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a member of a religious mission and the Canadian wife of a Bulgarian linguist. Four of

those advanced learners had Bulgarian spouses and two of them had children who were

native speakers of Bulgarian. All of them used Bulgarian on a daily basis and for most of

them native-like proficiency in the language was crucial in their professional

environment.

Table 2 Advanced group — age and years of experience with Bulgarian

Name Age Years of Experience with

Bulgarian
A-1 40 18
A-2 38 10
A-3 34 12
A-4 39 17
A-5 33 11
A-6 51 17
A-7 33 6
A-8 50 14
A-9 37 10
A-10 37 12

Mean: 39.2 Mean: 12.7
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The intermediate participants (n=14) had a mean age of 31.9 years and they had been
exposed to Bulgarian for an average of 2.6 years (see Table 3). Five of them were
employees at the US Embassy in Bulgaria; there were also college professors, ESL
teachers, a scientist, members of religious missions in Bulgaria and Peace Corps
volunteers. At the time of the experiment, most of them were residing in Bulgaria. Many
of them were taking formal classes in Bulgarian or had a Bulgarian tutor. Most
intermediate learners claimed that they used Bulgarian on a daily basis and their
understanding of the language was essential in their work place. Nevertheless, some
admitted that they were still struggling with Bulgarian but were generally satisfied with
their progress and were hoping to attain a higher level of proficiency.

Finally, there was a control group (n=16) of monolingual native Bulgarian speakers.
Their mean age was 30.7 years and they were all living in Bulgaria when the experiment
was conducted. Ten of the participants in the control group lived in the capital of
Bulgaria, Sofia, and six came from other regions in the country. Since there are no
dialectal distinctions in the use of Bulgarian clitics, the regional variety of the participants
in the control group could not have had any effect on their results. All control subjects
had attended higher education institutions in Bulgaria and held university degrees.
Although they had an excellent command of Standard Bulgarian, none of them had

studied Bulgarian linguistics.
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Name Age Years of Experience with

Bulgarian
I-1 37 2
1-2 30 1
-3 30 2
-4 26 3
I-5 31 3
1-6 27 2
-7 26 2
1-8 20 1
1-9 42 )
1-10 46 4
I-11 38 6
1-12 42 3
I-13 28 1
1-14 23 2

Mean: 31.9 Mean: 2.6
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5.4.2. Proficiency assessment

Since the experiments in this thesis are primarily interested in the performance of
advanced L2 learners, the main purpose of the proficiency assessment was to separate the
participants into advanced and non-advanced. That division, as expected, was very
strongly correlated with the number of years of experience with Bulgarian as revealed by
Tables 2 and 3. A further fine-grained division within the non-advanced group was not
needed in view of the research questions posed by this thesis, so they were treated as
intermediate learners, since they had studied Bulgarian for at least one year.

The two main experimental tasks were very demanding and time-consuming and
it was imperative not to exhaust and discourage my informants with a detailed and
lengthy proficiency test. For that reason | chose a cloze test along the lines of Chen
(1996) and Slabakova (2001). It included a short adapted version of a popular fairy tale
(Little Red Riding Hood) where words were deleted at regular intervals (every sixth or
seventh word was deleted) until there were 40 blanks. The subjects were asked to fill in
each blank with a word that they thought would be the best meaningful fit (the cloze test
is given in Appendix A). If a blank was filled with exactly the same word as the original,
1 point was given. If the supplied word was different from the original deleted word, no
point was given, even if that word was meaningful in the particular context. The
maximum total number of points for the cloze test was 40.

First, the score range of the control group was determined. Then, the raw scores
of the L2 subjects were compared with the control range and those participants who fell
in that range were considered advanced. Subjects who fell below the control range were

counted as non-advanced. The lowest score among the control subjects was found to be



Table 4 Cloze test - control group

Participant Score
C-1 30
C-2 29
C-3 32
C-4 29
C-5 34
C-6 31
C-7 29
C-8 23
C-9 23
C-10 31
C-11 32
C-12 27
C-13 29
C-14 30
C-15 32
C-16 29

Mean: 29.4

75



23 (see Table 4), so that was taken to be the cut-off point and each participant whose

score fell above 23 was considered advanced.

Table 5 Cloze test — advanced group

Participant Score
A-1 26
A-2 24
A-3 26
A-4 25
A-5 27
A-6 26
A-7 26
A-8 25
A-9 24

A-10 29
Mean: 25.8




Table 6 Cloze test — intermediate group

Participant Score
-1 12
-2 14
-3 13
-4 17
I-5 9
1-6 10
I-7 12
1-8 10
1-9 20

1-10 11
1-11 18
1-12 13
1-13 15
I-14 12

Mean: 13.3

7
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5.4.3. Methodology — grammaticality judgment task

Ten L2 learners were found to have scores that were above 23 and they formed
the advanced group (see Table 5). All other participants were significantly below the cut-
off point and they were all placed into the intermediate group (see Table 6).

Although the above procedure seemed quite simple and arbitrary, it was
successful in separating the advanced learners from the total of 24 participants as was
confirmed by the results in the subsequent experimental tasks.

The experiment consisted of a grammaticality judgment task with corrections,
which was administered via WebSurveyor. The participants were given short dialogues
consisting of a question and a response. They were asked to evaluate the
grammaticality/acceptability of the responses by marking them as either grammatical or
ungrammatical. In those cases when a response was marked as ungrammatical, the
participant had to provide the necessary correction in order to render it grammatical. The
total number of test items was 70, five of the six properties which were investigated were
represented by ten test items and one of them (non-argument position) was represented
by twenty items. There was an equal number of grammatical and ungrammatical
responses and the test items were randomized across all six properties.

A cluster of six syntactic properties of Bulgarian clitics was established. Four of
the properties, taken together, were specific to Bulgarian object clitics and distinguished
them from clitics in other languages (e.g. Spanish or Serbo-Croatian). Those were pre-
verbal (as opposed to Wackernagel) position, Tobler-Musafia effect, object clitic

clustering and obligatory clitic doubling. Although some, or most of those properties,



79

occurred in other clitic languages, the combination of all four was considered

characteristic of Bulgarian object clitics.

Two of the investigated properties are typical of object clitics cross-lingistically
and are related to their special status as functional elements rather than part of the
argument structure of a sentence. Clitics do not appear in argument positions
(typologically, object clitics occur pre-verbally or occupy second position in the
sentence) and they cannot be coordinated with full DPs.

Below is a list of the properties included in the grammaticality judgment task
illustrated with an ungrammatical test item:

e Pre-verbal (non-argument) position: Bulgarian object clitics invariably appear before
the verb (unless Tobler-Musafia effect obtains). All the test items for this property
excluded Tobler-Musafia environments and were aimed at ascertaining the extent to
which the non-argument position of Bulgarian object clitics was acquired. L2
learners’ grammaticality judgments on this property could also reveal possible L1
transfer and misanalysis of object clitics as object strong pronouns by participants at a
lower proficiency level
There were 20 test items related to preverbal, non-argument position of Bulgarian
object clitics — 10 with accusative clitics and 10 with dative clitics. Half of them were
ungrammatical and had to be corrected. Here are two examples, with an accusative
and with a dative clitic:

(47) A: Koj izmi Ciniite?
who washed-3" p.sg. dishes-def.

“‘Who washed the dishes?’
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B:*Az izmix gi
| washed-1" p.sg. them-cl.ACC
‘| washed them’
Correct: Az gi izmix
(48) A: Kakvo kupi na Mariaot  razprodazbata?
what bought-2" p.sg. to Maria from sale-def.
‘What did you buy for Maria from the sale?’
B: *Nisto  ne Kkupix Ji.
nothing not bought-1* p.sg. her-cl.DAT
‘I didn’t buy her anything.’
Correct: Nisto ne ji kupix.

e Pre-verbal vs Wackernagel position: Bulgarian object clitics are always verb adjacent
unlike object clitics in other Slavic languages (Serbian, Czech), which are 2" position
(Wackernagel) clitics. Test items for this property included sentences where the pre-
verbal clitic occupied third position in the sentence. A Wackernagel position in such
cases violates the requirement for verb adjacency and renders the sentence
ungrammatical:

(49) A:Njakoj  vizdal li e Maria?

someone seen-participle Q be-3p.sg Maria
‘Has anyone seen Maria?’
B: *Az ja véera  vidjax.
| her-cl. ACC yesterday saw-1" p.sg.

‘| saw her yesterday.’



81

Correct: Az vcera ja vidjax.
e Tobler-Musafia effect: Bulgarian object clitics always need a phonological host to
their left. In cases when the pre-verbal position of object clitics places them sentence-
initially, they follow the verb.
(50) A: lIzpi li mljakoto?
drank-2""p.sg. Q milk-def.
‘Did you drink the milk?’
B: *Go 1Zpix oSte vcera.
it-clLACC drank-1%p.sg. still yesterday
‘I drank it yesterday.’
Correct: Izpix go oSte vcera.
e Object clitic clustering: in ditransitive constructions the dative clitic always precedes
the accusative clitic
(51) A:Koga izprati pismoto  do lvan?
when sent-2"" p.sg. letter-def . to Ivan
‘When did you send the letter to lvan?’
B:*Vcera go mu izpratix.
yesterday it-clLACC him-cl.DAT sent-1% p.sg.
Correct: V¢era mu go izpratix.
e No coordination with full DPs: one of the syntactic asymmetries between strong and
‘deficient’ pronouns as established by Cardinaletti and Starke (1999) refers to

coordination which is possible only with strong pronouns
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(52) A: Pokani li Petja?
invited-2"" p.sg.  Q Petja
B: *Pokanix ja I sestra ji
invited -1% p.sg. her-cl. ACC and sister her-poss.
minalata sedmica
last week
‘I invited her and her sister last week.’
Correct: Pokanix neja i sestra ji minalata sedmica.
e Obligatory clitic doubling: clitic doubling is obligatory in Bulgarian with specific
predicates (see 5.3. for a list of such predicates)
(53) A: Zasto sa i tezi hapceta?
why are toyou those pills
‘Why do you need those pills?’
B: *Petja boli glavata.
Petja hurt-3" p.sg. head-def.
‘Petya has a headache’ (lit. The head hurts Petja)
Correct: Petja ja boli glavata.

Petja her-cl.ACC hurt-3%p.sg head-def.

5.5. Results
5.5.1. Group results
Table 7 shows the group results for each of the six properties investigated by the

grammaticality judgment task. Credit was given to correct judgment on grammatical
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answers and to correct judgment on ungrammatical answers followed by an appropriate

correction. There was no partial credit and if an answer was marked as ungrammatical

but no correction was provided, it received no credit.

Table 7 Group results of grammaticality judgment task

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6
Control
Group 99% 99% 100% 100% 99% 99%
Advanced
Group 97% 98% 100% 98% 95% 92%
Intermediate
Group 66% 64% 91% 67% 51% 52%

Note: The abbreviations in this table stand for the following properties — P1 (Pre-verbal/Non-
argument position), P2 (Pre-verbal/Non-Wackernagel position), P3 (Tobler-Musafia effect), P4
(Clustering), P5 (No ccordination), P6 (Obligatory clitic doubling)

As expected the native group provided correct grammaticality judgments for

almost 100% of the test items. The judgments of the advanced group were above 90%

correct on all six clitic properties. In contrast, the group results of the intermediate group

were significantly lower than the results of the control and the advanced groups for all

but one (Tobler-Musafia effect) of the properties. In order to establish the points of

statistical difference a repeated measures two-factor ANOVA was performed with
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properties as a within-subjects dependent variable and group as a between-subjects factor.
The ANOVA revealed significant group effect (F(1,37)=2028,241, p<0.001) and the
following Tukey HSD post hoc comparison identified the point of significant difference,
which was found to be between the control and the advanced group, on the one hand, and
the intermediate group, on the other hand. There was no statistical difference in the

judgments of the control and the advanced group.

5.5.2. Individual results

In evaluating the individual results, a cut-off point of 80% represented
performance on 10 items that was sufficiently different from chance. Thus a score of 80%
or above was taken as an indicator of successful knowledge of a clitic-related property.
As the individual results of the control group (see Table 8) reveal, they had an almost
100% accuracy in their grammaticality judgment for all six properties.

Due to their exposure to Bulgarian for a significant amount of time and in view of
the abundant input related to object clitics, the advanced group was expected to behave in
a native-like manner on all properties. The individual results in Table 9 corroborate that
expectation; with the single exception of participant A-7 who was below the cut-off point
for one of the investigated properties (70% for obligatory clitic doubling), all advanced
subjects were at or above 80% accuracy in their grammaticality judgments and
corrections.

Most interesting, however, were the results of the intermediate group. As revealed
by the repeated measures two-factor ANOVA, their judgments significantly differed from

those of the control and the advanced groups.



Table 8 Individual results of grammaticality judgment task — control group
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P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6

Cc-1 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-2 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-3 100% 90% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-4 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-5 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-6 100% 100% 100% 100% 90% 100%

C-7 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-8 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-9 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

C-10 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Cc-11 100% 100% 100% 100% 90% 100%
C-12 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
C-13 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
C-14 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
C-15 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 90%
C-16 90% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Group 99% 99% 100% 100% 99% 99%

means




Table 9 Individual results of grammaticality judgment task — advanced group
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P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6
A-1 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 90%
A-2 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
A-3 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
A-4 100% 90% 100% 100% 90% 90%
A-5 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
A-6 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 90%
A-7 80% 90% 100% 90% 90% 70%
A-8 90% 100% 100% 90% 100% 100%
A-9 100% 100% 100% 100% 90% 80%
A-10 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Group 97% 98% 100% 98% 95% 92%
means

Note: The abbreviations in this table stand for the following properties — P1 (Pre-verbal/Non-
argument position), P2 (Pre-verbal/Non-Wackernagel position), P3 (Tobler-Musafia effect), P4

(Clustering), P5 (No ccordination), P6 (Obligatory clitic doubling)




Table 10 Individual results of grammaticality judgment task — intermediate group
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P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6
I-1 70% 30% 90% 50% 40% 20%
1-2 20% 40% 80% 40% 20% 40%
-3 90% 60% 90% 70% 70% 60%
-4 80% 90% 100% 70% 40% 60%
I-5 30% 60% 100% 70% 20% 40%
1-6 40% 50% 80% 40% 50% 40%
I-7 80% 70% 100% 70% 70% 40%
1-8 50% 40% 90% 80% 30% 30%

-9 90% 90% 100% 80% 80% 100%
1-10 80% 80% 100% 90% 70% 60%
I-11 100% 80% 100% 90% 80% 90%
1-12 90% 100% 100% 80% 80% 90%
I-13 30% 20% 60% 20% 10% 20%
1-14 80% 90% 80% 90% 60% 40%

Group
mean 66% 64.3% 90.7% 67.1% 51.4% 52.1%

Note: The abbreviations in this table stand for the following properties — P1 (Pre-verbal/Non-

argument position), P2 (Pre-verbal/Non-Wackernagel position), P3 (Tobler-Musafia effect), P4

(Clustering), P5 (No ccordination), P6 (Obligatory clitic doubling)
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The individual results (Table 10) showed lack of homogeneity in the performance
of the intermediate group. Three of the subjects, 1-9, I1-11 and 1-12 performed in a native-
like manner and were at or above the 80% cut-off point in their judgments for all six
properties. Two subjects (1-10 and 1-14) had 80% or more correct judgments on four of
the properties. There were five subjects whose judgments were at least 80% correct for
only one (P3 — Tobler-Musafia) or for none of the six properties.

A repeated-measures ANOVA with the properties as dependent variables revealed
a significant main effect on type of property (F(5,65)=16.463, p<0.001). The following
Tukey HSD post hoc comparison established three homogeneous sets in terms of
percentage of correct judgment. On the one hand, the correct judgments on P3 (Tobler-
Musafia effect) were significantly higher than the correct judgments on all the other six
properties. On the other hand, the correct judgments on P1 (pre-verbal/non-argument
position), P2 (preverabal/non-Wackernagel position) and P4 (clitic clustering) were
significantly higher than the correct responses to the remaining two conditions, namely

P4 (coordination) and P5 (obligatory clitic doubling).

5.6. Summary

The data from the grammaticality judgment task on Bulgarian object clitics
showed that contrary to the expectations of the Interpretability Hypothesis (Tsimpli and
Dimitrakopoulou (2007), the advanced L2 learners of Bulgarian had acquired the
syntactic properties of clitics as their performance on all six properties was at or above

the 80% threshold. The Interpretability Hypothesis predicts that 3 person clitics are
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particularly problematic for the L2 learners; nevertheless, the predominance of 3" person
clitics in the test items did not affect the native-like responses of the advanced subjects.

In one of the conditions (P1- pre-verbal/non-argument position), 75% of the
clitics were 3" person clitics and 25% were 1% or 2" person clitics. Out of the 123
incorrect judgments (44% of the total of 280 grammaticality judgments) by the
intermediate group with regard to that property, 23 were related to 1% or 2" person
clitics, which constituted 18% of the total. Keeping in mind that only 25% of the clitics in
the test items for that property were 1 or 2" person clitics, they did not appear to be
immune to L2 learners’ mistakes. Thus the predicted different accuracies between 1%/2"
person clitics and 3" person clitics is not supported.

The performance of the intermediate learners was strongly in line with the
predictions of the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis. Most of the participants in that
group accepted object clitics in argument positions and in coordination with full DPs.
This was indicative of clitics being mis-analyzed as strong pronouns as that was the only
way they could fit into the L1-based mental representation lacking in the functional

projection hosting object clitics.
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CHAPTER 6
A STUDY ON THE L2 ACQUISITION OF CLITIC DOUBLING AS

OVERT MARKING OF TOPICALITY IN BULGARIAN

6.1. Research questions

This chapter presents an experimental study aimed at ascertaining the extent to
which native speakers of English had learned a subtle property of Bulgarian grammar
which does not occur in their L1, namely, marking of topical objects via clitic-doubling.
Since the construction investigated in this study presented a clear case of an interface
condition and one of the two groups of participants consisted of very advanced L2
speakers of Bulgarian, it was an effective tool for testing the claims of Sorace’s (2006)
Interface Hypothesis for end-state divergence with respect to L2 interface properties.

Furthermore, a comparison with the results of the syntactic grammaticality
judgment task as described in chapter 5 will provide evidence for or against a possible
dissociation between the acquisition of purely syntactic properties and properties that

require coordination between syntax and discourse.

6.2. Specific Hypotheses

This section will present a brief summary (for more details see chapters 2 and 3)
of the three central hypotheses in generative second language acquisition which make
predictions with regard to the end-state — Full Transfer/Full Access (FT/FA)(Schwarz and
Sprouse 1994, 1996), the Interpretability Hypothesis (Tsimpli and Mastropavilou, 2007),

the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace, 2006).
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FT/FA argues for an initial period of L2 acquisition which is solely based on L1
transfer (hence Full Transfer). During the initial stage, all L1 and L2 features and feature
strengths are transferred onto the L2, which results in non-native-like performance with
regard to some properties. However, that initial stage is followed by a period of
‘restructuring” which is fully UG-constrained (hence Full Access) and parameter resetting
takes place. L2 learners’ mental representations at the end-state are generally native-like
with the possible exception of cases when L1 properties need to be de-learned or when
the input does not allow learners to restructure a grammar feature. The proponents of
FT/FA claim that in some rare cases the linguistic input can be ambiguous with respect to
some analyses which will not allow the learners to successfully restructure their
grammar.

Tsimpli and Dimitrakopoulou’s (2007) Interpretability Hypothesis also allows for
an initial stage of L1 transfer and subsequent restructuring triggered by L2 input.
However, unlike FT/FA, it contends that end-state representations are not necessarily
native-like. Target-divergent structures are attributed to the impossibility for acquiring
uninterpretable features (features internal to the computational system such as agreement
and case features with clitics) which are not instantiated in the L1 due to the
unavailability of full access to UG after the critical period for language acquisition.

Finally, Sorace’s (2006) Interface Hypothesis argues for the unavoidable presence
of L2 ‘residual optionality’ even at the stage of ultimate attainment. Contrary to the
claims of the Interpretability Hypothesis, Sorace contends that purely syntactic,

uninterpretable features are acquirable by adult L2 learners whereas syntactic
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representations which are based on interpretable features and constrained by discourse
factors, exhibit optionality.

All three theories allow for native-like end-state as well as for divergence under
certain conditions. FT/FA predicts target divergence when an L1 property needs to be de-
learned or the input is ambiguous; the Interpretability Hypothesis predicts target
divergence when purely syntactic uninterpretable features have to be learned; the
Interface Hypothesis predicts target divergence when interpretable features related to
interface properties have to be learned.

In view of the syntax-discourse property investigated in this chapter, FT/FA
predicts possible success at the end-state. The Interpretability Hypothesis predicts
learnability problems only with uninterpretable features, but not with features associated
with the interpretive domain where syntax interfaces with discourse. Finally, the Interface
Hypothesis predicts permanent fossilization and learnability problems in interface

conditions even at the stage of ultimate attainment.

6.3. Topicality marking in Bulgarian summarized

Topicalization refers to those cases when an entity previously introduced in the
discourse (a discourse antecedent) is reintroduced within the same context. It was argued
in section 4.4 that all definite and some indefinite (generic and specific) topics in
Bulgarian are doubled by a co-referential clitic which occurs within the same clause as
the doubled DP. The doubled topical object can either stay in its post-verbal argument
position with the doubling clitic in verb-adjacent position, or it can be fronted to a

sentence initial position. Post-verbal position of the doubled DP is not related to Clitic



93

Right Dislocation (CLRD) as there could be additional material following the object as
shown in 54 (c).
(54) a.Dnes ja vidjax Maria.
today her-cLACC saw-1%p.sg. Maria
b. Maria dnes ja vidjax.
‘| saw Maria today.’
c. Vidjax ja Maria dnes.
In a similar study to the one presented in this chapter, Valenzuela (2005) argues that only
specific topics are involved in clitic doubling constructions such as Clitic Left
Dislocation (CLLD) in Spanish. Non-specific topics, on the other hand, can be included
only in Contrastive Left Dislocation (CLD). In Spanish CLD, the non-specific topical
objects are fronted but not doubled by a clitic and the connectedness requirement is
satisfied by the presence of a null operator (Valenzuela, 2005).

Although Spanish and Bulgarian clitics appear to be very similar, | would argue
that clitic doubling of topic objects in Bulgarian is contingent not only upon their
specificity but also upon definiteness. The examples below illustrate two instances of a
definite topic, which can be either specific or presupposed non-specific. In both contexts
the definite topic can be successfully doubled by a co-referential clitic.

(55) A: Koga Sste nagrazdavat pobeditelja?
when FUT give award-3" p.pl. winner-def.
‘When are they presenting the award to the winner’
B: Pobeditelja Ste  go nagrazdavat sled sastezanieto.

winner-def. FUT him-cl.ACC give award after competition-def.
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“They will present the award to the winner after the competition’
(definite non-specific (presupposed))
(56) A: Pokazaxa li podeditelja po televizijata?
showde-3p.pl. Q winner-def. on TV
‘Did they show the winner on TV?’
B: Pobeditelja go pokazaxa vednaga sled sastezanieto
winner-def. him-cl showed-3" p.pl. right after competition-def.
“They showed the winner right after the competition’
(definite specific)
As shown in chapter 4, indefinite specific topics can also be doubled by a co-
referential object clitics as in the following example:
(57) Ednazena ja blasna kola taja sutrin.
one woman her-c. ACC hit-3" p.sg.past car this morning

‘A woman was hit by a car this morning.’

Table 11 Specificity and definiteness requirements for clitic doubling
of object topics in Bulgarian

[+specific] [-specific]

[+definite] + +

[-definite] + -
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The examples above show that both specific and non-specific definite objects as
well as specific indefinite ones can participate in clitic doubling constructions. This
leaves indefinite non-specific objects as the only topics that cannot be doubled by clitics.
However, | am only testing specific topics in this experimental work. I believe that
testing for knowledge of specificity as Valenzuela (2005) did, would have made the test
too difficult and confusing to the participants as a semantic factor would have been added

to the syntactic and the discourse ones.

6.4. The Experiment

6.4.1. Participants
The participants for this study were the 24 native speakers of English who also
took part in the grammaticality judgment task described in chapter 5. For detailed
information on the participants’ profiles and the proficiency assessment task which was
used to divide them into advanced and intermediate learners, refer to sections 5.4.1 and

5.4.2.

6.4.2. Methodology — context sentence evaluation task
The study included a context sentence evaluation task whereby a particular situation was
described in English and then followed by a short dialogue. The dialogue consisted of a
question and four answer options for which the participants had to provide
appropriateness evaluation on a scale from 1 to 5 (5-perfectly acceptable, 1-totally

unacceptable).
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The experiment included 4 conditions in a 2x2 design: Topic x Focus’ and

Accusative x Dative.

Table 12 Experimental conditions

TOPIC/Accusative TOPIC/Dative

FOCUS/Accusative FOCUS/Dative

While the sentences in the topic condition were aimed at directly testing the
knowledge with regard to clitic doubling as an overt marker of topicality, the significance
of the focus condition was to ascertain whether in responses to wh-questions the
participants recognized the infelicitousness of clitic doubling with focal direct and
indirect objects as opposed to its felicitousness with topical objects. Low evaluation of
clitic doubling with focal objects would reinforce the presence of knowledge as to its
correct pragmatic function, namely marking topicality. Thus this study tests knowledge
of the syntax-discourse interface without mixing in knowledge of semantic properties as

in Valenzuela (2005).

7 The test items in the focus condition presented cases of informational focus, i.e. new
information as opposed to contrastive focus.
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There were 10 short dialogues for each condition. Each of the dialogues was situated
within a context described in English. Each dialogue consisted of a question followed by
4 answer options. In the Topic conditions, the question introduced the entity which was
repeated in the answer as a topic. All topics were definite and specific, which made them
eligible for clitic doubling. In the Focus conditions, a wh-question asked for an object
which appeared in the answer as a new, focal element and therefore incompatible with
clitic doubling. Two of the answer options were pragmatically felicitous and two were
infelicitous. Although the pragmatic infelicity of some of the sentences considerably
degraded them, they were all grammatical sentences if taken on their own and outside of
the particular context.

The four options which were to be evaluated were as follows:

Option 1: [+Object fronting] [+Clitic doubling]

Option 2: [-Object fronting] [+Clitic doubling]

Option 3: [+Object fronting] [-Clitic doubling]

Option 4: [-Object fronting] [-Clitic doubling]

The first two options, which involved clitic doubling, are felicitous in the Topic
conditions and were expected to receive higher evaluations in those conditions, whereas
the latter two options are considered infelicitous in topic contexts and lower evaluations
were expected for them. The opposite holds in the Focus conditions where doubling of a
focal object as in options 1 and 2 is deemed infelicitous. Options 3 and 4 involve object
fronting (with no doubling) and neutral SVO word order. Both are typical word orders for
presenting focal objects in Bulgarian and are therefore pragmatically acceptable in the

Focus conditions.



Below are 4 sample test items which illustrate each of the four conditions (see
Appendix 1 for all test items).

TOPIC ACCUSATIVE CONDITION

A: Poluci li koleta ot Peter?
received-2" p.sg. Q package from Peter
‘Did you receive the package from Peter’
B: a. Koleta go polucix minalata sedmica. (O1)
package him-cl.ACC received-1p.sg. last week
‘I received that package last week’
b.Minalata sedmica go polucix koleta. ~ (Option 2)
c.#Koleta poluc¢ix minalata sedmica. (Option 3)

d.#Minalata sedmica polucix koleta. (Option 4)

TOPIC DATIVE CONDITION

A: Kaza li na Peter za  naSijaplan?

told-2""p.sg. Q to Peter about our plan

‘Did you tell Peter about our plan’
B: a. Na Peter mu kazax oSte minalata sedmica. (O1)
to Peter him-cl.DAT told  still last week
‘I told Peter last week.’
b. Oste minalata sedmica mu kazax na Peter. (02)
c. #Na Peter kazax oSte minalata sedmica. (03)

d. #Oste minalata sedmica kazax na Peter. (04)

98



FOCUS ACCUSATIVE CONDITION

A: Kakvo zagubi dokato bjagase tazi sutrin?
what lost-2" p.sg. while run-2""p.sg this morning
‘What did you lose when you were running this morning?’
B: a. #Zagubix  gi kljuc¢ovete za kolata (O1)
lost-1p.sg. them-cl.ACC keys for car-def.

‘I lost the car keys.’

b. #Kljucovete za kolata gi zagubix. (02)
c. Zagubix kljuCovete za kolata. (03)
d. Kljucovete za kolata zagubix. (C4)

FOCUS DATIVE CONDITION

A: Na kogo napisa tova dalgo pismo?
to whom wrote-2" p.sg. this long letter
“To whom did you write this long letter?’
B: a.#Na lvan mu go napisax. (01)
to lvan him-cl.DAT it-cl. ACC wrote-1p.sg.
‘I wrote it to Ivan.’
b.#Napisax mu go na Ivan. (02)
c. Na Ivan go napisax. (03)

d. Napisax go na Ivan. (04)
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The task was presented to the participants both in writing and in spoken language
recorded by two native speakers. Intonation did not distinguish between the four options;
only the presence or absence of clitics did. However, the recorded neutral intonation
ensured that learners and native speakers were not imposing their own intonation on the
test sentences, which would have been the case in a written only test. The test items of all
four conditions as well as the answer options for each test item were randomized in order

to ensure the absence of pattern awareness among the participants.

6.5 Results
6.5.1. Group results

6.5.1.1. Topic Accusative Condition

Figure 1 shows the distribution of the evaluation means of the control group and
the advanced group in the Topic Accusative Condition. An evaluation of 5 on the
acceptability scale means that the sentence is perfectly acceptable whereas an evaluation
of 1 means totally unacceptable. As expected, the control group gave the highest
appropriateness evaluation (4.67) to Option 1 (fronting + doubling) followed by the other
pragmatically felicitous option, which included doubling with no fronting (4.26). The
evaluations of the infelicitous options, 3 (fronting with no doubling) and 4 (SVO word
order), received evaluations of 2.13 and 2.98, respectively. It was interesting to observe
that the evaluation means of the advanced group for the felicitous options was higher in
absolute values than that of the control group (4.75 and 4.34, respectively), although

those numbers are very close and by no means statistically different. The evaluation



means of the advanced group for the infelicitous options were higher than those of the

control group (2.73 and 3.29).
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In order to establish the statistical significance of the observed values a two-way

repeated-measures ANOVA was performed with evaluation option as a within-subjects

variable and group as a between-subjects variable. The results showed a significant main

effect of evaluation option (F3111=44.857, p<0.001), a significant main effect of group

(F237=3.317, p=0.047) and significant interaction (Fg111=25.791, p<0.001).

Topic Accusative Condition
5
4
3
2
1
01 02 #03 #04
M Control 4.67 4.26 2.13 2.89
i4 Advanced 4.75 4.34 2.73 3.29

Figure 1 Topic Accusative Condition (Control vs Advanced)
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The results of a one-way repeated measures ANOVA within each of the groups
showed a significant main effect for both the control and the advanced group of
evaluation options (control: F3 45=77.945, p<0.001; advanced: F;,;=38.464, p=0.00).

A post-hoc Tukey HSD comparison revealed statistically significant differences
between the felicitous options (1 and 2) and the infelicitous options (3 and 4) for both the
control and the advanced group. There was no statistically significant difference between
the evaluations of the two felicitous options for either group. While there was no
statistically significant difference between the evaluations of the infelicitous options for
the advanced group, the control group evaluated the infelicitous Option 3 significantly
lower than the other infelicitous option, which included neutral SVO word order. To a
certain extent, although not relevant to the main issue investigated by this study, this was
expected. The word order of Option 3 is used in Bulgarian most often for assigning focus
on a fronted element, which is not the case in the context of the Topic Accusative
condition and therefore the lower evaluations. The neutral SVO word order received an
evaluation around 3, which was to some extent expected as a lot of the participants felt
they had to give credit to the grammatical correctness of the sentence. Most important,
however, is the fact that those evaluations were consistently lower than the evaluations of
the felicitous options and the subtle distinction in the interpretative appropriateness of the
sentences was recognized by the participants in both the control and the advanced group.

Tables 13 and 14 show the results of the post hoc Tukey HSD comparison and the
points of statistical significance between the four options in the accusative condition of

the context sentence evaluation task.



Table 13 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Topic Accusative Condition

(Control group)
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Option 2 # Option 3 # Option 4
Option 1 n/s p<0.01 p<0.01
Option 2 p<0.01 p<0.01
# Option 3 p<0.01
Table 14 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Topic Accusative Condition
(Advanced group)
Option 2 # Option 3 # Option 4
Option 1 n/s p<0.01 p<0.01
Option 2 p<0.01 p<0.01
# Option 3 n/s

A comparison between the ratings of the control group and the intermediate group

reveals a dissimilarity which was not observed in the comparison of the control group

with the advanced group (see Figure 2). The intermediate group valued the infelicitous

SVO option as highly appropriate. It is, of course, similar to what their L1 uses in a

similar context. The second highest evaluation was given to the other infelicitous option




(03), which is also similar to one of the L1 options of marking topicality, namely a

fronted object as in *Sushi, I like’.
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Topic Accusative Condition

5
4 —
3 —
2 —
1
01 02 #03 #04
= Control 4.67 4.26 2.13 2.89
i Intermediate 3.66 3.29 3.8 4.33

Figure 2 Topic Accusative Condition (Control vs Intermediate)

A one-way repeated-measures ANOVA showed a significant main effect of

evaluation option for the intermediate group (F339=5.309, p=0.004). The post hoc Tukey

HSD comparison revealed the source of that main effect, which was found to be in the

statistically significant difference between the infelicitous SVO option which had
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received the highest mean evaluation (4.33) and the felicitous Option 2, with the lowest
mean evaluation (3.29). What is of greater importance, however, is that in most of the
cases there were no statistically significant differences (see Table 15) which is indicative
of the lack of knowledge on the part of the intermediate L2 learners as a group as to the
pragmatic requirement for clitic doubling in topic constructions. In the single instance
when their evaluations reach statistical significance, it occurs in favor of one of the

infelicitous options, which is the opposite of what is observed in the data of the control

group.

Table 15 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Topic Accusative Condition
(Intermediate group)

Option 2 # Option 3 # Option 4

Option 1 n/s n/s n/s

Option 2 n/s p<0.01

# Option 3 n/s

6.5.1.2. Topic Dative Condition

Figure 3 shows the distribution of the evaluation means of the control group and
the advanced group in the Topic Dative Condition. The most important observation with
regard to those evaluations is that both groups give the highest scores to the felicitous

Option 1 (4.61 and 4.69) as they did in the Topic Accusative Condition. Similarly, the
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infelicitous options, 3 and 4, received the lowest scores (3.18 and 3.32 for Option 3, and

3.21 and 3.05 for Option 4).

Topic Dative Condition
5
4
3
2
1
01 #03 #04
= Control 4.61 4.23 3.18 3.21
i4 Advanced 4.69 3.7 3.32 3.05

Figure 3 Topic Dative Condition (Control vs Advanced)

However, there are two main points in the above data which present a significant
departure from what was observed in the Topic Accusative Condition.
First, the evaluation of the control group for the infelicitous Option 3 in the Topic

Dative Condition is significantly higher than in the Topic Accusative Condition (3.18 vs
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2.13). For some reason, which is obviously beyond the scope of this thesis, lack of clitic
doubling with fronted topical indirect objects does not seem to degrade the felicity of the
sentence to the same extent as the lack of clitic doubling with fronted topical direct object
does. This ‘milder’ degree of infelicity appears to be also reflected in the evaluations of
the advanced group when compared to their evaluations for the infelicitous Option 3 in
the Topic Accusative Condition (3.32 vs 2.73).

Second, the evaluation of the advanced group for the felicitous Option 2(clitic
doubling with no fronting) in the Topic Dative Condition is much lower than in the Topic
Accusative Condition (3.70 vs 4.34). A closer look at the individual results (see Table
30), however, shows that this is to a certain extent due to the very low evaluations (1.6
and 2.9) of two the participants (A-6 and A-7).

In order to establish the statistical significance of the observed values across the
three groups, a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA between all four evaluation options
and three groups was performed. The results showed no significant main effect of group
(F237=0.590, p=0.560), but significant main effect of condition (F311;=19.021, p<0.001)
and significant interaction (Fg 111=16.220, p<0.001).

The results of the one-way repeated measures ANOVAs within each of the groups
showed a significant main effect of evaluation option for both the control and the
advanced group (control:F; 45=44.325, p<0.001; advanced:F3»7=11.438, p<0.001). A
post-hoc Tukey HSD comparison revealed a statistically significant difference between
the felicitous options (O1 and O2) and the infelicitous options (O3 and O4) for the

control group (see Table 16). There were no statistically significant differences between
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the evaluations of the two felicitous options, on the one hand, and the two infelicitous

options, on the other hand.

Table 16 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Topic Dative Condition
(Control group)

Option 2 # Option 3 # Option 4

Option 1 n/s p<0.01 p<0.01

Option 2 p<0.01 p<0.01

# Option 3 n/s

The only point of statistical significance in the evaluations of the advanced group
was between the felicitous Option 1 and all other options, including the other felicitous
option, O2 (see Table 17). In this respect their results differed from the results of the
control group whose evaluations of the two felicitous options were not statistically
significant.

The comparison between the results of the control group and the intermediate
group in the Topic Dative Condition shows the same pattern as in the Topic Accusative
Condition (see Figure 4). Once again, the intermediate group considers the infelicitous
options, O3 and O4, highly appropriate. This is in line with the expectations for L1
transfer and preference for the two options that are similar to what is used in the L1

(English) in similar contexts.
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Table 17 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Topic Dative Condition
(Advanced group)

Option 2 # Option 3 # Option 4
Option 1 p<0.01 p<0.01 p<0.01
Option 2 n/s n/s
# Option 3 n/s
Topic Dative Condition
5
4 I
3 —
2 —
1 A_
o1 02 #03 #04
= Control 4.61 4.23 3.18 3.21
Id Intermediate 3.63 3.4 3.89 4.26

Figure 4 Topic Dative Condition (Control vs Intermediate)
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A repeated-measures one-way ANOVA showed a significant main effect of
evaluation option in the intermediate group (F3 39=5.637, p=0.003). The following Tukey
HSD post hoc comparison identified statistically significant differences between the
infelicitous SVO option and the felicitous O1 and O2 (see Table 18). Those, however,
were in the wrong direction as the L1-like SVO option received the highest evaluation

among all four options.

Table 18 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Topic Dative Condition
(Intermediate group)

Option 2 # Option 3 # Option 4

Option 1 n/s n/s p <0.05

Option 2 n/s p<0.01

# Option 3 n/s

6.5.1.3. Focus Accusative Condition

The focus conditions reversed the felicity of the 4 answer options. Now, the clitic
doubling options O1 (with fronting) and O2 (without fronting) were infelicitous since the
introduction of new information as a response to a wh-question involves focal
constructions which are not consistent with the pragmatic function of clitic doubling in

Bulgarian, namely to mark topicality.
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Figure 5 shows the mean ratings of the control and advanced groups in the Focus

Accusative Condition.

Focus Accusative Condition

5

4

3

2

N | -

#01 #02 03

m Control 1.86 1.43 4.4
4 Advanced 2.82 2.09 4.31 4.69

Figure 5 Focus Accusative Condition (Control vs Advanced)

Both the control and the advanced group gave very high ratings to the felicitous

options, O3 and O4. On the other hand, the evaluations of the infelicitous, clitic-doubling

options, O1 and O2 received significantly lower evaluations. Although the evaluations of

the advanced group for the infelicitous options were consistently lower than the

evaluations for the highly rated options 3 and 4 (see Table 31 for individual results), they

were not as low as those of the control group (1.86 vs 2.82, 1.43 vs 2.09). This, however,
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would be a moot point if those evaluations are shown to be statistically different from the
felicitous options, which can be the best indicator of their ability to perceive discourse-
conditioned differences.

A two-way repeated-measures ANOVA between all four evaluation options and
three groups showed a significant main effect of group (F37=20.146, p<0.001), a
significant main effect of evaluation option (F3111=190.272, p<0.001) and significant
interaction (Fs 111=19.052, p<0.001).

The one-way repeated-measures ANOVAs within each group revealed a
significant main effect of evaluation options for both the control and the advanced group
(control: F345=438.885), p<0.001; advanced: F3,7=44.053, p<0.001). The Tukey HSD
post hoc comparison (see Tables 19 and 20) identified the points of statistical
significance, the most important of which were found to be between the felicitous
options, O3 and O4, and the infelicitous ones, O1 and O2. In addition, there were
statistically significant differences between the two felicitous options in the evaluations
of the control group as they preferred the SVO order for focal constructions better than
the option of fronting with no doubling. The evaluations of the advanced group for the
felicitous options were not statistically significant.

When compared with the evaluations of the control group, those of intermediate
group were also very high (see Figure 6). However, the evaluation means of the
intermediate group for the infelicitous options were much higher than those of the control
group. The one-way repeated-measures ANOVA showed a significant main effect of the

evaluation options of the intermediate group (intermediate: F333=10.530, p<0.001).



Table 19 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Focus Accusative Condition

(Control group)

# Option 1
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# Option 2

Option 3

(Advanced group)

# Option 1

# Option 2

# Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
p<0.01 p<0.01 p<0.01
p<0.01 p<0.01
p<0.01
Table 20 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Focus Accusative Condition

# Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
p <0.05 p<0.01 p<0.01
p<0.01 p<0.01

n/s

Option 3

The following Tukey HSD comparison revealed the points of significant

differences between the evaluation means (see Table 21). The rating of the felicitous

Option 4 was significantly higher than the evaluations of both infelicitous options, O1

and O2. This “native-like’ behavior in the evaluation of the felicitous options should not
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necessarily be taken as an indicator of knowledge on the part of the intermediate learners

of the pragmatic conditions regulating the felicitous use of clitic doubling constructions.

Focus Accusative Condition

5
4 I
3 S
2 S
, I =
#01 #02 03 04
= Control 1.86 1.43 4.4 4.88
i Intermediate 3.5 3.16 4.15 4.4

Figure 6 Focus Accusative Condition (Control vs Intermediate)

A closer look at the evaluations of the intermediate group in the topic conditions

(see Figures 2 and 4) shows a distinct preference for the infelicitous no-doubling SVO

option. In view of their strongly non-native-like performance in the topic conditions, it is

most likely that the ‘native-like” performance of the intermediate learners in the focus




115

conditions is due to their general preference for constructions without clitics and the L1-
like SVO option rather than to any particular knowledge of the infelicity of clitic

doubling with focal direct and indirect objects.

Table 21 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Focus Accusative Condition
(Intermediate group)

# Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

n/s n/s p<0.01

# Option 1

# Option 2 p<0.01

p<0.01

Option 3 n/s

6.5.1.4. Focus Dative Condition

The results of the control and the advanced group in the Focus Dative Condition
were very similar to their results in the Focus Accusative Condition (see Figure 7). Once
again they gave the highest evaluations to the felicitous options O3 and O4, and
significantly lower evaluations to the infelicitous options O1 and O2. The evaluations of
the advanced group for the infelicitous options were again higher than those of the
control group but, most importantly, significantly lower than the evaluations of the
felicitous options.

A two-way repeated-measures ANOVA between all four evaluation options and

three groups showed a significant main effect of group (F37=23.080, p<0.001), a
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significant main effect of evaluation option (F3111=344.482, p<0.001) and significant
interaction (Fs 111=51.423, p<0.001).

The one-way repeated-measures ANOVASs revealed a significant main effect in
the evaluations of both the control and the advanced group (control: F3 45= 685.891,
p<0.001; advanced: F32;=56.115, p<0.001). The Tukey HSD post hoc showed
statistically significant difference between the felicitous and the infelicitous options (see

Tables 22 and 23).

Focus Dative Condition

5

4

3

2

1 1 =

#01 #02

m Control 1.85 1.64 4,61 4.8
4 Advanced 2.87 2.11 4.5 4.45

Figure 7 Focus Dative Condition (Control vs Advanced)



Table 22 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Focus Dative Condition
(Control group)
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# Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

# Option 1 n/s p<0.01 p<0.01

# Option 2 p<0.01 p<0.01
Option 3 n/s

Table 23 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Focus Dative Condition
(Advanced group)

# Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

# Option 1 p<0.05 p<0.01 p<0.01

# Option 2 p<0.01 p<0.01
Option 3 n/s

Similarly to what was observed in the Focus Accusative Condition, the

evaluations of the intermediate group showed preference for the felicitous non-doubling

options O3 and O4 (see Figure 8). However, their evaluations of the infelicitous options

were much higher than those of the control and the advanced group. The repeated-

measures ANOVA showed a significant main effect of evaluation options in the results of
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the intermediate group (intermediate: F339=21.422, p<0.001). However, the Tukey HSD

post hoc comparison revealed the lack of any significant difference between the two

felicitous options and one of the infelicitous options (O1)(see Table 24).

Focus Dative Condition

#01 #02 03 04
= Control 1.85 1.64 4.61 4.8
i Intermediate 3.84 3.25 411 4.26

Figure 8 Focus Dative Condition (Control vs Intermediate)
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Table 24 Tukey HSD post hoc comparison: Focus Dative Condition
(Intermediate group)

# Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
# Option 1 p<0.01 n/s n/s
# Option 2 p<0.01 p<0.01
Option 3 n/s

The results in the Focus Dative Condition are in support of the claim that the
intermediate L2 learners are not aware of the pragmatic significance of clitic doubling, or
the lack thereof, and the only reason they give ‘native-like’, high evaluations to the
felicitous non-doubling options in the focus conditions is their general preference for
constructions with no clitics. The individual results of the L2 intermediate learners (see
Tables 33, 34, 35, 36)reveal two main evaluation patterns — they either give high
evaluations to all four options in all four conditions or give consistently higher
evaluations to the options with no clitic doubling (O3 and O4), which simply happen to

be felicitous in the focus conditions.

6.5.2. Individual results
This section will present the individual results in all four conditions of the three
groups participating in the study. A close look at the results reveals that the evaluations

fall into 5 main patterns, which can be categorized as felicitous or infelicitous.
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e Felicitous patterns:

I.  the evaluations of the two felicitous options are higher and statistically
different from the evaluations of both infelicitous options
(marked with ™ in the tables below)
Il.  the evaluation of one of the felicitous options is higher and statistically
different from the evaluations of both infelicitous options
(marked with ” in the tables below)

e Infelicitous patterns:

I.  the evaluation of one (or both) of the felicitous options is higher but NOT
statistically different from the evaluation of one (or both) of the infelicitous
options

(marked with * in the tables below)

Il.  the evaluation of one (or both) of the infelicitous options is higher but NOT
statistically different from the evaluation of one (or both) of the felicitous
options

(marked with ** in the tables below)
I1l.  the evaluation of one (or both) of the infelicitous options is higher AND
statistically different from the evaluation of one (or both) of the felicitous
options

(marked with *** in the tables below)
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6.5.2.1. Control Group8

The individual results of the control group in the topic conditions fall
predominantly into the felicitous patters (see Tables 25 and 26) with the exception of one
participant (C-3) in the Topic Accusative Condition and two participants (C-2 and C-13)
in the Topic Dative Condition. C-3 gives very low evaluations of the felicitous Option 2
in both topic conditions and relatively high evaluation for the infelicitous Option 4. C-2
and C-13 give very high evaluations for the infelicitous Option 3 in the Topic Dative
Condition. As it was observed earlier in this chapter, Option 3 (fronting with no clitic
doubling) received much higher evaluations in the Topic Dative Condition than in the
Topic Accusative Condition. However, for the majority of native participants the
difference in the evaluations of Option 3 and the felicitous options 1 and 2 (or at least one
of them) is statistically significant.

For 11 native participants (69%) in the Topic Accusative Condition and 8 (50%)
in the Topic Dative Condition, the results fall into the pattern whereby both felicitous
options are statistically significant from both infelicitous options. Four participants in the
Topic Accusative Condition and 6 in the Topic Dative Condition evaluate only one of the
felicitous options higher with statistical significance than the evaluations of both
infelicitous options.

In both focus conditions, the participants in the control group invariably give
evaluations of the felicitous options O3 and 04 that are statistically significant from the

evaluations of both infelicitous options, O1 and O2.

8 A repeated-measures ANOVA was performed on the individual evaluations of each
participant. Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post
hoc comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.



Table 25 Individual results - topic accusative condition (control group)
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[+front] [-front] #[+front] #[-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
C-1n 5.0° 4.9° 1.8° 2.2
c-2» 4.5° 3.7%¢ 2.4° 3.0°
C-3* 4.4 2.8° 1.3° 3.7*°
C-4n 4.6° 4.1%° 2.9 3.5°
C-5 5.0° 4.9° 2.0° 2.7°
C-6™M 4.8 4.6° 2.1° 3.1°
C-7n 5.0° 5.0° 1.3° 2.6°
c-gm 5.0% 41° 1.1° 2.9°
C-9mn 4.5 4.6° 2.3 3.3
c-10n 4.4 43¢ 2.9° 3.2°¢
C-11M 4.4 4.4 2.5 2.9°
C-12/n 4.7 4.1° 2.6° 2.7°
C-13~ 4.6° 3.9° 3.1° 3.4°
C-14™M 5.0% 5.0° 1.6° 1.7°
C-15™M 4.4 4.0° 2.6 2.9°
C-16™M 4.5° 3.7 1.5 2.3
Group mean 4.67° 4.26° 2.13° 2.89°




Table 26 Individual results - topic dative condition (control group)
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[+front] [-front] #[+front] #[-front]

[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
C-1mn 4.2° 4.3 2.6 2.5
C-2* 4.4 4.4 3.6° 3.4°
c-3n 4.8 2.7° 3.8° 3.7°
C-4n 4.6° 4.1%° 3.1° 3.0°
C-5 4.7 4.6° 2.4° 2.8
c-6™M 5.0% 4.7° 3.3 3.3
C-7n 5.0° 5.0° 3.1° 2.9°
c-8» 4.5° 4.0 3.4 3.2
C-9mn 4.6° 4.4 3.2 3.3
C-10M 4.7 4.6° 3.3 3.0°
c-11n 45 4.0°° 3.3 3.5°
C-12/m 4.6° 4.6° 2.6° 3.5°
C-13* 4.2° 3.8° 4.4 3.8°
C-147 4.8 4.4 3.5° 3.4
C-15" 4.5 4.1%° 2.7° 3.2
c-16" 4.8 4.0 2.6° 2.9°
Group mean 4.61° 4.23° 3.18" 3.21°




Table 27 Individual results - focus accusative condition (control group)
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#[+front] #[-front] [+front] [-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
C-1n 1.4° 1.3° 4.4 5.0°
C-2m 1.2° 1.1° 43 5.0°
C-3m 1.8° 1.4° 3.5° 5.0°
C-4m 2.1° 2.2 4.1° 5.0°
C-5 1.6° 1.3° 4.6° 5.0°
C-6™M 1.4° 1.0° 5.0° 4.8
C-7n 2.2° 1.4° 4.9° 4.9°
c-gm 2.7° 1.2° 3.9° 5.0°
C-9mn 1.7° 1.6° 4.3 4.8
c-10M 1.5° 1.3 4.4° 4.7°
C-11M 2.2° 1.4° 4.2° 4.8°
C-12/n 2.3° 1.6° 4.4° 5.0°
C-13™ 1.8° 1.5° 4.3 5.0°
C-14™M 1.6° 1.0° 4.8 4.7°
C-15™M 1.9° 1.9° 4.7° 4.6°
C-16" 2.2° 1.6° 4.6° 4.8
Group mean 1.86° 1.43° 4.40° 4.88"




Table 28 Individual results - focus dative condition (control group)
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#[+front] #[-front] [+front] [-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
C-1n 2.3° 1.9° 4.6° 5.0°
c-2m 1.6° 1.3 4.9° 5.0°
C-3m 1.6° 1.4° 4.0° 5.0°
C-4mn 2.1° 1.8 4.5° 4.8
C-5 2.0° 1.9° 4.8 4.4
C-6™M 1.3° 1.2° 4.9° 5.0°
C-7n 2.3° 1.9° 5.0° 5.0°
c-gm 1.9° 1.3 4.1° 4.7°
C-9mn 1.8° 1.8° 4.4 5.0°
C-10M 1.7 1.3 4.7° 4.8
C-11™M 1.9° 1.6° 4.4 4.8
C-12/\n 1.8° 1.7° 4.4 4.7°
C-13M 1.8° 2.1° 4.8 4.5
C-14™M 1.5° 1.6° 4.8 4.9°
C-15™M 1.8° 2.0° 4.9° 4.6°
C-16™M 2.2° 1.4° 4.6° 4.6°
Group mean 1.85° 1.64° 4.61° 4.80°




126

Table 29 Individual results - topic accusative condition (advanced group)

[+front] [-front] #[+front] #[-front]

[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
A1 5.0° 4.8 3.5° 3.5°
A-2M 5.0° 4.0° 2.5° 2.5°
A-3m 4.6° 4.2 1.9° 3.3°
A4 4.6° 4.7° 3.4 3.6°
A5 4.9° 4.2 1.0° 2.3°
A-6" 4.7° 4.3 3.2° 3.3%¢
A-T* 45 3.9%° 2.9° 4.0°°
A-g™M 4.8 4.3 2.8 2.6°
A-9* 45 45 2.4° 3.9°
A-10" 4.9° 4.5 3.7 3.9°
Group mean 4.75° 4.34° 2.73° 3.29°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.




Table 30 Individual results - topic dative condition (advanced group)
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[+front] [-front] #[+front] #[-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
A-1n 4.8 4.4%° 3.3 3.2
A-21n 4.8 3.9° 2.8 2.9
A-37 4.6° 3.8%° 1.9° 3.1°
A-41 4.7° 45% 3.5° 3.8"¢
A5 4.9° 4.2 2.1° 2.3
A-6* 4.7 1.6° 4.2° 3.0°
A-T* 45 2.9° 3.1%° 2.8
A-8" 4.7° 4.4%° 3.8 2.7°
A-9** 4.3 3.4%° 4.4 2.8
A-10* 4.9° 3.9° 4.1%° 3.9°
Group mean 4.69° 3.70° 3.32° 3.05°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.




Table 31 Individual results - focus accusative condition (advanced group)
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#[+front] #[-front] [+front] [-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
A1 3.0° 1.4° 5.0° 5.0°
A-2M 2.6° 2.1° 4.1° 4.5°
A-37 3.3° 2.4° 2.8° 4.8°
A4 2.6° 3.0° 4.7° 4.6°
A5 2.4° 1.9° 4.8 4.4
A-6™M 2.8° 1.1° 4.9° 4.6°
A-TA 3.1° 1.7° 2.8° 4.7°
A-g™M 2.4 1.7 4.8 4.7°
A-9 2.5° 2.3° 4.4 4.7°
A-10M 3.5% 3.3 4.8 4.9°
Group mean 2.82° 2.09° 4.31° 4.69°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.




Table 32 Individual results - focus dative condition (advanced group)
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#[+front] #[-front] [+front] [-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
A-1nn 3.0° 2.4° 4.7° 4.8
A2/ 2.2° 1.8 4.4 4.5°
A-37 2.7° 1.6° 4.7° 3.5°
A-4rn 3.2° 2.7° 4.8 43
A5 2.7° 2.4° 4.0° 4.8
A-6™M 1.9° 1.1° 5.0° 4.6°
AT 3.1° 2.1° 4.6° 4.6°
A-g™M 2.5 2.3 4.8 4.1°
A-9* 3.7°¢ 1.6° 3.2° 4.5°
A-10" 3.7 3.1° 4.8 4.8
Group mean 2.87° 2.11° 4.50° 4.45°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.




Table 33 Individual results - topic accusative condition (intermediate group)

130

[+front] [-front] #[+front] #[-front]

[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
|-1%* 2.8° 1.4° 4.3 4.5
|-2%* 4.4 43 4.9° 4.7
1-3* 4.2° 3.4° 3.8° 4.0°
|-4*** 3.0° 3.3 2.5 4.9°
|-5** 3.2° 3.0° 3.1° 4.0°
|-6*** 1.8° 2.9%° 3.8 4.6°
|-7%* 4.2° 3.6° 4.2° 4.7
|-gx* 4.7 4.1° 4.8 4.8
1-9n 4.7 4.1 2.8 3.3%¢
1-10* 4.0° 3.2 3.7° 4.2
I-117 4.7 3.6 2.7° 3.5°
|-12%* 4.1° 3.9° 4.7 4.7
|-13%** 2.4° 2.4° 4.3 4.7°
|-14%* 3.2° 3.1° 4.4 4.4
Group mean 3.66%" 3.31° 3.86%" 4.36°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.




Table 34 Individual results - topic dative condition (intermediate group)
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[+front] [-front] #[+front] #[-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
|- xx 3.0° 2.6° 3.3° 4.4
-2% 4.7 4.0° 47 4.6°
1-3* 3.8° 3.0° 3.6° 3.2°
|-4** 3.5% 1.4° 3.2° 4.7°
|-5** 4.0° 3.2 3.7° 4.2°
|-G*** 1.7° 2.5 3.6"° 4.6°
|-7%* 4.5 1.5° 3.4° 4.7°
|-g** 4.1° 4.7°" 4.9° 5.0°
1-9% 4.5 4.0°° 3.9%° 3.1°
1-10%** 4.2%" 3.5° 3.8*° 4.7°
I-117 4.4 4.1%° 3.1° 3.2°¢
|-12%* 2.9° 3.2 3.4%° 43
|-13** 3.3° 3.0° 4.5 4.7°
|-14%* 4.2%" 3.4 4.1°" 4.6°
Group mean 3.79%° 3.15° 3.80°° 4.29°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.




Table 35 Individual results - focus accusative condition (intermediate group)
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#[+front] #[-front] [+front] [-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
-1/ 1.7° 1.4° 4.6° 4.9
|-2* 43 3.9° 4.9° 4.6
1-3* 3.8%° 2.6° 4.1° 3.6*°
|-4%* 3.6° 3.2 3.5° 3.9°
|-5% 4.3 3.7 3.2 4.8°
-6~ 2.7° 1.7° 4.6° 4.2°
|I-7* 3.8° 3.8° 3.9° 4.2°
1-8* 4.4 3.8° 4.4 4.7
-9~ 2.7° 2.6° 4.7° 4.8
1-10* 4.0° 35° 4.0° 4.3
1-117n 2.0° 2.5° 4.3 4.5
1-12* 4.2 4.1° 3.9° 4.2
1-13* 3.3° 3.8%° 4.4 4.5
-14* 4.2 3.6° 3.6° 4.4
Group mean 3.50%° 3.16° 4.15°° 4.40°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.




Table 36 Individual results - focus dative condition (intermediate group)
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#[+front] #[-front] [+front] [-front]
[+double] [+double] [-double] [-double]
I-1* 4.0°° 3.5° 4.5 4.4
1-2% 4.7 4.0° 47 4.6°
|-3** 3.8° 3.0° 3.6° 3.2
|-4%* 45 3.4 45 4.2
|-5* 4.0° 3.2 3.7 4.2
1-6* 3.6*° 2.6° 43 4.0°
|-7* 3.9° 2.4° 3.9° 4.0°
1-8* 3.9° 3.9° 3.8° 4.1°
-9/ 3.3° 3.0° 4.5 4.7°
1-10* 4.2°" 3.5° 3.8*° 4.7°
1-117n 3.1° 3.0° 4.2 4.2
I-127 2.9° 3.2 3.4%° 43
1-137 3.6*° 3.4 4.6 4.4b¢
I-14* 4.2%" 3.4 4.1%° 4.6°
Group mean 3.84° 3.25° 4.11%¢ 4.26°

Note: Co-superscripted evaluation means represent homogeneous sets in a Tukey HSD post hoc
comparison, which means that the differences between them are not statistically significant.
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6.5.2.2. Advanced group

With the exception of two advanced participants, A-7 and A-9, the results of the
advanced group in the Topic Accusative Condition are native-like as most of them
evaluate both felicitous options significantly higher than the infelicitous ones. In the
Topic Dative Condition, the same participants, A-7 and A-9, perform within one of the
infelicitous patterns. However, there are two participants, A-6 and A-10 who also give
highest evaluation to one of the felicitous options (O1) but it does not reach statistical
significance in comparison with one of the highly evaluated infelicitous options (O3).

In the focus conditions, all but one advanced learner (A-9 in the Topic Dative
Condition) assign very high evaluations to the felicitous options (O3 and O4) as in almost
all cases both of them differ significantly from the evaluations of the two infelicitous

options.

6.5.2.3. Intermediate group

The majority of the 14 intermediate learners exhibited strong non-native-like
behavior in their evaluations in the topic conditions. In most cases they assigned the
highest evaluation scores to the infelicitous Option 4, which was not surprising in view of
the fact that SVO word order is what their L1 uses in similar contexts. However, for the
most part, the difference between their evaluations does not attain statistical significance.
This is indicative of their lack of knowledge as to the pragmatic requirement for clitic
doubling in topical constructions, which makes them incapable of discriminating between
the felicitous and the infelicitous options as they give relatively high evaluations to all of

them.
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In the focus conditions, the results of some of the intermediate participants
converge with the results of the control group. As it was argued earlier in this chapter,
this should not be taken as indication of any pragmatic awareness of the incompatibility
between clitic doubling and focal constructions. It should rather be considered as a
coincidental occurrence due to the intermediate L2 learners’ preference for the L1-like
clitic-free SVO constructions, which just happened to be felicitous in the focus
conditions.

However, the results of two participants (I-9 and I-11) present a notable departure
from the pattern observed among the intermediate learners. They assign native-like
evaluations not only in the focus conditions but also in the topic conditions. The
evaluations of 1-11 fall into one of the native-like felicitous patterns in both topic
conditions. 1-9 also followed one of the felicitous patterns in the Topic Accusative
Condition and gave highest evaluations of the felicitous options in the Topic Dative
Condition, although the latter did not differ significantly from the infelicitous Option 3

(fronting with no doubling).

6.6. Summary

The data of the context sentence evaluation task showed that contrary to the
expectations of the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace, 2006) the advanced L2 learners of
Bulgarian had acquired not only the purely syntactic properties of clitics and clitic
doubling in Bulgarian, but they were also aware of the pragmatic significance of clitic
doubling in marking topical direct and indirect objects. Most of the advanced learners

evaluated the contextual appropriateness of sentences with and without clitic doubling in
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a similar manner as the native speakers in both the topic and focus conditions. Their
evaluations for the felicitous and the infelicitous options consistently displayed
differences of statistical significance in favor of the felicitous options.

On the other hand, the intermediate L2 learners of Bulgarian (with the exception
of two participants who provided native-like evaluations) diverged from the control
group by either not displaying statistically significant differences between the evaluation
options or giving significantly higher evaluations for the infelicitous SVO word order in
the topic conditions. The above patterns are indicative of their inability to integrate
syntactic properties with discourse requirements as well as a strong possibility for L1

transfer.
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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

7.1. Introduction

The purpose of this thesis was to expand the testing ground of the Interface
Hypothesis (Sorace, 2006) by providing evidence for:

1) the acquisition of the pragmatic function of clitic doubling in Bulgarian,

2) a possible dissociation between the acquisition of purely syntactic properties and

properties based on incorporating discourse knowledge.

7.2. Summary of major findings

Below is a summary of the major findings of the two experimental studies in this
thesis:
A. Grammaticality judgment task on syntactic properties of Bulgarian clitics

e All advanced learners provided correct grammaticality judgments on at least 80% of
the test items for each of the 6 properties that were investigated.

e Three of the participants in the intermediate group responded in a similar way as the
advanced learners by responding in a native-like manner on at least 80% of the test
items for each clitic property.

e Most of the intermediate subjects did not perform well on at least some of the
properties. The responses of many of them revealed strong tendencies to analyze
object clitics as strong pronouns. This was expected if the L1 constituted the initial

stages of acquisition.
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Most of the intermediate learners performed very accurately on the Tobler-Musafia
property. For many of them, the correct post-verbal position of the clitic in Tobler-
Musafia environments was most likely construed as an argument position. The correct
grammaticality judgments were most likely the consequence of a non-targetlike
mental representation of clitics as strong pronouns, which are required to occur post-
verbally in the L1. Nevertheless, the inclusion of the Tobler-Musafia property was
significant for testing the knowledge of the advanced learners on this specific
property of Bulgarian object clitics. They were expected to be aware of the pre-verbal
position of clitics in all other but Tobler-Musafia environments and it was important
to test their sensitivity to the single environment which required clitics to occur after
the verb.

B. Context sentence evaluation task on the pragmatic function of clitic doubling
Eight out of 10 advanced learners gave evaluations of the felicitous options 1 and 2 in
the topic accusative condition that were significantly higher than the evaluations for
the infelicitous options 3 and 4. In this respect, they were indistinguishable from the
native controls.

Six out of 10 advanced learners gave evaluations of the felicitous options 1 and 2 in
the topic dative condition that were significantly higher than the evaluations for the
infelicitous options 3 and 4. However, a very important caveat needs to be issued with
respect to the results in the topic dative condition. For reasons beyond the scope of
this dissertation, lack of clitic doubling with topical indirect objects does not seem to
degrade the felicity of the sentences to the same extent as the lack of clitic doubling

with topical direct objects does. This was reflected in the results of the control group,
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whose evaluations for option 3 (fronting with no clitic doubling) in the topic dative
condition were significantly higher than the evaluations for the same infelicitous
option in the topic accusative condition (mean 3.18 vs. 2.13, out of 5).

Two of the intermediate participants also gave native-like evaluations in both the
accusative and the dative topic conditions.

Twelve out of 14 intermediate participants gave evaluations diverging from those
observed in the control group and the majority of advanced speakers. There was
either no statistically significant difference between the four options, or the
infelicitous no-doubling options 3 and, especially 4, received significantly higher
evaluations. The latter observation was indicative of L1 transfer as those are the
options that are used in English in similar contexts.

In the focus conditions, all advanced speakers performed in a native-like manner with
respect to the evaluations given to the four answer options.

The intermediate participants also gave mostly native-like responses in the focus
conditions. In view of their performance in the topic conditions, where they often
preferred the infelicitous options 3 and 4 with no clitic doubling, it could be
concluded that their native-like evaluations were the result of their general preference
for those options rather than any knowledge of the infelicity of clitic doubling with
focal constructions. This is not surprising considering the fact that their L1 does not
use clitics, let alone clitic-doubling, which makes them uncomfortable with clitic

constructions at that stage in their L1 acquisition process.
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7.3. Theoretical implications

The results of the experimental studies of this thesis present a challenge to some
theoretical approaches to second language acquisition, namely the Interpretability
Hypothesis (Tsimlpi and Dimitrakopoulou, 2007) and the Interface Hypothesis (Sorace,
2005).

The Interpretabilty Hypothesis argues for unavoidable problems in the acquisition
of functional categories which lean on uninterpretable features since they are not readily
available via UG following the critical period of acquisition. Third-person object clitics,
as argued by Tsimpli & Stavrakaki (1999), are a cluster of agreement and case features,
which are uninterpretable at LF and, unless the functional category hosting them is
projected in the L1, they are predicted to pose a considerable obstacle for L2 learners.
The experimental results revealed native-like convergence with respect to the syntactic
properties of object clitics by all advanced and some of the intermediate learners of
Bulgarian. Most of the intermediate learners exhibited strong L1 transfer in attributing an
L1-based analysis to clitics and treating them as strong pronouns, which was predicted by
the proponents of the Interpretability Hypothesis. However, the immaculate target
convergence of the advanced group was at odds with the expectations of that theory. In
that case, the advocates of the Interpretability Hypothesis (or the Representational Deficit
Hypothesis, for that matter) invoke a claim that learners misanalyze features. However,
this claim is non-falsifiable and adds a considerable stipulative burden on their theory by
making it virtually impossible to empirically test it. The more viable theoretical approach,
which successfully accounts for both the clearly observable data facts such as strong L1

transfer as well as the ultimate native-like performance with regard to the specific
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syntactic properties of clitics, is the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwarz and
Sprouse 1994, 1996). As predicted by that hypothesis, the L1 functional make-up
constitutes the initial stage of L2 acquisition by accommodating the second language
input. However, under the influence of the immense input demonstrating object clitics
and with the full availability of UG, the learners were able to augment the array of
functional categories with which they approach the L2 data with the one responsible for
clitics.

The main objective of the thesis, however, was to investigate the acquisition of an
L2 property which involves the integration of syntax with discourse. The Interface
Hypothesis (Sorace, 2006) predicts native-like performance with respect to purely
syntactic properties that are based on uninterpretable features which are internal to the
computational system. Their acquisition, according to Sorace’s hypothesis, is
unproblematic whereas interface conditions (based on interpretable features such as [+/-
focus], [+/-topic shift]) are invariably associated with learnability problems to the extent
that adult L2 learners do not exhibit native-like knowledge of them even at the stage of
ultimate attainment. The results of the experimental study on the acquisition of Bulgarian
clitic doubling as an overt marker of topicality, indeed, revealed an asymmetry between
the acquisition of syntactic properties and properties that are contingent upon the
integration of syntactic structures with discourse requirements. However, that asymmetry
is not along the line of learnability but antecedence. The appropriate L2 syntax is
successfully acquired by L2 learners before the interface conditions that are based on
syntactic properties. This delay in the acquisition of interface properties was reflected in

the performance of the L2 learners in the two studies described in the previous two
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chapters. Out of 13 participants who displayed native-like knowledge of the syntactic
properties of Bulgarian clitics, 10 were also native-like in their treatment of topic-
marking clitic doubling. Three of the subjects with native-like syntax, however, were still
not native-like with respect to the interface property. Eleven of the subjects had acquired
neither the syntax nor the pragmatics of Bulgarian clitics and their responses showed
strong evidence of L1 transfer. As expected, none of the participants in the studies had
learned the discourse property before acquiring the relevant syntax.

Acquisition outcomes from the two experiments presented in this dissertation can
be combined in a contingency table (see Table 37). The table is based on individual
results. It was calculated in the following way: an individual who had supplied correct
answers for 8 out of 10 items (80% was taken as a cut-off point representing performance
on 10 items that was sufficiently different from chance) on all 6 properties of the syntax
test and distinguished between the felicitous and the infelicitous options on the
pragmatics test in a native-like manner was considered a successful acquirer. Individuals
were distributed in the four cells of a contingency table. A contingency estimation of the
acquisition of syntax and acquisition of pragmatics reveals a significance at y2=14.505,
p<0.001. This means that the two types of properties are actually related in the
acquisition process. This result is in line with the findings of other studies (Rothman,
2008; lverson et al., 2008), which show that acquisition of properties related to the

interface between discourse and syntax is preceded by acquisition of the narrow syntax.



Table 37 Contingency of acquisition of syntax and acquisition of pragmatics
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[+syntax] [-syntax]
[+pragmatics] 10 0
[-pragmatics] 3 11

Note: x2=14.505, p<0.001

Processing cost is most often viewed as a main contributor to the delay in the
acquisition of interface properties. Structures which involve the integration of purely
syntactic knowledge with knowledge from other domains, such as discourse, are more

complex than structures which involve syntactic knowledge alone. Therefore, the

realization of those complex structures requires additional processing effort, which makes

them more costly processing-wise. Insufficient processing resources among L2 learners

for an unfailingly successful coordination of syntax with the domain of discourse leads to

a ‘low-cost” and most ‘economical’ option, which is L1 transfer. Once again, the

predictions of the Full Transfer/Full Access hypothesis for initial L1 transfer and eventual

target convergence are corroborated by the pragmatics experiment, although that

hypothesis makes no reference to the observed asymmetry between the acquisition of

syntax and pragmatics.
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7.4. Challenges faced during the experiments

and areas for future research

One of the greatest challenges to the pragmatics experiment was to find
appropriate contexts where the topical sentences which required clitic doubling would
sound most natural. This was crucial to the experiment since all answer options involved
perfectly grammatical sentences which in the right context would also be pragmatically
felicitous (or pragmatically odd in the wrong context). Since topic-marking clitic
doubling is exclusively related to spoken language, the inclusion of aural presentation of
the test items in addition to the written form was critical to the success of the experiment.
All the participants were instructed to listen carefully to the recorded dialogues and to
evaluate the sentences as answers to a particular response rather than isolated utterances.
However, the possibility for some subjects to have been heavily influenced by the
grammaticality of the answer options and to have focused mainly on the written text,
which conveys an immediate impression of grammatical correctness, cannot be excluded.
This might have resulted in higher evaluations of some of the infelicitous options than
expected.

A possible area of future research on L2 acquisition of interface conditions in
Bulgarian (also suggested by Valenzuela (2005) for Spanish) is the distribution of overt
and null objects regulated by definiteness. Bulgarian requires object drop with indefinite
nouns as in:

(59) A: Kupi li xljab?
bought-2" p.sg. Q bread

‘Did you buy bread?’
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B: Kupix pro/(*go)
bought-1% p.sg. pro/ it-cl. ACC
‘I bought some.’
Furthermore, an elicited or spontaneous production task on clitic use can reveal if

performance factors interfere with the underlying knowledge of clitic properties.

7.5. Conclusion

The purpose of this thesis was to provide an empirical test for the claims of the
Interface Hypothesis (Sorace, 2006). The original version of that hypothesis (Sorace,
2003) argues for the possibility of successful L2 acquisition of properties related to the
‘narrow’ syntax whereas interface properties which involve the integration of more than
one linguistic module or the interaction between a linguistic module and some external
domain are associated with acquisition delays or permanent target-divergence. While the
initial version of the Interface Hypothesis focuses on the acquisition asymmetry between
‘narrow’ syntax and interface conditions, the most recent formulation of the hypothesis
establishes the boundary of that asymmetry between the internal interfaces (those which
require coordination between the narrow syntax and other linguistic modules, e.g.,
semantics, morphology, phonology) and the external interfaces (whereby narrow syntax
interacts with non-linguistic cognitive systems such as discourse).

The latest postulation of the Inteface Hypothesis is repeated below for the reader’s

convenience.



146

Interface Hypothesis (Sorace, 2006):

¢ Non-interpretable features that are internal to the computational system of syntax
proper and drive syntactic derivations are categorical in native grammars and are
acquired successfully by adult L2 learners.

e Interpretable features that lean on syntactic options and belong to the interface
between syntax and discourse may exhibit gradedness in native grammars and
residual optionality in near-native grammars due to the influence of the L1 even at the
most advanced competence stage. The attainment of ‘perfect’ L2 knowledge is
restricted to properties related to LF representations but optionality and cross-
linguistic effects remain possible at the interfaces where L2 use is constrained by

discourse factors and processing deficiency.

As the reader can ascertain, this formulation makes a significant use of the word
‘may’ which detracts from its merit by weakening its predictive power. Furthermore, it
makes the hypothesis virtually unfalsifiable. In order to validate a certain hypothesis,
empirical tests need to be conducted and the results compared to the predictions of the
given hypothesis. Therefore a firmer stance as regards the acquisition outcomes with
external interface conditions needs to be taken, which will be either corroborated or
refuted by experimental data. In its present form, the Interface Hypothesis will be able to
accommodate any kinds of results as they will invariably fall into either the *‘may’ or the
‘may not’ condition. In evaluating the results of the context sentence evaluation task as
described in the previous chapter, | adopted an interpretation of the Interface Hypothesis

which contends for permanent L2 fossilization with regard to external interfaces. These
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stronger claims of the Interface Hypothesis are not borne out by the pragmatics
experiment in this thesis as learnabilty of interface properties by advanced L2 learners is
shown to be possible. Even if interfaces are problematic at the earlier stages of
acquisition, their properties are ultimately learnable and at the end-state they are acquired
and used in a native-like manner. Therefore, to generalize about the impossibility for
ultimate attainment of interface properties and to completely exclude learnability as an
option might be premature and a lot more research, exploring as many interface
conditions as possible, needs to be done in order to validate the Interface Hypothesis as a
legitimate constraint which permanently hinders native-like performance at the end-state.

In addition, the learnability dichotomy which the Interface Hypothesis establishes
between internal and external interfaces seems to be unsupported by a number of studies
which show successful acquisition outcomes with external interfaces and problems with
supposedly easier to acquire internal interfaces (e.g., Rothman, 2009). In this respect,
studies which show persistent difficulties in the acquisition of inflectional morphology,
for example gender as in McCarthy (2007), also present a problem for the Interface
Hypothesis. Therefore, an internal/external interface asymmetry might not be a viable
predictive demarcation line and to view some interfaces as inherently problematic and
others as inherently unproblematic may not be the right approach. What is beyond debate
at this point is that acquisition of properties which involve coordination of more than one
linguistic module or the intergration of narrow syntax with other cognitive domains is
challenging and often subject to acquisition delays. However, as White (2009) points out,
the future course of research on the interfaces should focus on accounting for those

difficulties by scrutinizing as many properties as possible across various interfaces rather
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than assigning inherent learnability to internal interfaces and inherent unlearnability to
external interfaces. A primary objective in that respect will be to establish the nature of
any observed target divergence as regards interface conditions and to determine whether
it is based on representational differences between the interlanguage and the native

grammar, or it is caused by processing and performance factors.
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APPENDIX A

PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT CLOZE TEST

Nwmano enno Bpeme eqHo xybaBo, Majako MOMHUYEHIlE. baba My, KOATO MHOTO TO
oOnuarna, My yIlIijia Majka YepBeHa IIamJuiia. Tas3u marduiia ToJIKoBa My NpuiIsrana, ye
BCUYKH 3all0YHAJIM Ja To Hapu4dat YepBeHara manuuna. Equn nen maiikara Ha
UepBenara marmuuiia i kazana, ye 6ada i e 6osiHa, 3aToBa TPSAOBAIO Ja OTHJIC Aa i
3aHece xpaHa. YepBeHara mamymiia B3ejaa KOITHUYKA C TTUTKA U ThPHEHIIE ¢ Macjio U
TpBhrHAJIa KbM KbIlaTa Ha 60aba cu. 1o mbTs B ropata UepBeHara mamduiia cpernHaia
BBJIKA. Tol HcKan fa st u3sie, HO He TTOCMSLIT, 3al[0TO Ha0JIM30 UMAJIO AbpBapH. 3aTOBa 5

3aroBOPWJI U TOMUTAN KbJie 0TUBa. Karo pa3dpai, XyKHaJ 10 MPEKUTe IbTEKH, 32 1a

CTUTHE MPBB JI0 KbIllaTa Ha 6abara. Korato cTuraan 1o KbUIMYKaTa, BBJIKBT CH
MpempaBu riaaca U u3bpran 0abmukara, ue Toii ¢ UepBeHara mamnuuia. badara ro
IyCHaJIa BbTPE U TOW HAOBP30 5 M3JIanall ¥ ¢ IbJICH KOPEM JIerHaj B JersnoTo . Ckopo
710 KbIIMYKATa OpUcTUTHaANA 1 YepBeHara manuuua. Ts MHOTO ce yuyauia 3aio 0ada e
TOJIKOBA KOCMAaTa, 3alll0 UMa TaKUBa rojieMH pbLE, Kpaka, oud, ymu. Ts nonurana:
"babo, a 3amo uMam ToJIkoBa rojemu 360u?" "3a na Te uzsm!", kazaa BBIKBT, XBbPIIHI
ce BbpXY Hes U s IIbTHaI LsnaTa. Korato ce HaxpaHui, BbIKBT JIETHAJI OTHOBO U
3axbpKail. [Iokpail kpIIMuKaTa MUHAN JIOBEL. TOM 4yl XbpPKaHETO U PELINII 1a BUIU KaK
e 6abara. Koraro BusuT BBJIKA, B3€1 HOKUIU U MY PA3MOPUI KOpema. A 0TTaM U3KOUMIH
KMBH U 37jpaBu YepBeHara mamyuia 1 HeifHata muia 6ada. [locine Bcuuku 3a1py>XHO
HAITbJIHWIIM KOpeMa Ha BbJKa ¢ KaMbHH. Criell BpeMe TOH ce ChOYyIHIT OXKaaHs U

OTHUIIBJ A0 KIIaJACHCHA /1a M€ BOAAd, HO KOPCMBT MY TdKa HATCKaAJI, 4C MaaHal B
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knazeHena. JIOBebT cu HampaBwII KOXKYX OT KoKaTa My, 0a0udkaTa u3siia MUTKaTa u

MacJoTo, a IIepBeHaTa [am4yuiia ¢€ BbpHajia paJoCTHA ITpH MaiKa CH.

Note: Words which appear in bold were omitted in the cloze test



APPENDIX B

TEST ITEMS FOR GRAMMATICALITY JUDGMENT TASK

1. PREVERBAL CLITIC PLACEMENT (NON-ARGUMENT POSITION)

ACCUSATIVE CLITICS

Correct:

1. A:

2. A:

3. A:

4, A:

5. A:

Kade e lvan?
where is lvan
“‘Where is lvan’

- Sutrinta go vidjax da bjagav parka

morning-def. him-clLACC saw-1¥"p.sg to run in park-def.
‘I saw him running in the park this morning.’

Kakva e tazi kola pred kastata?
what isthis car in front of house-def.
‘What is this car in front of the house’

: Tovae novata mi kola. Minalata sedmica ja Kupix.

that is new my-cl. car  last week her-cl. ACC bought-1* p.sg.
‘That’s my new car. | bought it last week.’

Kade sa wucebnicite ti po anglijski?

where are textbooks  your-cl. in  English
‘Where are your English textbooks?’

lvan gi izhvarli.

Ivan them-cl.ACC threw away-3" p.sg.
‘Ivan threw them away’

Zasto ne pomoli Peter za pomost?
why not asked-2" p.sg. Peter for help
‘Why didn’t you ask Peter for help’

: Njakolko pati go pomolix no toj beSe zaet.

several  times him-cLACC asked-1% p.sg. but he was busy
‘I asked him several times, but he was busy.’

Kéade sa Sokoladovite bonbon?
where are chocolate candy
“‘Where are the chocolates?’

lvan gi izjade.
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Ivan them-cl.ACC ate-3" p.sg.
‘lvan ate them.’

Incorrect:

6. A:

7. A:

8. A:

9. A:

Koj izmi Ciniite?
who washed-3"p.sg. dishes
‘Who washed the dishes?’

- *AzZ izmix gi.

| washed-1% p.sg. them-cl.ACC
‘| washed them’

Zasto places?
why cry-2" p.sg.
‘Why are you crying?’

: *Zastoto Ivan udari me

because Ivan hit-3" p.sg me-cl.ACC
‘Because lvan hit me.’

Zdravejte gospodin Petrov?
hello Mr. Petrov
‘Hello Mr.Petrov.’

. *Izvinete no otkade poznavam Vi?

excuse-2" p.pl. but from where know-1%p.sg. you-cl.ACC
‘Excuse me, but where do | know you from?’

Izprati li kartickata kojato kupixme za rozdenija den na Petja ?
sent-2""p.sg. Q card which bought-1% p.pl for birthday of Petya
‘Did you send the card which we bought for Petya’s birthday?’

: *Da, vCera  izpratix ja.

yes yesterday sent-1% p.sg her-cl. ACC
“Yes, | sent it yesterday.’

10. A: Kakvo napravixte sas starija xladilnik?

what did-2" p.pl withold fridge
‘What did you do with the old fridge?’

B: *Ivan prodade go.

Ivan sold-3" p.sg. him-cl.LACC
‘lvan sold it.’



DATIVE CLITICS

Correct:

11. A: Njakoj pomogna li na Marija?
someone helped-3 p.sg. Q to Maria
‘Did anyone help Maria?’
B: Petar i pomogna.
Peter her-cl.DAT helped-3" p.sg.
‘Peter helped her.’

12. A: Koga za posledno pisa na Ilvan i  Marija?
when for last wrote-2" p.sg. to Ivan and Maria
‘When was the last time you wrote to Ivan and Maria?’

B: Predi edna sedmica im pisax.
before one week them-cl.DAT wrote-1% p.sg.
‘I wrote them a week ago.’

13. A: Kak otide Petér do letiSteto?
how went-3" p.sg. Peter to airport-def.
‘How did Peter get to the airport?’
B: lvan mu dade kolata.
lvan him-cl.DAT gave-3" p.sg. car-def.
‘Ivan gave him the car.’

14. A: Kak se raboti s  tazi maSina?
how refl. work-3" p.sg. with this machine
‘How do you operate this machine?’
B:VCera ti pokazax no ti ne vnimavase.
Yesterdat you-cl.DAT showed-1% p.sg. but you not paid-2" p.sg attention
‘I showed you yesterday but you didn’t pay attention.’

15. A: Koga za posledno se cu s Ivan?
when for last refl.-ACC heard-3" p.sg. with Ivan
‘When did you last hear from Ivan?’

B: Predi malko mi zvanna ot xotela.

before little me-cl.DAT called-3" p.sg. from hotel-def.
‘He called me from the hotel a few minutes ago.’

Incorrect:
16. A: Otkade Znaes?

from where know-2" p.sg.
‘How do you know?’
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17.

18.

19.

20.

B: *lvan kaza mi.
Ivan told-3" p.sg. me-cl.DAT
‘Ivan told me.’
: Kakvo izprati na decata?

what sent-3" p.sg. to children-def

‘What did you send to the children?’
: *Po edna kniga izpratix im.

each one book sent-1% p.sg them-cl.DAT

‘I sent a book for each of them.’

: Kakvo kupi na Marijaot razprodaZbata?

what bought-2" p.sg. to Maria from sale-def.
‘What did you buy Maria from the sale?’
:*Nisto  ne kupix
nothing not bought-1* p.sg. her cl.DAT
‘I didn’t buy her anything.’

: Petja oSte lise sardi na lvan?
Petya still Q refl. angry to lvan
‘Is Petya still angry with Ivan?’
: *Ne, tja otdavna prosti mu.
no she longago forgave-3" p.sg. him-cl.DAT
‘No, she forgave him long time ago.’

: Petar znae li kak da stigne do tuk?
Peter know-3"p.sg. Q howto reach to here
‘Does Peter know how to get here?’

: *Da, lvan objasni mu.
yes Ivan explained-3" p.sg. him-cl. DAT
‘Yes, Ivan explained to him.’

2. PREVERBAL (NON-WACKERNAGEL) POSITION

Correct:

1. A: Kade e mljakoto?

where is milk-def
“‘Where is the milk?’

. Petér toku-$to go izpi.

Peter just him-cl.ACC drank-3" p.sg.
‘Peter just drank it up.’
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2. A: Njakoj pital li e Petja?
someone asked-part. Q is Petya
‘Has anyone asked Petya?’
B: Ivan vcera ja popita.
Ivan yesterday her-cl. ACC asked-3" p.sg.
‘Ivan asked her yesterday.’

3. A: Koga za posleden pat ste se obazdali na Petar?

when for last time are refl. called-part. to Peter

When was the last time you called Peter?’

B: Petja tazi sutrin  mu se obadi.
Petya this morning him-cl.DAT refl.-ACC called-3" p.sg.
‘Petya called him this morning.’

4. A: Kakvo Ste  kupim na Marija za rozdenija den?
what FUT buy to Maria for birthday-def.
‘What are going to buy for Maria for her birthday?’

B: Azvece 1 kupix podarak.
| already her-cl. ACC bought-1% p.sg. present
‘I already bought a present for her.”

5. A: Iskas li da gledame novija film na Al Pacino tozi uikend?
want-2"p.sg. Q to watch new movie-def. of Al Pacino this weekend
‘Do you want to watch the new Al Pacino movie this weekend?’
B: Azvece go gledax minalata sedmica.
| already him-cl.ACC watched-1* p.sg. last weekend
‘I already watched it last weekend.’

Incorrect:

6. A: Cuval li st se skoro s Ivan?
heard-part. Q refl-DAT refl-ACC recently with Ivan
‘Have you heard from lvan recently?’

B: *Ivan mi veCe  ne govori.
Ivan me-cl.ACC already not speak-3" p.sg.
‘Ivan doesn’t talk to me anymore.’

7. A: Njakoj vizdal li e Marija ?
someone seen-part. Q is Maria
‘Has anyone seen Maria?’
B: *Az ja vcera vidjax.
| her yesterday saw-1" p.sg.
‘| saw her yesterday.’



8. A: Te otkédde znajat?
they where from know-3" p.pl.
‘How do they know?’
B: *Peter im dnes kaza.
Peter them-cl.ACC today told-3" p.sg.
‘Peter told them today.’

9. A: Njakoj obazdal li se e tazi sedmica?
someone call-part. Q refl, ACC is this week
‘Has anyone called this week?’
B: *Ivan ni vCera se obadi.
lvan us-cl.DAT yesterday refl. ACC called-3" p.sg.
‘Ivan called us yesterday.’

10. A: Tovamljako ot koga e?
this milk  from when is
‘When is this milk from?’
B: *Marija go v petdk Kkupi.
Maria it-clACC on Friday bought-3 p.sg.
‘Maria bought it on Friday.’

3. TOBLER-MUSAFIA EFFECT

Correct:

1. A: Napisa li pismo do kompanijata?
write-2" p.sg. Q letter to company-def.
‘Did you write a letter to the company?’

B: Pisax im predi dva dena.
wrote-1% p.sg. them-cl.ACC before two days
‘I wrote them two days ago.’

2. A: Vizdal i si Marija tija dni?
see-part. Q be-2" p.sg. Maria these days
‘Have you seen Maria these days?’

B: Vidjax ja onzi den.
saw-1% p.sg. her-cl. ACC that day
‘I saw her the other day.’

3. A: Kakvo ti podarixa za rozdenija den?
what you-cl.DAT give as a present for birthday-def.
‘What present did they give you for your birthday?’

B: Podarixa mi nov kompjutar.
gave present-3" p.pl. me-cl.DAT new computer
“They gave me as a present a new computer.’
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4. A: Poluci li pismoto?
received-2" p.sg. Q letter-def.
‘Did you receive the letter?’
B: Polucix go tazi sutrin.
Received-1* p.sg. it-cl. ACC this morning
‘I received it this morning.’

5. A: Obadi li se na sestra si?
called-2" p.sg. Q refl. ACC to sister refl. DAT
‘Did you call your sister?’
B: Obadix i se predi dva casa.
called-1* p.sg. her-c. DAT refl. ACC before two hours
‘I called her two hours ago.’

Incorrect:

6. A: Kakvo napravi S mljakoto?
what did-3" p.sg. with milk-def.
‘What did you do with the milk?’

B: *Go iZpix oSte vcera.
it-cl.ACC drank-1% p.sg. still yesterday
‘I drank it up yesterday.’

7. A: Nameri li si kljucovete?
found-2" p.sg. Q refl. DAT keys-def.
‘Did you find your keys?’
B: *Gi namerix tazi sutrin.
them-cl.ACC found-1% p.sg. this morning
‘I found them this morning.’

8. A: Kakvo kupi na lvan?
what bought-2" p.sg. to Ivan
‘What did you buy for lvan?’
B: *Mu kupix edna kniga.
him-cl.DAT bought-1* p.sg. one book
‘I bought him a book.’

9. A: Kaza li na Petja za  nasSija plan?
told-2"" p.sg. Q to Petya about our-def plan
‘Did you tell Petya about our plan?’

B: * kazax oste minalata sedmica.
her-cl.DAT told-1% p.sg. still last week
‘I told her last week.’
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10. A: Kakvo vi kaza menidzara?
what you-cl.DAT told-3" p.sg. manager-def.
‘What did the manager tell you?’

B: *Ni kaza da ne Dbarzame.
us-c.DAT told-3" p.sg. to not hurry-1% p.pl.
‘He told us not to hurry.’

4. OBJECT CLITIC CLUSTERING

Correct:

1. A: Polucixte li koleta?
Received-2" p.pl. Q package-def
‘Did you receive the package?’
B: Da, dostavixa ni go tazi sutrin.
yes delivered-3p.pl us-cl.DAT him-cl.LACC this morning
“Yes, we got it this morning.’

2. A: Kakvo stana S otkradnatite pari na Marija?
what happened-3" p.sg. with stolen-def. money of Maria
‘What happened with the money they stole from Maria?’

B: Varnaxa i gi vednaga.
returned-3" p.pl. her-c. DAT them-cl.ACC immediately
“They returned it to her immediately.’

3. A: Napisa li pismoto do Sefa si?
wrote-2"p.sg. Q letter-def. to boss refl. DAT
‘Did you write the letter to your boss.’

B: Napisax mu go otdavna.
wrote-1* p.sg. him-cl.DAT it-cl. ACC long ago
‘I wrote it to him long time ago.’

4. A: Mnogo li plati za tazi kola?
much Q paid-2"p.sg. for this car
‘Did you pay a lot for this car?’
B: Ne, prodadoxa mi ja na dobra cena.
no sold-3“p.pl. me-cl. DAT her-c,ACC at good price
‘No, they sold it to me at a good price.’

5. A: Kaza li istinata na Marija?
told-2" p.sg. Q truth-def. to Maria
‘Did you tell Maria the truth?’
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B: Kazax i ja otdavna.
told-1% p.sg. her-c.DAT her-cl. ACC long ago
‘I told it to her long time ago.’

Incorrect:

6. A: Ivan znae li novinata?
Ivan know-3" p.sg. Q news-def.
‘Does Ivan know the news?’
B: *Da, saobstix ja mu tazi sutrin.
yes announced-1p.sg.  her-c. ACC him-cl.DAT this morning
‘Yes, | broke it to him this morning.’

7. A: Objasni li zadacite na Petar?
explained-2" p.sg. Q math problems to Peter
‘Did you explain the math problems to Peter?’
B: *Da, objasnix gi mu podrobno.
yes explained-1% p.sg. them-cl.ACC him-c.DAT in detail
“Yes, | explained them to him in detail.’

8. A: Koga izprati pismoto do lvan?
when sent-2" p.sg. letter-def. to Ivan
‘When did you send the letter to Ivan?’
B: *Izpratix go mu vcera.
sent-1% p.sg. it-c.LACC him-cl.DAT yesterday
‘I sent it to him yesterday.’

9. A: Dade li parite na rabotnicite?
gave-2" p.sg. Q money-def. to workers-def.
‘Did you give the money to the workers?’
B: *Dadox gi im oSte minalata sedmica.
gave-1* p.sg. them-cl.ACC them-cl.DAT still last week
‘I gave it to them last week.’

10. A: Varna li knigata na Petja?
returned-2"" p.sg. Q book-def. to Petya
‘Did you return the book to Petya?’
B: *Varnax ja i predi edin mesec.
returned-1% p.sg. her-cLACC  her-cl.DAT before one month
‘I returned it to her a month ago.’
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5. COORDINATION

Correct:

1. A: Kupi li nesto na Marija?
bought-2" p.sg. Q something to Maria
‘Did you buy something to Maria?’
B: Kupix na neja i na brat i po edno CD.
bought-1% p.sg. to her-pron. and to brother her-cl.poss. each one CD
‘I bought one CD to her and one to her brother.’

2. A: Poznavas li gospodin Petrov?
know-2""p.sg. Q mister Petrov
‘Do you know Mr Petrov?’
B: Poznavam nego I sinovete mu ot nad 10 godini.
know-1* p.sg. him-pron.  and sons his-cl.poss. from over 10 years
‘I have known him and his sons for more than 10 years.’

3. A: Pomoli li lvan za pomost?
asked-2" p.sg Q Ivan for help
‘Did you ask Ivan for help?’
B: Pomolix nego i prijatelite mu no mi otkazaxa.
asked-1% p.sg. him-pron. and friends his-cl.poss. but me-cl. DAT denied-3" p.pl.
‘I asked him and his friend but they refused.’

4. A: Spasixa li bremennata Zena?
saved-3 p.pl. Q pregnant-def woman
‘Did they save the pregnant woman?’
B: Spasixa neja I deteto no mazat ne ocelja.
save-3" p.pl her-pron and child-def. but man-def. not survived-3 p.sg.
“They saved her and the child but the man did not survive.’

5. A: Dade li nesto na kuceto za vecerja?
gave-3" p.sg. Q something to dog-def. for dinner
‘Did you feed the dog this evening?’
B: Dadox na nego i na kotkata po  malko xljab.
gave-1 p.sg. to him-pron. and to cat-def. each alittle bread
‘I gave him and the cat some bread.’

Incorrect:

6. A: Da si vizdal Ivan tazi sutrin?
to be-2"p.sg. seen-part. Ivan this morning
‘Have you seen lvan this morning?’



B: *Vidjax g0 i brat mu v parka  predi dva Casa.
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saw-1% p.sg. him-cl.ACC and brother his-cl.poss in park-def. before two hours

‘I saw him and his brother in the park a couple of hours ago.’

7. A: Kaza li na Marija za partito v petak?
told-2" p.sg. Q to Maria about party-def. on Friday
‘Did you tell Maria about the party on Friday?
B: *Kazax i i na Petar oSte minalata sedmica.
told-1% p.sg. her-cl.ACC and to Peter still last week
‘I told Peter and her last week.’

8. A: Pisa li na Ivan?
wrote-2" p.sg. Q to Ivan
‘Did you write to lvan?’
B: *Pisax mu i na Petja predi edna sedmica.
wrote-1% p.sg. him-cl.DAT and to Petya before one week
‘I wrote him and Petya a week ago.’

9. A: Obadi li se na Petar?
called-2" p.sg. Q refl. to Peter
‘Did you call Peter?’
B: *Obadix mu se i na Marijapredi dvadena.
called-1* p.sg him-cl.DAT refl. and to Maria before two days
‘I call him and Maria two days ago.’

10. A: Pokani li Petja?
invited-2"? p.sg. Q Petya
‘Did you invite Petya?’
B: *Pokanix ja i sestra i minalata sedmica.
invited-1% p.sg. her-cl.ACC and sister her-cl.poss. last week
‘I invited her and her sister last week.’

6. OBLIGATORY CLITIC DOUBLING

Correct:

1. A: Kak se  spravjat decata S domasnite?
how refl. manage children-def. with homework
‘How are the kids doing with their homework?’

B: Na Petja i e mnogo trudno.
to Petya her-c. ACC is very difficult
‘Petya finds it very difficult.’

2. A: Vsicki najadoxa i se?
all  ate-39p.pl.Q refl.



‘Is everybody full?’

B: Na Petar oSte mu se jade.
to Peter still him-cl.DAT refl. eat
‘Peter wants to eat more.’

3. A: Koj iska da opita parvi?
who want-3% p.sg. to try  first
‘Who wants to try first?’
B: Petar go e sram zatova az Ste  sam parvi.
Peter him-cl. ACC is shy that’'swhy | FUT be first
‘Peter is shy, so I’'ll be first.”

4. A: Kak se  cuvstvat prijatelite im?
how refl. feel-3 p.pl. friends-def. their-cl.poss.
‘How do their friends feel?’

B: Na Marija i zal edinstveno za decata.
to Maria her-c.DAT issorry only for children-def
‘Maria feels sorry only for the children.’

5. A: Nesto lipsva li ot Ccantata?
something miss-3" p.sg. Q from bag-def.
‘Is anything missing from the bag?
B: Parite gi njama.
money them-cl.ACC is not there
“The money is not there.’

Incorrect:

6. A: Zasto sa ti tezi xapceta?
why are you-cl.DAT these pills
‘Why do you need these pills?’

B: *Petja boli glavata.
Petja hurt-3"p.sg. head-def.
‘Petya has a headache.’

7. A: ZaSto se  otkazaxte ot  péatuvaneto?
why refl. giveup  from trip
‘Why did you give up on the trip?’
B: *Petar e strax.
Peter is afraid
‘Peter is afraid.’

8. A: Koi  cvetja reSixte da kupite?
which flowers decided-2" p.pl. to buy
‘Whiich flowers did you decide to buy?
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B: *Na Marija xaresvat Cervenite rozi.
to Maria appeal red-def. roses
‘Maria likes the red roses.’

9. A: Vsicki li se saglasixa da otidem na kino?
all Q refl. agree to go to movie theater
‘Did they all agree to go to the movies?’
B: *Nalvan ne se xodi.
to Ivan not refl. go
‘Ivan doesn’t feel like going.’

10. A: Vsicki sabudixa i se?
all  wakeup Q refl.
‘Did they all wake up?
B: *Na Petja oSte se spi.
to Petyastill refl. sleep
‘Petya want to sleep more.’
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APPENDIX C

TEST ITEMS FOR CONTEXT SENTENCE EVALUATION TASK

TOPIC ACCUSATIVE CONDITION

164

1. Mr. Jordanov, the manager of Doublestream Ltd., runs into the office looking

for one of the company employees, Ivan. lvan is nowhere to be seen but there are several

other employees working in their cubicles. Mr. Jordanov asks them:

Mr.J.: Njakoj vizdal li e Ivan dnes?
‘Has anyone seen Ivan today?’

Peter: Ivan go vidjax tazi sutrin
Ivan him-cl.ACC saw-1% p.sg. this morning
‘I saw Ivan this morning.’
Ivan vidjax tazi sutrin.

Tazi sutrin go vidjax Ivan.

Tazi sutrin vidjax lvan.

2. Prof.Georgieva is giving a lecture on early 20™ century American Literature.

Ivan is one of the students who are attending that lecture, but he cannot really focus on

[+ fronting] [+ doubling]

[+ fronting] [- doubling]
[- fronting] [+ doubling]

[- fronting] [- doubling]

what prof. Georgieva is talking about because he is tired after a long night of partying. At

one point in the lecture he asks:

Ivan: Moze li da povtorite poslednoto izrecenie?
‘Can you repeat the last sentence?’
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Prof. G.: Tova izreCenie go povtorix veCe tri pati.

this sentence it-clLACC repeated-1% p.sg. already three times
‘I have already repeated that sentence three times.’

Tova izre€enie povtorix vece tri pati.
Tri pati vece go povtorix tova izrecenie.

Tri pati vece povtorix tova izrecenie.

3. Ivan and Julia meet at a party organized by Maria and Peter, two old friends of

lvan’s. Julia asks lvan:

Julia:

lvan:

Ot kolko godini poznavas Marija i Petar?
‘For how many years have you known Maria and Peter?’

Marijai  Petar gi poznavam ot 10 godini.
Maria and Peter them-cl.ACC know-1% p.sg. from 10 years
‘I have known Maria and Peter for 10 years.’

Marija i Petar poznavam ot 10 godini.

Ot 10 godini gi poznavam Marija i Petar.

Ot 10 godini poznavam Marija i Petar.

4. lvan and Maria meet at the public library. Ivan asks Maria to recommend some

books to him. Maria shows him a book and asks:

Maria: Cel li si njakoga tazi kniga?

lvan:

‘Have you ever read this book?’

Tazi kniga sam ja cel tri  pati.
this book be-1% p.sg. her-cl.ACC read-part. three times
‘I have read this book three times.’
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Tazi kniga sam cel tri pati.
Tri pati sam ja Cel tazi kniga.

Tri pati sam cel tazi kniga.

5. Peter sees Julia get out of a nice shiny car. She used to have a rusty old Ford

but it looks like she bought a new car. Peter asks her:

Peter: Skoro li si kupi tazi kola?
‘Did you buy this car recently?’

Julia : Tazi kola ne sam ja kupuvala, podarak mi e.
this car not be-1* p.sg. her-cl.ACC buy-part.  present me-cl.DAT s
‘I didn’t buy this car, it’s a present for me.’
Tazi kola ne sdm kupuvala, podarék mi e.

Ne sam ja kupuvala tazi kola, podarak mi e.

Ne sdm kupuvala tazi kola, podarak mi e.

6. Ivan was expecting a package from Peter, which he thought had been lost.

Eventually, he received the package and Maria asked him if he had done so.

Maria: Poluci li naj-posle koleta ot Petar?
‘Did you finally get the package from Peter?’

lvan: Koleta go polucix onzi den.
package-def. him-cl.ACC received-1* p.sg. that day
‘I received the package the other day.’

Koleta polucix onzi den.

Onzi den go polucix koleta.
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Onzi den polucix koleta.

7. Peter and Maria decided to go to the movie theater. They were trying to figure

out which movie they wanted to see. They said:

Peter: Iskas li da gledame novija film na Al Pacino?
‘Do you want to see the new Al Pacino movie?’

Maria: Tozi film go gledax oSte minalata sedmica.
that movie him-cLACC saw-1% p.sg. still last week
‘I already saw that movie last week.’

Tozi film gledax oSte minalata sedmica.
Oste minalata sedmica go gledax tozi film.

Oste minalata sedmica gledax tozi film.

8. Peter had been trying to find somebody to help him move all his furniture into
his new apartment. Unfortunately, none of his friends had been available these days and

he complained to Petya about his bad luck.

Petya: Pomoli li lvan da ti pomogne?
‘Did you ask Ivan to help you?’

Peter: Ivan go pomolix njakolko pati, no toj e vse zaet.
Ivan him-cl.ACC asked-1% p.sg. several times but he is always busy
‘I asked Ivan several times, but he is always busy.’
Ivan pomolix njakolko pati, no toj e vse zaet.

Njakolko péati go pomolix lvan, no toj e vse zaet.

Njakolko pati pomolix Ivan, no toj e vse zaet.
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9. lvan is in charge of organizing a trip to the Rila Mountains this coming
weekend. Petya is helping him and she was supposed to call and ask some of their friends

if they were interested in joining them.

Ivan: Popita li Marija dali Ste dojde s nas tozi uikend?
‘Did you ask Maria if she is coming with us this weekend?’

Petya: Marija ja pitax veCe dva pati, no oSte ne e sigurna.
Maria her-cl.ACC asked-1% p.sg. already two times but still not is sure
‘I already asked Maria twice, but she is still not sure.’
Marija pitax veCe dva pati, no oSte ne e sigurna.

Vece dva pati ja pitax Marija, no oSte ne e sigurna.

Vece dva pati pitax Marija, no oSte ne e sigurna.

10. lvan’s mom bought some whole milk a couple of days ago. She wanted to try
a new cake, whose recipe was given to her by a friend. When she opened the fridge, she

saw that the milk was not in there and she asked Ivan if he had seen it.

Mother : Da si vizdal mljakoto koeto bjax ostavila v xladilnika onzi den?
‘Have you seen the milk I left in the fridge the other day?’

Ivan: Tova mljako go 1zpix oSte vcera.
that milk it-cLACC drank-1% p.sg. still yesterday
‘I already drank that milk yesterday.’
Tova mljako izpix oSte vcera.

Oste vcera go izpix tova mljako.

Oste vcera izpix tova mljako.
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TOPIC DATIVE CONDITION

1. lvan and Peter are organizing a big party to celebrate the end of the semester.

Ivan is responsible for calling their classmates and giving them instructions how to get to
Peter’s place. They want to make sure that no one has been missed. Peter asks Ivan:
Peter: Obadi li se na Marija?

‘Did you call Maria?’
Ivan: Na Marija i se obadix oSte minalata sedmica.

to Maria her-cl.DAT refl. ACC called-1" p.sg. still last-def. week

‘I called Maria last week.’

Na Marija se obadix oSte minalata sedmica.

OSte minalata sedmica i se obadix na Marija.

Oste minalata sedmica se obadix na Marija.

2. Maria is in the big Sofia Mall. She wants to buy some clothes for her husband,
Peter, who has gained some weight recently and his pants don’t fit him anymore. Julia

sees her and they talk about their purchases. Julia asks Maria:

Julia: Kakvo kupi na Petar?
‘What did you buy for Peter?’

Maria: Na Petar mu kupix dva pantalona.
to Peter him-cl.DAT bought-1% p.sg. two pants
‘I bought Peter two pairs of pants.’
Na Petar kupix dva pantalona.

Kupix mu dva pantalona na Petar.

Kupix dva pantalona na Petar.
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3. Ivan went to the post-office where he sent a package to his son. There were
two books for his grandchildren in it. When he came back home, his wife, Maria, asked
him:

Maria: Izprati li neSto na decata?
‘Did you send anything for the kids?’

Ivan: Na decata im izpratix po edna kniga.
to kids them-cl.DAT sent-1% p.sg. each one book
‘I sent a book to each kid.’
Na decata izpratix po edna kniga.

Izpratix im po edna kniga na decata.

Izpratix po edna kniga na decata.

4. Julia and Maria were talking about the Christmas presents they gave their

husbands, Peter and lvan. Julia asked Maria:

Julia: Kakvo podari na lvan za Koleda?
‘What was the present you gave lvan for Christmas?’

Maria: Na lvan mu podarix edin fotoaparat.
to Ivan him-cl.DAT gave present-1% p.sg. one camera
‘I gave him a camera as a present.’
Na lvan podarix edin fotoaparat.

Podarix mu edin fotoaparat na Ivan.

Podarix edin fotoaparat na lvan.
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5. Maria is back from work and she wants to find out if her husband, Ivan, has fed

their cat. She asks him:

Maria: Dade li nesto na kotkata tazi vecer?
‘Did you feed (lit. ‘Did you give anything’) to the cat this evening’

Ivan: Na kotkata i dadox malko mljako.
to cat-def. her-cl.DAT gave-1% p.sg. some milk
‘I gave some milk to the cat.”
Na kotkata dadox malko mljako.

Dadox i malko mljako na kotkata.

Dadox malko mljako na kotkata.

6. lvan and Maria want to go away for a long weekend, but their car has broken
down. Maria has the idea that they can borrow Peter’s car. It’s a delicate matter. lvan is

supposed to tell Peter about the plan.

Maria: Kaza li na Petar za naSija plan?
‘Did you tell Peter about our plan?’

lvan: Na Petar mu kazax oSte minalata sedmica.
to Peter him-cl.DAT told-1" p.sg. still last week
‘| told Peter last week.’
Na Petar kazax oSte minalata sedmica.

Oste minalata sedmica mu kazax na Petar.

Oste minalata sedmica kazax na Petar.
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7. lvan is an exchange student at the University of lowa for a year. His friends

and Maria promised him that they would write emails to him at least once a week,

so that he doesn’t feel lonely and isolated. Maria asks Peter:

Maria: Pisa li na Ivan tazi sedmica?

Peter:

‘Did you write to Ivan this week?’

Na lvan mu pisax tri  pati tazi sedmica.
to Ivan him-c.DAT wrote-1% p.sg. three times this week
‘I wrote to Ivan three times this week.’

Na Ivan pisax tri pati tazi sedmica.
Tazi sedmica tri pati mu pisax na Ivan.

Tazi sedmica tri pati pisax na Ivan.

8. Maria was invited to Peter’s birthday party but the absent-minded person she is,

she totally forgot about it. Peter took her absence too seriously and he didn’t talk to her

for a while in spite of her apologies. Petya asked Maria:

Petya:

Maria:

Izvini li se na Petér za tova ¢e ne dojde?
‘Did you apologize to Peter for not coming?’

Na Petar mu se izvinix njakolko pati,
to Peter him-cl.DAT refl-ACC apologized-1% p.sg several times
no toj oSte mi e sardit.

but he still me-cl.DAT is angry
‘I apologized to Peter several times but he is still angry with me.’

Na Petar se izvinix njakolko péti, no toj oSte mi e sardit.
Njakolko pati mu se izvinix na Petéar, no toj oSte mi e sardit.

Njakolko péti se izvinix na Petar, no toj oSte mi e sardit.
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9. Peter had asked Petya to do him a favor, but her flat denial made him sad and

disappointed. He complained about this to his best friend, Ivan. Ivan asked him:

Ivan: Pomagal li si njakoga na Petja?
‘Have you ever helped Petya?’

Peter: Na Petja sam i pomagal mnogo pati, no tja na men - nikoga.
to Petya be-1% p.sg. her-c.DAT help-part. many times but sheto me  never
‘I have helped Petya many times, but she has never helped me.’
Na Petja sam pomagal mnogo péti, no tja na men - nikoga.

Mnogo pati sém i pomagal na Petja, no tja na men - nikoga.

Mnogo péati sém pomagal na Petja, no tja na men - nikoga.

10. One night, while drunk, Peter said some really bad things to Maria who
couldn’t forgive him for some time. Maria was discussing the events of that night with

her friend Petya, who asked her:

Petya: Prosti li na Petar za tova koeto ti kaza?
‘Did you forgive Peter for what he told you?’

Maria: Na Petar mu prostix otdavna, no ne beSe lesno.
to Peter him-cl.DAT forgave-1¥ p.sg. long time ago but not was easy
‘| forgave Peter long time ago but it wasn’t easy.’

Na Petar prostix otdavna, no ne bese lesno.
Otdavna mu prostix na Petar, no ne beSe lesno.

Otdavna prostix na Petar, no ne beSe lesno.
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FOCUS ACCUSATIVE CONDITION

1. Somebody broke into Peter’s house this morning and he thought that Maria, his

neighbor, might have seen something suspicious on her way to work. He asked her:

Peter: Vidja li njakogo okolo mojata kasta tazi sutrin kato izlizaSe za rabota?
‘Did you see anyone near my house this morning when you left for work?’

Maria: Ivan go vidjax.
Ivan him-cl. ACC saw-1% p.sg.
‘I saw Ivan.’
Ivan vidjax.

Vidjax go Ivan.

Vidjax Ivan.

2. Maria couldn’t find her cell-phone, so she called her husband Ivan from her
office and asked him to take a look in the purse which she had used the day before. After

he had done so, she asked him:

Maria: Kakvo nameri v ¢antata?
‘What did you find in the purse?’

Ivan: Klju¢ovete za kolata  gi namerix.
keys-def.  for car-def. them-cl.ACC found-1* p.sg.
‘I found the car keys.’
Kljucovete za kolata namerix.

Namerix gi klju€ovete za kolata.

Namerix kljucovete za kolata.
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3. Peter requires from his daughter Maria to read one book every week. At end of

the week the father asked Maria:

Pater: Kakvo procete tazi sedmica?
‘What did you read this week?’

Maria: Tvojata ljubima kniga ja procetox.
your  favorite book her-cl.ACC read-1% p.sg.
‘I read your favorite book.’
Tvojata ljubima kniga procetox.

Procetox ja tvojata ljubima kniga.

Procetox tvojata ljubima kniga.

4. Petya always forgets something when she leaves for work. This morning she

once again returned home a couple of minutes after leaving. Her husband, Peter, asked

her:

Peter: Kakvo zabravi tozi pat?
‘What did you forget this time?’

Petya: Cadara  @o zabravix.
umbrella him-cl.ACC forgot-1* p.sg.
‘I forgot the umbrella.”
Cadara zabravix.

Zabravix go ¢adéra.

Zabravix ¢adara.
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5. On her way to work this morning, Petya saw Ivan upset and talking to their
neighbor Peter about having lost something while he was jogging in the park. She was in
a hurry and didn’t have time to find out what made him so upset, but in the evening she

asked him:

Petya: Kakvo zagubi dokato bjagase tazi sutrin?
‘What did you lose when you were running this morning?’

Ivan: Kljuéovete za apartamenta  gi zagubix.
keys-def. for apartment-def. them-cl.ACC lost-1% p.sg.
‘I lost the apartment keys.’
KljuCovete za apartamenta zagubix.

Zagubix gi kljuovete za apartamenta.

Zagubix kljuovete za apartamenta.

6. Ivan and Petya’s apartment was broken into this morning and everybody in the

neighborhood was talking about that. Peter, who just found out about it, asked Maria:

Peter: Kakvo sa otkradnali ot apartamenta na lvan?
‘What was stolen from lvan’s apartment?’

Maria: Laptopa na Petja sa go otkradnali.
laptop-def. of Petya be-3“ p.pl him-clLACC stolen-part.
“They have stolen Petya’s laptop.’
Laptopa na Petja sa otkradnali.

Otkradnali sa go laptopa na Petja.

Otkradnali sa laptopa na Petja.
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7. Ivan and Peter are talking about the movies which they have seen recently. Ivan

asks Peter:

Ivan: Kaoj film gleda snosti?
‘What movie did you watch last night?’

Peter: ‘Matricata’ ja gledax.
Matrix her-cl. ACC  watched-1* p.sg.
‘I watched the matrix.’
‘Matricata’ gledax.

Gledax ja ‘Matricata’.

Gledax ‘Matricata’.

8. This morning, Peter needed someone to help him move his new couch into his

apartment. When his wife Petya came back home in the evening, she asked him:

Petya: Kogo pomoli za pomost?
‘Who did you ask for help?’

Peter: Séseda Ivan go pomolix.
neighbor-def.  Ivan him-cl.ACC asked-1% p.sg.
‘I asked my neighbor Ivan.’
Séseda lvan pomolix.

Pomolix go saseda lvan.

Pomolix saseda Ivan.
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9. Ivan secretly went to live in a mountain village for a month, as he wanted to be

by himself and prepare for his qualifying exams. He was surprised to see his friend Petya

find him there. He asked Petya:

Ivan: Kogo popita za péatja do seloto?
‘Who did you ask about the road to the village?’

Petya: Basta ti go popitax.
father-def. yours-cl.poss. him-cl.ACC asked-1% p.sg.
‘I asked your father.”
Basta ti popitax.
Popitax go basta ti.

Popitax basta ti.

10. Peter’s mom wants to make sure that her son eats a proper breakfast and she

always asks him about what he has had for breakfast:

Mother: Kakvo zakusva tazi sutrin?
‘What did you eat for breakfast this morning?’

Peter: Mljakoto ot xladilnika  go IZpix.
milk-def . from fridge-def.  it-cLACC drank-1* p.sg.
‘I drank the milk from the fridge.’
Mljakoto ot xladilnika izpix.

Izpix go mljakoto ot xladilnika.

Izpix mljakoto ot xladilnika.
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FOCUS DATIVE CONDITION

1. Petya and Peter had to call all their friends and tell them about the party at their
place this weekend. Peter heard Petya talking on the phone this morning, giving

instructions to someone about how to get to their house. He asked Petya:

Peter: Na kogo se obadi tazi sutrin?
‘Who did you call this morning?’

Petya: Na Marija i se obadix.
to Maria her-cl.DAT refl. called-1% p.sg.
‘I called Maria’

Na Marija se obadix.
Obadix i se na Marija.

Obadix se na Marija.

2. Ivan was going through the shopping bags which Petya had put on the table.
Petya had just come back from her weekly shopping tour. Ivan saw a very nice blue shirt

and asked Petya:

Ivan: Na kogo kupi tazi riza?
‘For whom did you buy this shirt?”

Petya: Na Petar mu ja kupix.
to Peter him-c.DAT her-c.ACC bought-1% p.sg.
‘I bought it for Peter.’
Na Petar ja kupix.

Kupix mu ja na Petar.
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Kupix ja na Petér.

3. Maria wrote two letters, one to Petya and one to Ivan, and put them in a pink
and a green envelope, respectively. She asked her husband Peter to write the addresses on
the envelopes and to send them for her. After he did that, she wanted to make sure that he

had sent the right letter to the right addressee, and she asked him:

Maria: Na kogo izprati pismoto v zelenija plik?
“To whom did you send the letter in the green envelope?’

Peter: Na Ivan mu go izpratix.
to Ivan him-cl.DAT it-c,ACC sent-1¥ p.sg.
‘I sent it to lvan.’
Na Ivan go izpratix

Izpratix mu go na Ivan.

Izpratix go na lvan.

4. Maria gave Peter a whole bag of clothes as they didn’t fit either her or her
husband. Peter was supposed to give them away to various neighbours. There was a
special pair of white pants, which Maria liked so much that she wanted to know who got

them. She asked Peter:

Maria: Na kogo dade belite pantaloni?
“To whom did you give the white pants?’

Peter: Nalvan mu gi dadox.
to Ivan him-cl.DAT them-cl.LACC gave-1% p.sg.
‘I gave them to Ivan.’
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Na Ivan gi dadox.
Dadox mu gi na Ivan.

Dadox gi na lvan.

5. When he came back home, Peter saw that his picture album was on the kitchen
table. It was obvious that his wife, Maria, had been showing them to some of her friends.
This made Peter a little angry as he thought that some of those pictures were quite

embarrassing. He asked Maria:

Peter: Na kogo pokaza snimkite?
“To whom did you show the pictures?’

Maria: Na Petja i gi pokazax.
to Petya her-cl.DAT them-cl.ACC showed-1% p.sg.
‘I showed them to Petya.’
Na Petja gi pokazax.

Pokazax i gi na Petja.

Pokazax gi na Petja.

6. Peter and Julia were planning a big surprise party for Petya’s birthday.
Although they were not supposed to reveal the secret, Julia found out that Maria already

knew about it. She was angry with Peter and asked him:

Julia: Na kogo kaza za naSata iznenada?
‘Who did you tell about our surprise?’

Peter: Na Marija i kazax.
to Maria her-cl.DAT told-1% p.sg.
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‘I told Maria’
Na Marija kazax.
Kazax i na Marija.

Kazax na Marija.

7. Peter noticed that there was a long letter lying on Maria’s desk. He was quite
shocked to see that as Maria was well-known among her friends for her short, one-

sentence emails. Peter asked her:

Peter: Na kogo napisa tolkova dalgo pismo?
“To whom did you write such a long letter?’

Maria: Na lvan mu go napisax.
to Ivan him-cl.DAT it-cLACC wrote-1% p.sg.
‘I wrote it to Ivan.’
Na Ivan go napisax.

Napisax mu go na lvan.

Napisax go na lvan.

8. Ivan didn’t show up at Petya and Peter’s wedding party. This upset them a lot
as they always thought he was one of their best friends. Maria was also not very happy
with his absence and she scolded him for having failed to show up and asked him if he

had apologized to somebody.

Maria: Izvini li se na njakogo za tova ¢e ne dojde na svatbata?
‘Did you apologize to anybody for not coming to the wedding?’
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Ivan: Na Petar mu se izvinix.
to Peter him-cl. refl. apologized-1* p.sg.
‘I apologized to Peter.’
Na Petar se izvinix.

Izvinix mu se na Petar.

Izvinix se na Petar.

9. After checking her daughters’ homework assignments, Maria found out that
they were both very well done. She knew that her husband, Peter, had helped one of the

girls write her homework assignment but she didn’t know which one. She asked Peter:

Maria: Na kogo pomogna s domasnoto?
‘Whom did you help with the homework?’

Peter: Na Petja i pomognax.
to Petya her-cl. DAT helped-1* p.sg.
‘I helped Petya.’
Na Petja pomognax.

Pomognax i na Petja.

Pomognax na Petja.

10. Peter noticed that his neighbour Petya had bought a new car and her old
Toyota was not in front of the house any more. He liked that old Toyota, at one point he
had even wanted to buy it. He was curious to find out to whom Petya had sold her old

car. He asked her:

Peter: Na kogo prodade starata kola?
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“To whom did you sell the old car?’

Petya: Nalvan mu ja prodadox.
to lvan him-cl.DAT her-c.ACC  sold-1* p.sg.
‘I sold it to Ivan.’

Na Ivan ja prodadox.
Prodadox mu ja na Ivan.

Prodadox ja na Ivan.
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