evlere pizza dagitirlar.
Ancak diin biitiin giin kar yagdigi i¢in kuryeler pizza dagitmadilar. Onun
yerine bulasik yikadilar.
Her kurye pizza dagitmadi.
(neg > every)
Diin alt1 futbolcu magtan sonra Facebook’ta foto paylasmak istedi. Ancak ti¢li
Facebook sifrelerini unuttugu i¢in foto paylasmaktan vazgecti. Digerleri ise
ondan fazla foto paylasti.
Her futbolcu foto paylagmadi
(every > neg)
Diin alt1 futbolcu magtan sonra Facebook’ta foto paylasmak istedi. Ancak
bilgisayarlarini agtiklarinda internette sorun oldugunu gordiiler ve foto
paylasmaktan vazgegtiler.
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15.

16.

Her futbolcu foto paylagmadi.

(every > neg)

Gegen Pazar on aile piknige gitmek icin araba kiralamak istedi. Ancak
arabalarin kiralar1 o kadar pahaliyd1 ki piknige gitmekten vazgegtiler. Onun
yerine evde parti verdiler.

Her aile araba kiralamadi.

(neg > every)

Gegen Pazar on aile piknige gitmek icin araba kiralamak istedi. Ancak
ailelerden sadece besi araba kiraladi. Ciinkii digerleri piknige gitmekten
vazgecip evde parti verdi.

Her aile araba kiralamadi.

Universal Quantifier in the Object Position (16 items)

1.

(neg > every)
Zeynep evinin bahgesine diin ¢icek ekmek istedi. Marketten alt1 farkli ¢igek
aldi. Ancak, ilk ii¢ ¢igegi ektikten sonra yagmur bagladi ve Zeynep
1slanmamak i¢in iceri girdi.
Zeynep her ¢icegi ekmedi.
(every > neg)
Zeynep evinin bahgesine diin ¢icek ekmek istedi. Marketten alt1 farkli ¢igek
aldi. Ancak, ¢icekleri ekmek i¢in tam bahgeye ¢ikacakti ki yagmur basladi.
Zeynep de planindan vazgecti.
Zeynep her ¢icegi ekmedi.
(neg > every)
Defne abisine hediye almak i¢in kitapgiya gitti. Bes farkl kitap almaya karar
verdi. Ancak cebindeki para sadece iki kitap almaya yettigi i¢in Defne diger
kitaplar1 yerlerine birakt.
Defne her kitab1 almada.
(every > neg)
Defne abisine hediye almak i¢in kitapgiya gitti. Bes farkl kitap almaya karar
verdi. Ancak kasaya gittiginde clizdanin1 evde unuttugunu fark etti ve Defne,
kitaplar1 yerlerine birakt.
Defne her kitab1 almada.
(neg > every)
Ece diin eve gece yarisi geldi. Biraz sonra elektrikler kesildi. Yemek
masasinin tizerinde doért mum buldu. Mumlardan ikisini yakt1 ve Ece,
uyuyana kadar kitap okudu.
Ece her mumu yakmadi.
(every > neg)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Ece diin eve gece yarisi geldi. Biraz sonra elektrikler kesildi. Yemek
masasinin iizerinde dért mum vardi, ama Ece o kadar yorgundu ki karanlikta
koltukta uyuyakalda.
Ece her mumu yakmadi.
(every > neg)
Serdar sigaray1 birakmak icin terapi almaya basladi. Ancak diin evi
temizlerken masanin altinda dort sigara buldu. Sigaralari igmemek i¢in ¢ope
att1 ve derin bir nefes aldi.
Serdar her sigaray1 igmedi.
(neg > every)
Serdar sigaray1 birakmak icin terapi almaya basladi. Ancak diin evi
temizlerken masanin altinda dort sigara buldu. Sigaralardan birini ald1 ve igti.
Geri kalanlar1 ise ¢ope att.
Serdar her sigaray1 igmedi.
(every > neg)
Gamze diin 6devini yapmak i¢in kiitiiphaneye gitti. Yazdig1 bes soruyu
okudu. Ancak sorular1 ¢c6zmeye baslayacakken annesi arad1 ve Gamze,
aceleyle kiitiiphaneden ayrildi.
Gamze her soruyu ¢ozmedi.
(neg > every)
Gamze diin 6devini yapmak i¢in kiitiiphaneye gitti. Yazdig1 bes sorudan
ticlinli ¢ozdii. Ancak o sirada arkadasi geldi. Gamze de kalan sorulari evde
cozmeye karar verdi.
Gamze her soruyu ¢ozmedi.
(neg > every)
Eren diin kardesiyle bilgisayar oyunu oynamak istedi ve internetten bes oyun
indirdi. Ancak oyunlardan ti¢ii ¢alismadigi i¢in Eren, kardesiyle geriye kalan
iki oyunu oynadi.
Eren her oyunu oynamadi.
(every > neg)
Eren diin kardesiyle bilgisayar oyunu oynamak istedi ve internetten bes oyun
indirdi. Ancak tam oyun oynamaya baslayacakti ki arkadas1 geldi. O da oyun
oynamaktan vazgegti.
Eren her oyunu oynamadi.
(every > neg)
Omer diin sabah bankaya gitti. Ug elektrik ve iki telefon faturasmi 6demek
icin siraya girdi. Ancak faturalar1 6deyecekken telefonu ¢ald1 ve Omer hizla
bankadan ayrildu.
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14.

15.

16.

Omer her faturay: ddemedi.

(neg > every)

Omer diin sabah bankaya gitti. Ug elektrik ve iki telefon faturasmi 6demek
icin siraya girdi. Ancak faturalardan birini 6dedikten sonra telefonu ¢aldi ve
Omer hizla bankadan ayrildi.

Omer her faturay: ddemedi.

(every > neg)

Emre gegen Cuma evini temizlemek istedi. Evindeki dort odasinin hepsi
kirliydi. Ancak odalar1 temizlemeye baslayacakken sularin kesildigini fark
etti. O da temizlikten vazgecti.

Emre her oday1 temizlemedi.

(neg > every)

Emre gegen Cuma evini temizlemek istedi. Evindeki dort odasinin hepsi
kirliydi. Ancak odalardan ikisini temizledikten sonra sular kesildi. O da diger
odalar1 temizlemekten vazgecti.

Emre her oday1 temizlemedi.

Fillers (20 items)

1.

Okul miidirii Cmar’a altt sinifin anahtarint verdi. Ancak Cinar, eve
gittiginde, anahtarlardan ikisini kaybettigini fark etti ve ertesi giin ise
gitmemeye karar verdi.

Cinar biitlin anahtarlar1 kaybetmedi.

Diin dort ¢gocuk dondurma yemek i¢in bir kafeye gitti. Ancak ¢ocuklar kafede
fikirlerini degistirdi ve ikisi ¢ikolatali kek siparis etti. Diger ikisi ise hic¢bir
sey siparis etmedi.

Bazi ¢ocuklar dondurma siparis etmedi.

Gecen Cuma on turist Izmir’deki miizeleri gezmeye karar verdi. Ancak
turistlerden sadece {igii biitiin miizeleri gezdi. Digerleri ise iki miize gezdikten
sonra yilizmeye gittiler.

Her turist baz1 miizeleri gezdi.

Bes 6grenci diin 6gretmenlerine kizdi ve onlarin arabalarin1 boyamaya karar
verdiler. Ogrenciler, beyaz arabalar1 boyadilar. Ancak, siyah ve kirmizi
olanlar1 boyamadilar.

Bazi 6grenciler her arabay1 boyadi.

Merve, diin alt1 arkadasini dogum giinii partisine davet etmek istedi.
Arkadaslarindan ii¢linii aradi, ancak diger ii¢liniin numarasi olmadigi i¢in
onlar1 davet etmekten vazgecti.

Merve, bazi arkadaslarini aramadi.
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

Bir sirkette film izlemeyi ¢ok seven bir grup miihendis ¢aligir. Miithendisler
her aksam bir kurgu filmi izler. Ancak, hi¢cbir zaman korku filmi izlemezler.
Her miihendis baz1 filmleri izler.

Gecen Cumartesi bes manken beraber aligverise ¢ikti. Mankenler bir
magazaya girdiler ve kirmizi ve mavi elbiseleri denediler. Ancak higbiri sar1
elbiseleri denemedi.

Her manken biitiin elbiseleri denedi.

Koray diin bahgesindeki agaclari sulamak istedi. Ancak agaglar1 sulamaya
baslayacakken sular kesildigini fark etti. Koray da agaglar1 hafta sonu
sulamaya karar verdi.

Koray bazi agaclar1 sulamadi.

Alt1 6grenci gegen Sali bir sinava girdi. Ancak 6grencilerden sadece biri
sinavdaki biitiin sorular1 ¢6zdii. Digerleri ise sorularin yarisini ¢ézdiigiinde
sinav siiresi bitmisti.

Baz1 dgrenciler her soruyu ¢ozmedi.

Sekiz garson bir restoranda ¢alistyor ve her aksam bardaklari yikiyorlar.
Ancak diin aksam garsonlardan ticii bardaklar1 yikarken kirdi. Digerleri ise
bardaklar1 kirmadan yikada.

Baz1 garsonlar biitiin bardaklar1 kirdu.

. Burcu diin ailesiyle yiiriiylise ¢ikt1 ve elliden fazla foto ¢ekti. Ancak eve

dondiigiinde, fotolardan sadece dordiinii begendi. O da kamerasindaki geriye
kalan fotolari sildi.
Burcu biitiin fotolar1 silmedi.
Bir grup avukat bes sekreterden bazi formlart bulmalarini istedi. Ancak
sekreterlerden sadece ikisi biitiin formlar1 buldu. Digerleri ise formlardan
sadece birini buldu.
Her sekreter bazi formlar1 buldu.
Gecen hafta bes bilet¢i bir futbol magi icin ylizer bilet aldilar. Biletcilerden
ticii biitlin biletleri satti. Ancak digerleri biletlerin bir kismin1 arkadaglarina
bedava verdi.
Her bilet¢i bazi biletleri satmadi.
Sekiz hemsire bir hastanede ¢alisiyor ve her giin otuz hastaya bakiyorlar.
Ancak diin, hemsirelerden {i¢ii hasta oldugu i¢in diger hemsireler onlarin
hastalarini da bakti.
Her hemsire biitlin hastalara bakti.
On postaci, her giin farkli adreslere mektup dagitir. Postacilar postanenin
yakinindaki ve {iniversitedeki adresleri bilir. Ancak higbiri sehir digindaki
adresleri bilmez.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Biitlin postacilar bazi adresleri bilir.

Diin dort asc1 baklava yapmak i¢in anlasti. Ancak mutfaga gittiklerinde
ascilardan ikisi fikir degistirdi ve baklava yerine kek yapmaya karar verdi.
Digerleri ise baklava yapti.

Biitlin ag¢ilar baklava yapmadi.

Bir okulda dort miidiir ¢alisir ve her Sali velilere e-posta gonderirler. Ancak
diin okulda elektrikler kesildigi i¢in miidiirler e-posta gondermedi. Onun
yerine velileri aradilar.

Biitiin miidiirler e-posta gondermedi.

Diin alt1 6gretmen bir toplantiya katild1 ve toplantida bes rapor yazmaya karar
verdiler. Ancak i¢lerinden {igii bilgisayarini ofiste unuttugu i¢in raporlari,
diger 6gretmenler yazdi.

Baz1 dgretmeler biitiin raporlar1 yazdu.

Gegen Pazar dort hakem mag yapmak i¢in A takimindaki futbolculari
aramaya karar verdi. Ancak sadece ikisi futbolculari aradi, ¢linkii digerlerinde
futbolcularin numaralart yoktu.

Biitlin hakemler futbolcular1 aradi.

Diin yedi dansg¢1 bir kuafore gitti ve kuaforde beklerken masadaki dergileri
okumaya bagladilar. Ancak dansg¢ilardan ikisi dergi okumadi. Onun yerine
televizyon izlediler.

Baz1 danscilar dergi okumadi.
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APPENDIX C: English Items for the Off-line Study

Experimental Items (32 items)
Universal Quantifier in the Subject Position (16 items)
1. (every >neg)
Last night Joe had three guests over dinner. While he was preparing fish for
them, there was a knock at the door. When he came back into the kitchen, his
cat had eaten all the fish. So, he ordered pizza for his guests instead.
Every guest didn’t eat fish.

2. (neg> every)
Last night Daniel had three guests over for dinner and he cooked fish for
them. However, one of his guests didn’t eat the fish because of her allergies.
So, Daniel ordered pizza for her.
Every guest didn’t eat fish.

3. (every >neg)
Rachel has three children and every week her children go to the market to
buy candy. However, this week all of her children went to stay with their
aunt. So, they didn’t go to the market and didn’t buy candy.
Every child didn’t buy candy.

4. (neg> every)
Rachel has three children and every week her children go to the market to
buy candy. But, this week one of her children broke his arm and stayed at
home. So, only two children bought candy
Every child didn’t buy candy.

5. (every >neg)
Last Sunday, five American singers were in Istanbul to give an outdoor
concert together. However, when they came on stage, it suddenly started to
rain heavily. Therefore, the concert was cancelled.
Every singer didn’t sing at the concert.

6. (neg> every)
Last Sunday, five American singers were in Istanbul to give an outdoor
concert together. However, only two singers ended up performing because
the others got a cold due to the change in temperature.
Every singer didn’t sing at the concert.

7. (neg > every)
Last Monday three students met at the library to do their homework.
However, only one of them did her homework because the other two gave up

doing the homework and watched a movie instead.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Every student didn’t do the homework.

(every > neg)

Last Monday, three students met at the library to do their homework. They
started talking about how to do it, but they were so tired that they ended up
falling asleep at the table.

Every student didn’t do the homework

(neg > every)

Four girls share the same apartment and they cook dinner together every day.
However, yesterday two of the girls had a cold and stayed in bed to rest. So,
only two of them cooked dinner.

Every girl didn’t cook dinner.

(every > neg)

Four girls share the same apartment and they cook dinner together every day.
However, yesterday they didn’t cook dinner because the next day they had a
difficult exam. Instead, they studied for the exam.

Every girl didn’t cook dinner.

(neg > every)

Five deliverymen work for a pizza restaurant and deliver pizzas to homes.
Yesterday, however, two of the deliverymen’s motorbikes broke down. So,
yesterday only three deliverymen delivered pizzas.

Every deliveryman didn’t deliver pizza.

(every > neg)

Five deliverymen work for a pizza restaurant and deliver pizzas to homes.
Yesterday, however, they didn’t deliver pizzas as it snowed heavily. Instead,
they washed the dishes at the restaurant.

Every deliveryman didn’t deliver pizza.

(neg > every)

Last night, six football players wanted to have some wine after the match.
However, three of them changed their mind because they would drive home.
So, the remaining three players drank a bottle of wine.

Every player didn’t drink wine.

(every > neg)

Last night, six football players wanted to drink wine after the match.
However, they changed their minds when they got to the bar. Instead of wine,
they decided to drink two bottles of champagne.

Every player didn’t drink wine.

(neg > every)

142



16.

Last Sunday ten families decided to rent cars to go on a picnic. However,
only five of them rented the cars. The other families changed their minds and
decided to throw a party at home instead.

Every family didn’t rent a car.

(every > neg)

Last Sunday, ten families decided to rent cars to go on a picnic. However, the
car rentals were too expensive, so they gave up going on a picnic. Instead,
they decided to throw a party at home.

Every family didn’t rent a car.

Universal Quantifier in the Object Position (16 items)

1.

(neg > every)

Tom wanted to plant flowers in his garden yesterday. He went to the market
and bought six flowers. However, after he planted three of the flowers, it
started to rain. So, he went back home in order not to get wet.

Tom didn’t plant every flower.

(every > neg)

Tom wanted to plant flowers in his garden yesterday. He went to the market
and bought six flowers. However, just as he was about to plant them, it
started to rain. So, Tom gave up planting the flowers.

Tom didn’t plant every flower.

(neg > every)

Ashley went to the bookstore to buy a gift for her brother and decided to buy
five books for him. Then she realized that she only had enough money for
two of the books. So, she put the others back on the shelf.

Ashley didn’t buy every book.

(every > neg)

Ashley went to the bookstore to buy a gift for her brother and decided to buy
five books for him. However, at the checkout, she realized that she had left
her purse at home. So, she put the books back on the shelf.

Ashley didn’t buy every book.

(neg > every)

Ted came home late at night the other day and just then the electricity went
out. He found four candles on the dining table and lit two of them. He sat
down and read a book until he fell asleep.

Ted didn’t light every candle.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

(every > neg)
Ted came home late at night the other day and then the electricity went out.
There were four candles on the dining table. However, Ted was so tired that
he didn’t light the candles but went to sleep in the dark instead.
Ted didn’t light every candle.
(every > neg)
Robert is in therapy to quit smoking. However, while he was cleaning his
home yesterday, he found four cigarettes under the table. He threw away all
the cigarettes and took a deep breath.
Robert didn’t smoke every cigarette.
(neg > every)
Robert is in therapy to quit smoking. However, while he was cleaning his
home yesterday, he found four cigarettes under the table. He took one of
them and smoked it. He threw the rest away.
Robert didn’t smoke every cigarette.
(every > neg)
Erin went to the library to do her homework yesterday. She read the five
questions in her notebook. However, just as she was about to start answering
them, her mother called her to come home. So, she quickly left the library.
Erin didn’t answer every question.
Erin went to the library to do her homework yesterday. After she answered
three of the five questions in her notebook, her friend showed up. Erin
decided to answer the rest of the questions at home.
Erin didn’t answer every question.
(neg > every)
The other day, Amy downloaded five computer games from the Internet to
play with her sister. However, they ended up playing only two of the games
because three of the games did not work on the computer.
The girls did not play every game.
(every > neg)
The other day, Amy downloaded five games from the Internet to play with
her sister. However, when they were about to play the games, Amy’s friend
Harry showed up and the girls gave up playing the games.
The girls did not play every game.
(every > neg)
Yesterday John went to the bank, and stood in the line to pay his three
electricity and two phone bills. However, when he was about to pay the bills,
he received a phone call and had to quickly leave the bank.
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John didn’t pay every bill.

14. (neg > every)
Yesterday John went to the bank and stood in the line to pay his three
electricity and two phone bills. However, after he paid one of the bills, he
received a phone call and had to quickly leave the bank.
John didn’t pay every bill.

15. (every > neg)
Last night, Mike wanted to clean his house. There were four dirty rooms.
However, just as he was about to start cleaning them, he realized that the
water had been cut off. So, he gave up cleaning the rooms.
Mike didn’t clean every room.

16. (neg > every)
Last night, Mike wanted to clean his house. There were four dirty rooms.
However, after he cleaned two of the rooms, he realized that the water
stopped running. So, he gave up cleaning the rest of the rooms.
Mike didn’t clean every room.

Fillers (20 items)

1. Yesterday, Steven took the keys to six offices from the director. However,
when he went home, he realized that he had lost two of the keys. So, he
decided no to go to work the following day.

Steven didn’t lose all of the keys.

2. Last Saturday, four children went to a cafe to eat ice-cream. However, they
changed their minds when they arrived to the café. Two of them ordered a
slice of cake and the others ordered a bowl of pudding.

Some children didn’t order ice-cream.

3. Last Friday, ten tourists decided to visit all the museums in Istanbul.
However, only three of them visited all of the museums. The rest of them
went swimming after having visited two museums.

Every tourist visited some museums.

4. Last Tuesday, five students got angry at their teachers, and decided to paint
their cars. However, they didn’t paint black and red cars. They just painted
white cars.

Some students painted every car.

5. Yesterday, Susan wanted to invite six of her friends to her birthday party.
However, she called only three of them because she didn’t have the phone
numbers of the remaining three friends.

Susan didn’t call some of her friends.
145



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

A group of computer engineers work for a company and they love watching
movies. Every night they watch a science fiction movie. However, they never
watch horror movies.

Every engineer watches horror movies.

Last Saturday five models decided to go shopping together. They met up in a
shopping mall, and went into a store. They tried out red and blue dresses.
However, none of them tried out any yellow dresses.

Every model tried out all the dresses.

Yesterday, Diane wanted to water the trees in her garden. However, just as
she was about to start watering them, she realized that the water in the house
had been cut off. So, Diane decided to water the trees later.

Diane didn’t water some trees.

Last Tuesday, six students took an exam. However, only one of the students
answered all of the questions. The others only managed to answer half of the
questions before the exam ended.

Some students didn’t answer every question.

Eight waiters work for a restaurant and every night they wash up the glasses.
However, last night three of the waiters broke some glasses during the
washing-up. The others washed the glasses without breaking any.

Some waiters broke all the glasses.

David went hiking with his family, and took more than sixty photos.
However, when he later reviewed the photos at home, he liked only four of
them. So, he decided to delete the other photos on his camera.

David didn’t delete all of the photos.

A group of lawyers asked five secretaries to find some documents for a
meeting. However, only two of the secretaries found all the documents. The
rest of them found just one document.

Every secretary found some document.

Last weekend, five ticket sellers each bought one hundred tickets for a
football match. Three of the ticket sellers sold all of their tickets. The others
gave some of the tickets to their friends for free.

Every ticket seller didn’t sell some tickets.

Eight nurses work for a hospital, and they each look after thirty patients every
day. However, yesterday three of the nurses had a bad cold. So, the others
had to look after their patients as well.

Every nurse looked after all the patients.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Ten postmen deliver letters to different places in a town. The postmen know
the addresses of places close to the post office and the university. Yet, they
do not know any out-of-town addresses.

All the postmen know some addresses.

Last Sunday, four cooks agreed to make cheesecake. However, when they
walked into the kitchen, two of the cooks changed their minds, and made
cherry pie instead. So, only two cooks made cheesecake.

All the cooks didn’t make cheesecake.

Four principals work for a school and every day they send e-mails to parents.
However, yesterday they didn’t send e-mails to the parents because the
electricity went out. Instead, they called the parents on the phone.

All the directors didn’t send e-mails to parents.

The other day, six teachers attended a meeting and in the meeting, they
decided to write five reports. However, only three of the teachers wrote the
reports since the rest of them left their computers at their offices.

Some teachers wrote all of the reports.

Last Sunday, four coaches decided to call their players to play a friendly
match. However, only two of the coaches ended up calling the players
because the others didn’t have their phone numbers.

All the coaches called the players.

Seven dancers went to a hairdresser the other day. While waiting, five of
them started to read the magazines on the table. On the other hand, two of the
dancers didn’t read any magazines. Instead, they watched TV.

Some dancers didn’t read a magazine.
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APPENDIX D: Background Questionnaire for L2 Learner Group

Background Questionnaire for L2 Group
This questionnaire is used to collect information about your language learning
background. All information will kept confidential and only seen by the researcher
herself. Please answer the following questions.
1. Your name:
Gender: Male ( ) Female ()
Age:

What is/are your native language(s)?
What other languages do you know?
At what age did you start learning English?
How long have you been learning English?

RN ER LD

How frequently do you use English every day (1=almost never, 2=rarely,
3=sometimes, 4=often, S=very often)?

Reading: 1 2 3 4 5

Writing: 1 2 3 4 5

Speaking: 1 2 3 4 5

Listening: 1 2 3 4 5

9. Have you ever lived in countries where English is spoken as a primary

language?

Provide the name of the county and the total length of stay. Otherwise, leave
blank.

Name of the country: Length of stay:

10. How do you self-rate your overall English proficiency?
Beginner: ()
Lower Intermediate: ( )
Upper Intermediate: ()
Advanced: ()
Near Native: ()
11. Have you ever taken TOEFL, IELTS, or Hacettepe/METU proficiency exam?
Provide your most recent score and the month and year you took the test.

When: TOEFL: ( ) Score:
When: IELTS: ( ) Score:
When: Hacettepe/METU Proficiency: ( ) Score:
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APPENDIX E: Items for the On-line Study

Experimental Items (32 items)

Universal Quantifier in the Subject Position (16 items)

1.

(neg > every)
Yesterday morning, Tom got six flowers to plant in his garden. However,
after he planted only three of the flowers, it started to rain, so he went back
home.

Tom/ didn’t/ plant/ every/ flower/ yesterday/ morning./

(every > neg)
Yesterday morning, Tom got six flowers to plant in his garden. However, just
as he was about to plant them, it started to rain, so he gave up planting the
flowers.

Tom/ didn’t/ plant/ every/ flower/ yesterday/ morning./

(neg > every)

Last week, Ashley wanted to buy five books in the bookstore. However, she
only had enough money for two of the books. So, she put the others back on
the shelf.

Ashley/ didn’t/ buy/ every/ book/ last/ week./

(every > neg)

Last week, Ashley wanted to buy five books in the bookstore. However, at
the checkout, she realized that she had left her purse at home. So, she put the
books back on the shelf.

Ashley/ didn’t/ buy/ every/ book/ last/ week./

(neg > every)

Last night, Ted was studying when the electricity went out. Ted found six
candles on the table. He lit two of them and continued studying.

Ted/ didn’t/ light/ every/ candle/ last/ night./

(every > neg)

Last night, Ted was studying when the electricity went out. Ted found six
candles on the table. However, he didn’t light the candles. Instead, he went to
sleep.

Ted/ didn’t/ light/ every/ candle/ last/ night./

(every > neg)

Last Saturday, Robert found four cigarettes in his car while driving home. He
threw away all the cigarettes because he was in therapy to quit smoking.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Robert/ didn’t/ smoke/ every/ cigarette/ last/ Saturday./

(neg > every)

Robert is in therapy to quit smoking. However, last Saturday he found four
cigarettes in his car. He took one of them and smoked it. He threw the rest
away.

Robert/ didn’t/ smoke/ every/ cigarette/ last/ Saturday./

(every > neg)

Yesterday morning, Erin wanted to do her homework. As she was about to
start answering the five questions in her notebook, her friend showed up. So,
she decided to answer them later.

Erin/ didn’t/ answer/ every/ question/ yesterday/ morning./

(neg > every)

Yesterday morning, Erin wanted to do her homework. After she answered
two of the five questions in her notebook, her friend showed up. So, she
decided to answer the others later.

Erin/ didn’t/ answer/ every/ question/ yesterday/ morning./

(neg > every)

Last Thursday, Amy downloaded five games from the Internet to play.
However, she ended up playing only one of them because the other games
didn’t work on her computer.

Amy/ didn’t/ play/ every/ game/ last/ Thursday./

(every > neg)

Last Thursday, Amy downloaded five games from the Internet to play.
However, when she was about to play the games, her friends showed up. So,
she gave up playing the games.

Amy/ didn’t/ play/ every/ game/ last/ Thursday./

(every > neg)

Last Tuesday, John was in the bank to pay his four bills. However, when he
was about to pay the bills, he received a phone call and quickly left the bank.
John/ didn’t/ pay/ every/ bill/ last/ Tuesday./

(neg > every)

Last Tuesday, John was in the bank to pay his four bills. However, after he
paid one of the bills, he received a phone call and had to quickly leave the
bank.

John/ didn’t/ pay/ every/ bill/ last/ Tuesday./

(every > neg)
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16.

Last weekend, Mike wanted to clean the four dirty rooms in his house. But
then he realized that the water had been cut off. So, he gave up cleaning the
rooms.

Mike/ didn’t/ clean/ every/ room/ last/ weekend./

(neg > every)

Last weekend, Mike wanted to clean the four dirty rooms in his house.
However, after he cleaned two of the rooms, his friend showed up. So, he
gave up cleaning the other rooms.

Mike/ didn’t/ clean/ every/ room/ last/ weekend./

Universal Quantifier in the Object Position (16 items)

1.

(every > neg)
Last night, Joe cooked fish for his three guests. However, when he was away
from the kitchen, his cat ate all the fish. So, he ordered pizza for his guests
instead.
Every/ guest/ didn’t/ eat/ fish/ last/ night./
(neg > every)
Last night, Joe cooked fish for his three guests. However, one of his guests
didn’t eat the fish because of her allergies. So, Joe ordered pizza for her.
Every/ guest/ didn’t/ eat/ fish/ last/ night./
(every > neg)
Every week Rachel’s three children go to the market to buy candy. But, last
week all the children stayed with their aunt. So, they didn’t go to the market
to buy candy.
Every/ child/ didn’t/ buy/ candy/ last/ week./
(neg > every)
Every week, Rachel’s three children go to the market to buy candy. But, last
week one of her children broke his arm and stayed at home. So, only two
children bought candy.
Every/ child/ didn’t/ buy/ candy/ last/ week./
(every > neg)
Yesterday, while five singers were getting ready for an outdoor concert, it
suddenly started to rain heavily. Therefore, the concert was cancelled.
Every/ singer/ didn’t/ sing/ a /song/ yesterday./
(neg > every)
Yesterday, five singers were in Istanbul to give a concert. However, only two
singers ended up performing because the others got a cold.
Every/ singer/ didn’t/ sing/ a /song/ yesterday./
(neg > every)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Yesterday, three students met at the library to do their homework. However,
only one of them did her homework. The other two watched a movie instead.
Every/ student/ didn’t/ do/ the/ homework/ yesterday./

(every > neg)

Yesterday, three students met at the library to do their homework. However,
they were so tired that they ended up falling asleep at the table.

Every/ student/ didn’t/ do/ the/ homework/ yesterday./

(neg > every)

Four housemate girls cook dinner together every day. However, last night,
two of the girls had a cold and stayed in bed. So, only two of them cooked
dinner.

Every/ girl/ didn’t/ cook/ dinner/ last/ night./

(every > neg)

Four housemate girls cook dinner together every day. However, last night,
they didn’t cook dinner because they had to study for the exam.

Every/ girl/ didn’t/ cook/ dinner/ last/ night./

(neg > every)

Five pizza-boys deliver pizzas to homes every day. Last weekend, however,
two of the pizza-boys’ motorbikes broke down. So, only three of them
delivered pizzas.

Every/ pizza-boy/ didn’t/ deliver/ pizza/ last/ weekend./

(every > neg)

Five pizza-boys deliver pizzas to homes every day. Last weekend, however,
they didn’t deliver pizzas because it snowed heavily. Instead, they washed the
dishes at the restaurant.

Every/ pizza-boy/ didn’t/ deliver/ pizza/ last/ weekend./

(neg > every)

Last night, six tennis players were in a bar to drink wine. However, two of
them changed their mind and ordered coffee instead. The others drank a
bottle of wine.

Every/ player/ didn’t/ drink/ wine/ last/ night./

(every > neg)

Last night, six tennis players were in a bar to drink wine. However, they
changed their minds and drank two bottles of champagne instead.

Every/ player/ didn’t/ drink/ wine/ last/ night./

(every > neg)
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Yesterday, ten families wanted to rent cars to go on a picnic. However, the
car rentals were so expensive that they decided to throw a party at home
instead.
Every/ family/ didn’t/ rent/ a/ car/ yesterday./

16. (neg > every)
Yesterday, ten families wanted to rent cars to go on a picnic. However, only
five of them rented the cars because the others decided to throw a party at
home instead.
Every/ family/ didn’t/ rent/ a/ car/ yesterday./

Fillers (20 items)

1. Yesterday, Steven took the keys of six offices from the director. However,
somehow he lost two of the keys, so he didn’t go to work the following day.
Steven/ took/ six/ keys/ to/ offices/ yesterday./

2. Last Saturday morning, four children were in a café to eat ice-cream.
However, only two of them ordered ice-cream. The others ordered a slice of
cake.

No/ child/ ordered/ ice-cream/ last/ Saturday/ morning./

3. Last Friday morning, ten tourists agreed to visit all the museums in Istanbul.
However, only three of them visited all the museums. The others went
swimming instead.

Every/ tourist/ went/ swimming/ last/ Friday/ morning./

4. Last Tuesday, five students got angry at their teachers and decided to paint
their cars. However, they didn’t paint red cars. They just painted white cars.
Every/ student/ painted/ a/ car/ last/ Tuesday./

5. Yesterday, Susan wanted to invite her six friends for dinner. However, she
called only three of them because she didn’t have the others’ phone numbers.
Susan/ called/ none/ of/ her/ friends/ yesterday./

6. Six computer engineers watch a Western movie together every day.
Yesterday, however, they watched a horror movie instead of a Western
movie.

All/ engineers/ watched/ a/ horror/ movie/ yesterday./

7. Yesterday five models went shopping. They tried on red and blue dresses.
However, none of them tried on any yellow dresses.

Five/ models/ tried/ on/ every/ dress/ yesterday./

8. Last Saturday, Diane wanted to water the trees in her garden. But then it
started raining outside. So, she decided not to water the trees.
Diane/ didn’t/ water/ any/ trees/ last/ Saturday./
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Last Tuesday, six students took an exam. However, only one student
answered all the questions. The others answered only half of the questions.
Six/ students/ answered/ every/ question/ last/ Tuesday./

Eight waiters wash up glasses in a restaurant. However, last night two of
them broke some glasses during the washing-up. The others washed the
glasses without breaking any.

Eight/ waiters/ broke/ a/ glass/ last/ night./

David took more than sixty photos on a trip. However, when he recently
reviewed the photos, he liked only four of them. So, he deleted the others.
David/ didn’t/ delete/ all/ the/ photos/ recently./

Last Friday, a lawyer asked four secretaries to find some documents. One
secretary found all the documents. The others found just two documents.
Every/ secretary/ found/ some/ documents/ last/ Friday./

Last weekend, five ticket-sellers each bought a bunch of tickets for a concert.
However, only three of them sold all of their tickets. The others gave the
tickets to their friends for free.

All/ ticket-sellers/ sold/ their/ tickets/ last/ weekend./

Eight nurses look after patients in a hospital. Last Tuesday, however, three of
them had a cold. So, the remaining five looked after the patients of the sick
nurses as well.

Five/ nurses/ looked/ after/ patients/ last/ Tuesday./

Ten postmen deliver letters to different places in town. They know the
addresses of places close to the post office. Yet, they do not know any out-of-
town addresses.

Every/ postman/ knows/ some/ addresses/ in/ town./
Last Sunday morning, four cooks agreed to make cheesecake. But then two of
the cooks changed their minds and made cherry pie instead. So, only two
cooks made cheesecake.

No/ cook/ made/ cheesecake/ last/ Sunday/ morning./

Yesterday, four directors in a school decided to send e-mails to parents.
However, they ended up calling the parents on the phone because the
electricity went out.

The/ directors/ didn’t/ send/ any/ e-mails/ yesterday./

Last Monday, six teachers had to write a report. However, only two of them
wrote it because the others left their laptops at their offices.

Two/ teachers/ wrote/ the/ report/ last/ Monday./
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19. Last Sunday, four coaches wanted their players to play a match. However,
only two of them ended up calling the players because the others didn’t have
their phone numbers.

Four/ players/ called/ some/ coaches/ last/ Sunday./

20. Last weekend, seven dancers went to a hairdresser’s. While waiting, five of
them read the magazines and the others watched TV.
Some/ dancers/ read/ magazines/ last/ weekend./
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APPENDIX F: The instructions of the On-line Experiment

In this experiment you will read a situation, followed by a target sentence describing
the situation, at your own pace. Then you will be asked to decide whether or not the
target sentence is TRUE/FALSE in the given situation.

Before beginning, please turn off anything that could possibly distract you from
devoting your full attention to this task. This includes music, television, games, other
programs, or text-messaging clients.

Please MAXIMIZE your browser window so that nothing else is visible. This will
make it easier to read the sentences.

In this study you'll be asked to read sentences.
Sentences will be presented as a series of dashes on the screen, like this:

Behind each of these dashes is a word or a phrase. All together, these words or

phrases make up a sentence.

Every time your press the [SPACEBAR] a word or a phrase will appear.

You'll read the sentence phrase-by-phrase, like this:

This
is

_ anexample

o practice item.

After the sentence has finished, you'll be asked to decide whether or not the target

sentence is TRUE/FALSE in the given situation.

If you think that the sentence is TRUE, press D on the keyboard.

If you think that the sentence is FALSE, press K on the keyboard.
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APPENDIX G: Turkish Summary
“HER OGRENCI INGILiZCE OGRENMEDI”
NICEL SOZCUKLERIN iKINCi DIiLDE EDIiNiMi

GIRiS

Calismanin Amaci

Bu calisma anadili Tiirkge olan ve Ingilizce’yi ikinci dil olarak &grenen
bireylerin nicel sozciik edinimlerini incelemektedir. Bir bagka deyisle, bu ¢alisma
Ingilizce ikinci dil olarak 6grenen Tiirklerin nicel sdzciikleriyle olumsuzluk eki
iceren ve birden fazla anlama gelebilen (6r. Defne her kitab1 almadi.) nasil
yorumladiklarini arastirmaktadir. Calismanin bir diger amaci ise hedef yapinin farkl

dillerde edinimine katk1 saglamaktir.

Literatiir

Ikinci dil edinimi alaninda ikinci dil 6grenen insanlarmn nicel sozciiklerin
olusturdugu farkli anlamlar1 edinimlerine yonelik pek ¢ok arastirma yapilmistir
(Chung, 2009, 2012; Ionin, Luchkina & Stoops, 2014; Kwak, 2010; Lee, 2009;
Marsden, 2005, 2009). Bu c¢alismalarin ortak vardigi sonug ise ikinci dil 6grenen
bireylerin nicel sozciiklerden kaynakli ¢ok anlamlilik iceren yapilar1 edinimlerinde
gelisimsel bir ilerlemenin oldugudur. Bir bagka ifadeyle, dil 6greniminin baginda
ikinci dil 6grenen bireylerin anadillerinden hedef yapiyla ilgili 6zellikleri ikinci
dillerine transfer ettikleri ve dil Ogreniminin ileri diizeylerinde ikinci dil
ogrencilerinin anadillerinden kaynaklanan transfer etkilerinden kurtulduklar
saptanmistir.

Hedef yapinin ikinci dilde edinimine yonelik pek c¢ok c¢alisma olmasina
ragmen, nicel sdzciiklerden kaynakli ¢ok anlamlilik igeren yapilarmn ikinci dilde nasil

islemlendigine dair yapilan ¢alismalar sayica azdir (Lee, 2009; Lee & Kwak, 2008).
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Bu ¢aligmalarin elde ettigi ortak sonug ise ikinci dil 6grenen bireylerin hedef yapilara

yonelik yargilari ile onlar1 islemleme davranislart arasinda bir fark oldugudur.

Cahismanin Alana Katkisi

Bu calisma, siklikla test edilen Cince, Japonca, Korece ve Fransizca gibi
dillerin anadil konusucularinin aksine nadiren test edilen bir dil olan anadil Tiirk¢e
konusucularinda yapilmigtir. Bu anlamda c¢alisma alana farkli bir dilden wveri
saglayarak katki saglayacaktir. Buna ek olarak, anadili Tiirk¢e olan ve Ingilizce’yi
ikinci dil olarak &grenen bireylerin hedef dil Ingilizce’deki niceleyici sozciik ve
olumsuzluk eki i¢eren yapilar1 nasil yorumladiklarina yonelik yok denecek kadar az

caligma oldugu i¢in bu ¢alisma bu anlamda da alana katki saglayacaktir.

Niceleyici Sézciik ve Olumsuzluk EKi Iceren Yapilarin S6z konusu Dillerdeki

Yorumlari
Ingilizce

Ingilizce niceleyici sdzciik 6rnek (1)’deki gibi 6zne durumunda iken ciimle gok
anlamlidir (Horn, 1989; Jackendoff, 1972; May, 1977, 1985).
(1) Every squirrel didn’t pick up nuts.

a. Surface scope yorumu (her > not):

Every squirrel is such that it did not pick up nuts.

‘Higbir sincap findik toplamadi.’

b. Inverse scope yorumu (not > her):

Not every squirrel picked up nuts.

‘Baz1 sincaplar findik toplamadi.’

(la)’da ciimlenin surface scope yorumu mantiksal yapida (LF) 0Ozne
durumundaki every squirrel yiizey yapida oldugu yerden yorumlandigi i¢in olusur.

Bu yorumda, every squirrel olumsuzluk ekini k-buyurur. Ote yandan, (1b)’de 6zne
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durumundaki every squirrel mantiksal yapida orijinal yeri olan igsel eylem 6beginde
yorumlanir. Bu yorumda, every squirrel olumsuzluk eki tarafindan k-buyurulur.
Niceleyici sozciik 6rnek (2)’deki gibi nesne durumunda iken ise ciimlenin ¢ok
anlamli olmadig: iddia edilir (Aoun & Li, 1993; Chung, 2012; Musolino & Lidz,
2006; Musolino, 2006).
(2) Squirrels didn’t pick up every nut.

a. Surface scope reading (not > her):

It is not the case that squirrels picked up every nut.

‘Sincaplar baz1 findiklar1 toplamadi.’

b. *Inverse scope reading (her > not):

Every nut is such that it was not picked up by squirrels.

‘Sincaplar higbir findig1 toplamadi.’

(2a)’da climlenin surface scope yorumu mantiksal yapida nesne durumundaki
every nut ylzey yapida oldugu yerden yorumlandigi i¢in olusur. Bu yorumda,
olumsuzluk eki every nut 6gesini k-buyurur. Ote yandan, (2b)’de nesne durumundaki
every nut mantiksal yapida olumsuzluk ekini k-buyurur ve bodylece yapi sadece

surface scope anlaminda yorumlanir.

Tiirkce

Niceleyici sozciik ornek (3)’teki gibi 6zne durumunda iken ise climlenin
niceleyici sozciik olan /er’in igsel 6zelliklerinden dolayr ¢ok anlamli olmadig: iddia
edilir (Kelepir, 2001; Ozyildiz, to appear). Tiirkge (3)’teki ciimlenin sadece inverse
scope yorumuna izin verir.

(3) Her kedi siit igmedi.

a. \ Inverse scope yorumu (neg > her)
Bazi kediler siit igti.
b. *Surface scope yorumu (her > neg)

Higbir kedi siit icmedi.
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Benzer olarak niceleyici sozciik (4)’teki gibi nesne durumunda oldugunda
climlenin niceleyici sozciik olan Aer’in igsel Ozelliklerinden dolay1 ¢ok anlamliliga
yol agmadig1 soylenir (Kelepir, 2001; Ozyildiz, to appear). Bu anlamda Tiirkce
(4)’teki gibi ifadelerde sadece surface scope yorumuna izin verir.

(4) Ali her kitab1 okumadi.

a. \ Surface scope yorumu (neg > her)

Baz kitaplar Ali tarafindan okundu.

b. *Inverse scope (her > neg)

Hicbir kitap Ali tarafindan okunmadi.

Tiirkge ve Ingilizce’yi niceleyici sézciik yorumlar: agisinda kryasladigimiz
zaman Ozne durumundaki niceleyici sozcliklerin yorumunda iki dilin birbirinden
farkli davrandigmi soyleyebiliriz. Ozne durumunda niceleyici sozciik —iceren
climleler Ingilizce’de her > neg anlaminda yorumlanirken, aym yapilar Tiirk¢e’de
neg > her anlaminda yorumlanir. Nesne durumundaki niceleyici soézciik igeren

yapilar ise iki dilde de neg > her anlaminda yorumlanir.

Arastirma Sorular1 ve Hipotezler

> Anadili Tiirkce olan ve Ingilizce’yi ikinci dil olarak &grenen bireyler hedef

dildeki niceleyici sozciik ve olumsuzluk eki iceren yapilari nasil yorumlarlar?

Full Transfer/Full Access Hipotezi dogrultusunda bireylerin 6zne durumunda
niceleyici sozciik igeren hedef yapi1 yorumlarinda anadil konusucularina gelisimsel
olarak benzerlik tasimalar1 beklenmektedir. Bunun yani sira, nesne durumunda
niceleyici sozciikk iceren hedef yapilar1i yorumlarinda ise iki dil arasindaki
benzerlikten dolayr anadil konusucular1 1ile aralarinda bir fark olmasi
beklenmemektedir.

> Anadili Tiirkge ve Ingilizce’yi ikinci dil olarak dgrenen bireyler ne derece

anadillerindeki yorumsal tercihleri hedef dillerine transfer ederler?
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* Farkli diizeydeki ikinci dil Ogrenen bireylerin hedef yapilar

yorumlamalarinda diizeye bagli bir farklilik olur mu?

Full Transfer/Full Access Hipotezi (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996) dayanak alinarak
diisiik seviyede ikinci dil 6grenenlerin dil 6grenimlerinin baginda anadillerini ikinci
dillerine biitiin olarak transfer etmeleri ve bu yiizden anadildeki yorumsal tercihlerini
hedef dile transfer ederek niceleyici sdzciiklerin 6zne durumunda oldugu yapilar1 neg
her anlamiyla yorumlamalar1 beklenmektedir.

Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini,
1987) dogrultusunda ileri diizeyde ikinci dil 6grenen bireylerin var olan gramerlerini
genisletmeleri ve anadillerinde olmamasina ragmen her neg yorumunu edinmeleri

beklenmektedir.

OFF-LINE DENEY

Katihimcilar

Bu ¢aligmada iki grup katilimei yer almigtir.
Anadili Tiirkce Olan Bireyler/Anadili Tiirk¢e Olup ikinci Dil Olarak

Ingilizce Ogrenen Bireyler:

Anadili Tiirk¢e olan 92 birey bu calismaya katilmistir. Bireylerin yas ortalamasi
20.1°dir. Bu katilimcilardan 49°u kadin, 43’i erkektir. Ayni katilime1 grubu ikinci
dildeki seviyelerine gore Oxford Quick Placement Test uygulanarak ikiye
boliinmiistiir. Elde edilen sonuglar katilimcilarin 39’unun ileri diizeyde 36’sinin ise
orta diizeyde Ingilizce bildiklerini ortaya koymustur.

Anadili Ingilizce Olan Bireyler:

44 anadili Ingilizce olan birey kontrol grubu olarak ¢aligmaya katilmistir. Yas

ortalamalar1 29°dur. I¢lerinden 20’si kadin, 24’ii erkektir.
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Veri Toplama Araclar

Bu caligmada {i¢ adet veri toplama araci gelistirilmistir. Bunlardan ilki Tiirkce
hazirlanan off-line kabul edilebilirlik 6lgegidir. Bu olgekte katilimcilara hedef
climlenin verilen durumu betimlemede ne kadar kabul edilebilir oldugu sorulmustur.
Tiirk¢e hazirlanan kabul edilebilirlik 6l¢egi anadil Tiirk¢e konusucularina niceleyici
sozciik iceren ciimleleri nasil yorumladiklarinda dair dayanak olusturmasi amaciyla

uygulanmistir. Ornek bir test maddesi asagida verilmistir.

(5)
Last night Joe had three guests over dinner. While he was preparing fish for them, there
was a knock at the door. When he came back into the kitchen, his cat had eaten all the
fish. So, he ordered pizza for his guests instead.

Every guest didn’t eat fish.

1 2 3 4 5
Unacceptable Not very Neutral Somewhat Acceptable
acceptable acceptable

Bu 6lgegin Ingilizce versiyonu da anadil Ingilizce konusucularina ve anadili
Tiirkge olup Ingilizce’yi ikinci dil olarak ogrenen bireylere uygulanmak icin
hazirlanmustir. Ornek bir test maddesi asagida verilmistir.

(6)

Gegen Pazar on aile piknige gitmek igin araba kiralamak istedi. Ancak arabalarm
kiralar1 o kadar pahalivdi ki piknige gitmekten vazgectiler. Onun verine evde parti
verdiler.
Her aile araba kiralamad.
1 2 3 4 5
Kabul Kismen Kabul Notr Kismen Kabul Kabul

Edilemez Edilemez Edilebilir Edilebilir
Bu o6lgeklerin her biri i¢in 32 adet test maddesi gelistirilmistir. 32 test maddesinden
16’sinda niceleyici sozciik 6zne durumunda iken geriye kalan 16 maddede niceleyici
sozciik nesne durumundadir. Her bir 16 maddelik grup i¢inde maddelerin 8 tanesi
surface scope yorumu One ¢ikaran durumlarla, diger 8 tanesi ise inverse scope
yorumu 6ne ¢ikaran durumlarla sunulmustur. Ornek bir set test maddesi asagida

verilmistir.

(7) Niceleyici Sézciik OZNE Durumunda

c. Surface Scope Yorumu (neg > her)
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Diin Duygu’nun aksam yemegi i¢in {i¢ misafiri vardi. Misafirleri igin
balik pisirmisti. Ancak misafirlerden biri balik alerjisi oldugu i¢in balik
yemedi. Duygu da ona pizza siparis etti.

d. Inverse Scope Yorumu (her > neg)
Diin Duygu’nun aksam yemegi i¢in {i¢ misafiri vardi. Misafirleri igin
balik pisirdigi sirada zil ¢aldi. Dondiigiinde ise kedisi biitiin baliklari

yemisti. O da misafirleri i¢in pizza siparis etti.

Hedef Ciimle:
Her misafir balik yemedi.

(8) Niceleyici Sozciik NESNE Durumunda

c. Surface Scope Yorumu (neg > her)
Defne abisine hediye almak i¢in kitapciya gitti. Bes farkli kitap almaya
karar verdi. Ancak cebindeki para sadece iki kitap almaya yettigi i¢in
Defne diger kitaplar1 yerlerine birakti.

d. Inverse Scope Reading (her > neg)
Defne abisine hediye almak icin kitapciya gitti. Bes farkli kitap almaya
karar verdi. Ancak kasaya gittiginde clizdanini evde unuttugunu fark etti

ve Defne, kitaplar1 yerlerine birakt.

Hedef Ciimle:
Defne her kitab1 almada.

Katilimcilar her bir hedef ciimleyi sadece bir durumda gérmeleri amaciyla da
olusturulan 32 test maddesi iki listeye dagitilmistir. Test maddelerinin yani sira 20
adet test maddelerine benzer maddeler olusturulmustur. Bunlarin 12 tanesi ¢ok
anlamli degilken, 8’1 ¢ok anlamlidir. Ancak bu 8 madde test maddelerindeki ¢ok
anlamliliktan farkl1 bir sekilde ¢cok anlamlilik tasimaktadir. Ornek bir madde asagida

verilmistir.
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(9) Gegen Pazar dort hakem ma¢ yapmak icin A takimindaki futbolculari
aramaya karar verdi. Ancak sadece ikisi futbolcular1 aradi, ¢linkii digerlerinde

futbolcularin numaralar1 yoktu.

Ciimle:
Bitiin hakemler futbolcular: aradi.
Yontem

Bu calisma zaman ve mekan kisitlamasinin 6niine gegmek amaciyla internet

tabanli bir anket uygulama platformu olan www.surveygizmo.com araciligiyla

uygulanmigtir. Katilimcilar ankete elektronik posta yoluyla davet edilmistirler.

Calismanin tamamlanmasi yaklasik 20 dakika almistir.

Data Analizi

Oncelikle katilimeilarin s6z konusu dlgegi cevaplarken yeteri kadar dikkatli
olup olmadiklarini kontrol etmek icin katilimcilarin ¢ok anlamlilik tagimayan
maddelere verdikleri degerlendirme skorlar1 hesaplanmistir. Ardindan katilimcilarin
ortalama derecelendirme skorlar1 tizerinde betimleyici ve ¢ikarimsal istatistik testleri
uygulanmistir. Istatistiksel analiz SPSS Versiyon 20.0 programi araciligiyla

yapilmistir.
Sonuclar

Anadili Tiirk¢e Olan Bireyler

Anadil Tiirk¢e konusucularinin ¢ok anlamlilia yol agmayan test maddeleri
disindaki maddelere verdikleri degerlendirme skoru verilen duruma gore uygunlugu
kabul edilebilir maddeler icin 4,65, verilen duruma gore kabul edilemez maddeler
icin 1.35 olarak bulunmustur. Anadili Tiirk¢e olan bireylerin test maddelerine

yonelik degerlendirme skorlar1 Tablo-1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1. Anadili Tiirk¢e Olan Bireylerin Test Maddelerine Yonelik Degerlendirme
Skorlart (n=92)

NS OZNE Durumunda NS NESNE Durumunda

Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range
Surface Scope 2.87 (1.33) 1-5 4.47 (.70) 2-5
Inverse Scope 4.32 (.75) 1.25-5 2.69 (1.22) 1-5

Niceleyici sozciiglin (NS) 6zne durumunda oldugu ciimleleri yorumlarken,
anadil Tiirk¢e konusucular inverse scope yorumunu surface scope yorumuna kayda
deger bir dlgiide tercih etmislerdir. Niceleyici sézciliglin nesne durumunda oldugu
climlelerde ise surface scope yorumunu inverse scope yorumuna anlamli bir dl¢iide

tercih etmiglerdir.

Anadili Ingilizce Olan Bireyler

Anadil ingilizce konusucularinin ¢ok anlamliliga yol agmayan test maddeleri
disindaki maddelere verdikleri degerlendirme skoru verilen duruma gore uygunlugu
kabul edilebilir maddeler icin 4.50, verilen duruma gore kabul edilemez maddeler
icin 1.25 olarak bulunmustur. Anadili Ingilizce olan bireylerin test maddelerine

yonelik degerlendirme skorlar1 Tablo-2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Anadili Ingilizce Olan Bireylerin Test Maddelerine Y énelik
Degerlendirme Skorlar1 (n=44)

NS OZNE Durumunda NS NESNE Durumunda

Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range
Surface Scope 3.48 (1.14) 1-5 4.52 (.66) 2.25-5
Inverse Scope 2.92 (1.16) 1-5 2,71 (1.12) 1-4.75
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Niceleyici sézcik OZNE durumunda, anadil Ingilizce konusucularinin
surface scope yorumunu inverse scope yorumuna kayda deger bir Olgiide tercih
ettikleri bulunmustur. Niceleyici S6zciik NESNE durumunda ise anadili Ingilizce
olan bireyler surface scope yorumunu 6n plana ¢ikaran durumlarla birlikte verilen
climleleri inverse scope yorumunu 6n plana ¢ikaran durumlarla verilen ciimlelere

oranla daha kabul edilebilir bulmuslardir.

Anadili Tiirkce Olan ve Ingilizce’yi Ikinci Dil Olarak Ogrenen Bireyler

Anadili Tiirkge olan ve Ingilizceyi ikinci dil olarak &grenen ileri diizeydeki
bireylerin ¢ok anlamliliga yol agmayan test maddeleri disindaki maddelere verdikleri
degerlendirme skoru verilen duruma goére uygunlugu kabul edilebilir maddeler i¢in
4.40, verilen duruma gore kabul edilemez maddeler i¢in 1.31 olarak bulunmustur.
Benzer olarak, anadili Tiirkce olan ve Ingilizce’yi ikinci dil olarak Sgrenen orta
diizeydeki bireylerin ¢ok anlamliliga yol agmayan test maddeleri disindaki
maddelere verdikleri degerlendirme skoru verilen duruma gore uygunlugu kabul
edilebilir maddeler i¢in 4.35, verilen duruma gore kabul edilemez maddeler i¢in 1.38
olarak bulunmustur. Ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen bireylerin test maddelerine

yonelik degerlendirme skorlar1 Tablo-3’de verilmistir.

Tablo 3. [kinci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogrenen Bireylerin Test
Maddelerine Yonelik Degerlendirme Skorlart

Orta Diizey Ileri Diizey
(n=39) (n=36)

Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range
NS OZNE Surface  3.98 (.88) 1-5 2.82(1.28) 1-5
Durumunda  Inverse 3.58(1.12) 1.25-5 3.40(1.03) 1-5
NS NESNE  Surface  4.54 (.51) 3.25-5 4.60 (.50) 3-5
Durumunda  Inverse 3.85(.90) 2-5 2.73(1.09) 1-4.5
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Tartisma

Off-line calismadan elde edilen sonuglar, anadil Tiirkce ve Ingilizce
konusucularmin niceleyici sézciik OZNE durumunda ciimleleri yorumlarken
birbirlerinden farkli yorumsal tercihler yaptiklarii ortaya koymustur. Bir baska
deyisle, Anadili Tiirk¢e olan bireyler neg > her yorumunu tercih ederken, anadili
Ingilizce olan bireyler her > neg yorumunu tercih etmislerdir. Niceleyici sdzciik
NESNE durumunda ise anadili Tiirk¢e ve Ingilizce olan bireylerin, beklenildigi gibi,
aynt yorumsal tercihlerinde bulunduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Yani, her iki ana dil
konusucusu grupta niceleyici sdzcilik nesne durumundaki ciimleleri yorumlarken neg
> her yorumunu tercih etmislerdir.

Ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce’yi 6grenen bireylerin gurubunda ise hem ileri
diizeydeki hem de orta diizeydeki 6grencilerin niceleyici s6zcilk NESNE durumunda
anadil konusucularina benzer yorumsal tercihler yaptiklari bulunmustur. Tiirk¢e ve
Ingilizce arasinda bu yapilarmn yorumlar: agisindan bulunan benzerlik ikinci dil
Ogrenen bireylerin neden anadil konusucularina benzer yorumlar1 sectiklerini
aciklayabilir.

Niceleyici sozciik OZNE durumunda ileri diizeydeki 6grencilerin anadil
Ingilizce konusucularina benzer yorumsal tercihler yapmadiklart bulunmustur. Bu
gruptaki 6grenciler, anadili Tiirk¢e olan bireyler gibi, neg > her yorumunu her > neg
yorumuna tercih etmislerdir. Diger taraftan orta diizeydeki 6grencilerin anadil
Ingilizce konusucularina benzer yorumsal secimler yaptiklar1 saptanmistir. Bir baska
deyisle, orta diizeyde Ingilizce bilen gruptaki bireyler, anadil Ingilizce
konusucularina benzer olarak, her > neg yorumunu neg > every yorumuna tercih
etmislerdir.

Elde edilen bu sonuglar, Full Transfer Full Access (Schwartz & Sprouse,
1996) hipotezi dogrultusunda yapilan tahminleri dogrular nitelikte olmamistir. Bu

hipoteze gore, diisiik seviyede ikinci dil dgrenenlerin dil 6grenimlerinin basinda
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anadillerini ikinci dillerine biitiin olarak transfer etmeleri ve bu yiizden anadil
Tiirk¢e’deki yorumsal tercihlerini hedef dile transfer ederek niceleyici sozciiklerin
6zne durumunda oldugu yapilart neg her anlamiyla yorumlamalar1 beklenmekteydi.
Ancak sonuclar, bu gruptaki bireylerin anadildeki gramerlerini ikinci dile biiriin
olarak transfer etmediklerini gostermistir. Diger yandan, Subset Principle (Berwick,
1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler & Manzini, 1987) dogrultusnda ileri
diizeyde ikinci dil 6grenen bireylerin var olan gramerlerini genisletmeleri ve
anadillerinde olmamasina ragmen her neg yorumunu edinmeleri beklenmekteydi.
Ancak sonuglar, bu gruptaki Ogrencilerin de var olan gramerlerini
genigletemediklerini ve hedef dildeki yorumu kendi gramerlerine heniiz
ekleyemediklerini gdstermistir.

Orta diizeydeki oOgrenci grubundan elde verilerin iki sebebi olabilir.
Ogrenciler Subset Principle (Berwick, 1985; Manzini & Wexler, 1987; Wexler &
Manzini, 1987) dogrultusunda anadillerinde olmayan bir yorumu ikinci dillerine
eklemekte basarili olmus olabilirler. Ya da 6grenciler bir tahmin stratejisi gelistirmis
ve Olgekteki sorular1 da bu stratejiye gore cevaplamislardir. Niceleyici sozciik
NESNE durumunda s6z konusu grubun inverse scope kabul edilebilirlik skorunun
anadil konusucularindan daha yiiksek oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde, bu gruptaki bireylerin
tahmin stratejisi gelistirmis olma ihtimalleri gliglenmektedir.

Iki gruptaki dil 6grencilerinin sonuglar1 biitiin olarak ele alindiginda ortaya
gelisimsel bir ¢izgi ¢ikmamaktadir. ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce dgrenen bireyler
arasindaki gelisimsel olmayan yorum farkliliklar Developmentally Moderated
Trasfer hipotezi ile Tiirk¢e’de nicel sozciiklerin edimsel bir agidan yorumuyla izah
edilmistir. Developmentally Moderated Transfer hipotezine gore ikinci dil 6grenen
bireyler anadillerinden ikinci dillerine ikinci dillerindeki isleme sisteminde
islemleyebildikleri 6zellikleri transfer edebilirler. Bu anlamda, Tiirk¢e’de anadil dil
konusucularina belirli bir yorumu tercih etmeye yonelten mekanizmanin dl¢timsel
sezdirim oldugu farz edilmistir ve orta diizeyde dil 6grencilerinin Tiirk¢e’den hedefe

yapilarin sadece soz bilimsel ve anlam bilimsel oOzelliklerini transfer ettikleri
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tartistlmistir.  Bu  gruptaki  Ogrenciler hedef yapilarin edimsel 6zelliklerini
anadillerinden ikinci dillerine transfer etmedikleri igin-ikinci dildeki kisith islemleme
mekanizmalarindan dolayi-her iki scope yorumunu da kabul edilebilir bulmuslardir.
Ote yandan, ileri diizeydeki dil 6grencileri hedef yapilarin anadilden sdz bilimsel,
anlam bilimsel ve edim bilimsel 6zelliklerini transfer ettikleri i¢in ikinci dildeki
hedef yapilar1 anadil Tiirkge konusucularina benzer olarak yorumlamislardir. Bu
sonug, birinci dildeki modiillerin ikinci dile transferinin gelisimsel olarak ikinci

dildeki islemleme mekanizmalarina bagl oldugunu gdstermektedir.

ON-LINE DENEY

Katihimcilar

Bu ¢aligmada iki grup katilimei yer almigtir.

Anadili Tiirkce Olup Ikinci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogrenen Bireyler:

Bu gruptaki bireyler ikinci dildeki seviyelerine gére Oxford Quick Placement
Test uygulanarak ikiye boliinmiistiir. Elde edilen sonuglar katilimcilarin 27’sinin ileri
diizeyde 25’inin ise orta diizeyde Ingilizce bildiklerini ortaya koymustur.

Anadili Ingilizce Olan Bireyler:

29 anadili Ingilizce olan birey kontrol grubu olarak ¢alismaya katilmistir. Yas

ortalamalar1 30°dur. I¢lerinden 16’°s1 kadin, 137ii erkektir.

Veri Toplama Araclar

Bu deney dogruluk yargi testiyle kendi hizinda okuma taskinin birlesiminden
olusur. Off-line kabul edilebilirlik 6l¢eginde kullanilan test maddeleri bu taskta
kullanilmak {tizere iki sekilde adapte edilmistir. Hedef ciimlelerin sonuna zarf
niteliginde bir ifade eklenmistir. Boylece kritik bolgenin son bodlge olmamasi

saglanmigtir. Hedef ciimleler beraber verilen durumlar uzunluk agisindan
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kisaltilmistir. BOylece katilimcilarin kisa siireli belleklerindeki yiik azaltilmaya
calisilmistir.

On-line ¢aligmada katilimcilara durumlar bir biitiin olarak sunulmus, ardindan
hedef ciimle kelime kelime verilmistir. Katilimcilar hedef climleyi okumay1
bitirdikten sonra kendilerine hedef ciimlenin verilen durumu betimleme dogru olup
olmadigi sorulmustur. Bdylece katilimcilarin taska yeteri kadar dikkat verip
vermedikleri de Olcililmiistiir. Asagida 6rnek bir test maddesi sunulmustur. Taksim

isaretleri hedef ciimlenin bolgelerini temsil etmektedir.

(10) Universal Quantifier in Subject Position

c. Surface Scope Yorumu (neg > her)
Last night, Joe cooked fish for his three guests. However, one of his
guests didn’t eat the fish because of her allergies. So, Joe ordered pizza
for her.

d. Inverse Scope Yorumu (her > neg)
Last night, Joe cooked fish for his three guests. However, when he was
away from the kitchen, his cat ate all the fish. So, he ordered pizza for his
guests instead.
Experimental Sentence:
Every/ guest/ didn’t/ eat/ fish/ last/ night./
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7

Yontem

Bu c¢alisma Alex Drummond’un IBEX platformunda uygulanmistir
(http://spellout.net/ibexfarm/).
Data Analizi

Analiz icin Oncelikle verideki ugdeger belirlenmis ve veri ugdegerlerden

arindirilmistir. Diisiik u¢ deger noktast 100 ms, yiiksek u¢ deger noktasi ise 3000 ms
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olarak belirlenmistir. Elde edilen veri log formation analizi ile normallestirilmistir.

Ardindan ortalamalar iizerinde ¢esitli istatiksel testler uygulanmastir.
Sonuglar

Anadili Ingilizce Olan Bireyler
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900,0000
800,0000
700,0000
600,0000
500,0000
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Figiir 1. Anadili Ingilizce olan Bireyler-Niceleyici Sozciik OZNE Durumunda
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Figiir 2. Anadili Ingilizce olan Bireyler-Niceleyici Sézciik NESNE Durumunda
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Anadili Ingilizce olan bireyler niceleyici sdzciik OZNE durumunda hedef
climleleri inverse scope yorumu ile surface scope yorumuna gore daha uzun siirede
islemlemislerdir. Figiir 3’te de goriildiigii gibi bu gruptaki bireyler Region 4 ve
Region 6’da inverse scope yorumunu surface scope yorumundan daha uzun siirede
okumuslardir. Benzer olarak, niceleyici s6zcilk NESNE durumunda hedef ciimleleri
Region 6’da inverse scope yorumu ile surfce scope yorumuna gére daha uzun siirede

islemlemislerdir.

Anadili Tiirkce Olan Ve Ingilizce’yi Ikinci Dil Olarak Ogrenen Bireyler
g Yy g Yy

Niceleyici sézciik OZNE durumunda orta diizeydeki dil dgrencilerin okuma
zamanlarinda inverse scope ve surface scope yorumlart arasinda sadece en son
bolgede kayda deger bir farklilik bulunmustur. Bunun disindaki bdolgelerde bu
gruptaki bireyler surface scope ve inverse scope yorumlarini benzer zamanlarda

islemlemislerdir.

1200,0000

1000,0000 f
800,0000 / y
600,0000 / /
400,0000 M

200,0000

0,0000 T T T T T )
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7

== |ntermediate Surface =l=|ntermediate Inverse

Figiir 3. Orta Diizeyde Dil Ogrenen Grup-Niceleyici Sézciik OZNE Durumunda
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Ote yandan, ileri diizeydeki ogrenciler anadili Ingilizce bireylere benzer
islemleme desenleri ortaya koymustur. Region 4 ve Region 7°de anadil
konusucularina benzer olarak inverse scope yorumunu surface scope yorumuna

oranla daha uzun siirede islemlemislerdir

1200,0000

1000,0000 /

800,0000

600,0000

400,0000

200,0000

0,0000 T T T T T )
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7

== Advanced Surface == Advanced Inverse

Figiir 4. [leri Diizeyde Dil Ogrenen Grup-Niceleyici Sozciik OZNE Durumunda

Niceleyici sozcilk NESNE durumunda ise orta diizeydeki dil 6grencilerin
surface scope ve inverse scope yorumlart arasindaki okuma zamanlarinda kayda
deger bir fark bulunmamistir. Bunun yani sira, ileri diizeydeki dil 6grencileri anadili
Ingilizce olan bireylere benzer olarak inverse scope yorumunu surface scope
yorumuna goére daha uzun siirede islemlemislerdir. Region 5 ve Region 6’da iki

yorum arasinda kayda deger farkliliklar bulunmustur.
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Figiir 5 . Orta Diizeyde Dil Ogrenen Grup-Niceleyici Sozciik NESNE Durumunda
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Figiir 6. [leri Diizeyde Dil Ogrenen Grup-Niceleyici Sozciik NESNE Durumunda
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Tartisma

Anadil Ingilizce olan bireylerin inverse scope yorumunu surface scope
yorumundan daha uzun siirede islemlemeleri the Principle of Processing Scope
Economy (Anderson, 2004)’yi desteklemektedir.

Ileri Diizeydeki dil 6grencilerinin anadil konusucularina benzer islemleme
yapmalar1 ise Dekydtspotter ve Outcalt (2005), Hopp (2006), Dussias (2003),
Williams, Mobius ve Kim (2001), Mitsugi ve MacWhinney (2010) tarafindan
yapilan c¢aligmalarla ayn1 dogrultudadir.

Orta diizeydeki bireylerin iki yorum arasinda iki durumda da kritik bolgelerde
kayda deger fark gostermemelerinin iki sebebi olabilir. Bu gruptaki bireyler
klavyedeki bosluk cubuguna basma stratejisi gelistirmis olabilirler. Alternatif olarak
ikinci dil islemlemeleri sirasinda yasadiklar1 bir aksaklik var olan bilgileri
kullanmalarin1 engellemis olabilir ve bu grup bu yilizden anadil konusucularindan

farkli islemleme modelleri gostermis olabilir.

SONUC

Ileri diizeyde Ingilizce 6grenen bireylerin hedef yapilara yénelik yargilari ve
islemlemeleri arasinda bir fark bulunmustur (Papadopoulu, 2005; Zufferey, Mak,
Degand, & Sanders, 2015). Bu farkin 6zellikle edimsel bilim agisindan anadil
transferinden kaynaklaniyor olabilecegi tartisilmistir (Belletti, Bennati, & Sorace,
2007; Sanchez, Camacho, & Ulloa, 2010; Montrul, 2010; Yuan, 2012).

Orta diizeyde Ingilizce &grenen bireylerin ise hedef yapilara ydnelik hem
yargilart hem de islemleme desenleri anadil konusucularminkiyle benzerlik
tasimadigi  saptanmistir. Developmentally Moderated Transfer Hypothesis
(Hékansson, Pienemann, & Sayehli, 2002; Pienemann, Di Biase, Kawaguchi, &
Hakansson, 2005) ile bu Ogrencilerin anadilden ikinci dildeki islemleri

mekanizmalar1 yeterli olmadig1 i¢in hedef yapilarin biitiin 6zelliklerini transfer
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etmedikleri ve yaptiklari kismi transfer sonucunda da anadili Ingilizce olan
bireylerden hem islemlemede hem de hedef yapilara yonelik yargilarinda ayrildiklar

tartigilmstir.
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APPENDIX H: Tez Fotokopi izin Foruu
TEZ FOTOKOPISIi iZiN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiist

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii %

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisti

Deniz Bilimleri Enstittist

YAZARIN

Soyadi : GOKTURK
Adi : Nazhinur
Boliimii : Yabanci Diller Egitimi

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : “Every Student didn’t Learn English” The
Acquisition of Scope by L2 Learners of English

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans % Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARiHIi:
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