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Abstract

This study examines the acquisition of functional morphology which overtly marks lexical aspect in
Russian by adult second language (L2) learners of Turkish. Russian and Turkish are different in the
ways they mark both grammatical and lexical aspects. In Russian, both grammatical and lexical (telic)
aspects are marked by overt verbal morphology. In Turkish, however, while the grammatical aspect
of verbs is marked by inflectional morphemes, which also express tense and/or mood (Kornfilt, 1997),
lexical aspect (telicity) is marked by quantized nominal arguments combined with dynamic verbs. We
tested 16 L1 Turkish/L2 Russian learners and 16 L1 Russian speakers on a Semantic Entailment (SE)
task with telicity and boundedness semantic features and a Truth-Value Judgment (TVJ) task
involving sentences with perfective and imperfective forms including quantity and non-quantity
internal argument themes. The results of the SE task indicated that L2 Russian speakers were not as
successful as L1 Russian speakers in choosing the most logical entailment to perfective sentences
rather than imperceptive sentences. The differences between the two groups were statistically
significant. The results of the TVJ task also indicated that L2 Russian speakers were less successful
than L1 Russian speakers in matching perfective and imperfective sentences with correct pictures.
These findings support the claim that adult L2 speakers have difficulty with the acquisition of
functional morphology, in particular aspectual morphology and its telicity feature.
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Ana dil Tiirkce konusanlarin ikinci dil Ruscada goriiniis bilgisini edinimi
Oz

Bu calisma, Tiirkgeyi ileri yasta ikinci dil (D2) olarak 6grenenler tarafindan Ruscada sozciiksel
goriinlisii acikca belirten islevsel morfolojinin edinimini incelemektedir. Rusca ve Tiirkce, hem
dilbilgisel hem de sozciiksel goriiniisii belirtme bigimleri agisindan farkhdir. Ruscada hem dilbilgisel
hem de sézciiksel (erekli) goriiniisler, acik fiil morfolojisi ile belirtilir. Ote yandan Tiirkcede fiillerin
dilbilgisel goriiniisii, zaman ve/veya kipi de ifade eden ¢ekim bi¢imbirimleriyle (Kornfilt, 1997);
sozciiksel goriiniis (ereklilik) ise dinamik fiillerle birlikte kullanilan nicelendirilmis ad argiimanlar:
ile belirtilir. Ereklilik ve bagimlilik anlam 6zelliklerine sahip bir Anlamsal Gerektirim gorevi (SET) ve
miktara bagh olan ve olmayan dahili argliman temalar1 iceren tamamlanmis ve tamamlanmamis
formlu ciimleleri kapsayan bir Dogruluk Degeri Yargis1 (TVJ) gorevinden olusan bu ¢alisma, 16 D1
Tiirkgce/D2 Rusga konusani ile 16 D1 Rusga konusanina uygulanmistir. SET gorevinin sonuglari, D2
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Rusca konusanlarinin tamamlanmamig ctimlelerden ziyade, tamamlanmis climlelere en mantiksal
gerektirmeyi secmekte D1 Rusca konusanlar1 kadar basarih olmadiklarim gdstermistir. ki grup
arasindaki farkhihiklar istatiksel olarak anlamh bulunmustur. TVJ gorevinin sonuglar1 da D2 Rusca
konusanlarinin tamamlanmig ve tamamlanmamig ciimleleri dogru resimlerle eglestirmede D1 Rusca
konusanlarindan daha az basarili oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu bulgular, ileri yasta D2
konusanlarinin iglevsel morfolojinin, 6zellikle de goriiniis morfolojisi ve onun ereklilik 6zelliginin
ediniminde zorlandig1 iddiasin1 desteklemektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Dilbilgisel goriiniis; sozciiksel goriiniis; ereklilik; D1 Tiirkce; D2 Rusga
1. Introduction

Cross-linguistic variations in the formation of aspectual information has provided a challenging testing
ground for second language (L2) researchers who have been interested in morphosyntactic variation in
adult L2 acquisition. The studies which examined the acquisition of functional morphology which mark
grammatical and lexical aspects by L2 learners whose first language (L1) lacks overt functional
morphology to mark grammatical and lexical aspects have shown inconclusive results. Some studies
show that advanced L2 learners are successful in the acquisition of aspectual morphology (e.g.,
Slabakova, 2005; Gabriele, 2008: Al-Thubaiti, 2015). Other studies, however, suggest that functional
morphemes with uninterpretable features in the L2 are not accessible if they are not represented in the
L1 (Hawkins et al 2008; Liszka, 2015).

This study aims to examine the acquisition of functional morphology which overtly marks grammatical
and lexical aspects in Russian by L2 learners of Turkish. Russian and Turkish are different in the ways
they mark grammatical and lexical aspects (telicity). Russian uses verbal morphology (i.e., a specific
prefix on the verbal form) to mark both grammatical and lexical aspects of activity and accomplishment
verbs with incremental theme objects. In Turkish, grammatical aspect is marked by suffixes which also
express tense and / or mood, while lexical (telic) aspect is marked through the quantized objects (e.g.,
objects changed by a determiner, possessive, or quantifier) of accomplishment and activity verbs (Aksu,
Kornfilt, 1997). In other words, unlike Russian, Turkish does not have a distinct functional morpheme
that uniquely expresses either grammatical or lexical aspect telicity

We tested a group of adult L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian and a group of L1 Russian controls on two
tasks: a Semantic Entailment (SE) task and a Truth Value Judgement (TVJ) task involving sentences
with both grammatical and lexical aspects in Russian. We examined whether adult L2 learners whose
L1 lacks overt functional morphology to mark aspect can acquire overt aspectual morphology in L2
Russian. We hope that this study will provide new insights into the longstanding question of whether
adult L2 learners can acquire full linguistic competence in an L2. In particular, the results of the current
study will contribute to better understand the predictions of the following L2 theories: The Full Transfer
Full Access Hypothesis (FTFA, Schwartz and Sprouse, 1994, 1996; Flynn, 1996) proposes that the
acquisition of full linguistic competence is still possible in adult L2 acquisition. The Representational
Deficit Hypothesis (RDH, Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Hawkins, 1997; 2008), on the other hand, states that
we (un)interpretable features of functional categories are not accessible in adult L2 acquisition.
According to the Bottleneck Hypothesis (BH, Slabakova, 2006, 2008, 2013), the acquisition of
functional morphology is difficult for adult L2 learners since they show crosslinguistic variation in
syntactic and semantic representations. In the same vein, the Feature Reassembly Hypothesis (FRH,
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Lardiere, 2005) assumes that adult L2 learners have a problem of remapping and/or reassembling
formal features of functional categories.

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides an overview on aspect and how it is represented
in Russian and Turkish. Section 3 presents L2 acquisition of aspect, followed by Section 4, which
introduces the research questions and predictions of the study. Section 5 presents the results of the SE
task and TVJ task. Section 6 discusses the findings of the study within the current findings of the
previous research in the L2.

2, Aspect in Russian and Turkish

Aspect has been defined as “different ways of viewing the internal temporal constituency of a situation”
(Comirie, 1976, p.3). There are two types of aspect: grammatical aspect and lexical aspect. Grammatical
aspect (or sentence (IP) aspect/ outer aspect) is indicated in two forms: perfective and imperfective.
Perfective form indicates the completion and/or termination of a situation which has an end (1), whereas
imperfective form indicates a situation in progress (2). Perfective form indicates “the view of a situation
as a whole, without distinction of the various separate phrases that make up that situation, whereas the
imperfective (progressive-habitual) pays essential attention to the internal structure of the situation”
(Comirie, 1976, p.16). The following sentences illustrate the perfective and imperfective aspects.

(1) “Nick read the/three/those letters. « Perfective aspect (completed situation)
(2) Nick was reading the/three/those letters. «— Imperfective aspect (ongoing situation)”
(Mikhaylova, 2018, p.274)

Lexical aspect (or lexical class/ Aktionsart/ situation aspect/ the “inner” aspect) refers to the type of
event the verb expresses. All verbal predicates are encoded with the semantic feature [+/-telic]. Telicity
is a universal semantic feature which refers to events which (do not) have inherent endpoints, or
culminations, after which they cannot continue, e.g., eat an apple, read a book, write three letters, and
find a wallet. Atelic events, however, do not have inherent endpoints or culminations, e.g., read books,
eat apples.

Verbs were divided into 4 lexical classes based on semantic features [+/-telic] they share. Vendler’s 4
lexical classes of predicates: the states, activities, accomplishments, achievements were given in Table 1.

non-dynamic dynamic
[- telic] STATE ACTIVITY
know, be happy, want read (letters), laugh, swim
[+telic] ACHIEVEMENT ACCOMPLISHMENT
recognize, die, find read those letters, walk to school, bake a loaf

Table 1. Vendler’s (1957) verb classes (Mikhaylova, 2018, p.274)

States and achievements are non-dynamic because they describe instances rather than processes.
Activities and accomplishments are processes which can have intervals and therefore they are dynamic
predicates. According to this classification, achievement and accomplishment verbal predicates, which
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have inherent endpoints are [+ telic], whereas state and activity verbal predicates, which do not have
inherent endpoints are [-telic]. The following sentences illustrate [+/-telic] events in (3a-b).

(3) “a. Nick read the/three/those letters « [+telic]
b. Nick read letters < [—telic]” (Mikhaylova, 2018. p.276)

In (3a), [+telic] value depends on an object overtly modified by a determiner, possessive or quantifier,
but [-telic] value in (3b) relies on a dynamic incremental theme verb that followed by a mass or bare
plural noun. Grammatical aspect denotes the semantic feature [+/- bounded], which unlike telicity,
refers to whether, at the reference time, the event has reached its actual endpoint, whereas lexical aspect
involves the semantic feature [+/-telic]. Both telicity and boundedness together provide the full
interpretation of aspectual interpretation of sentences as in (4a, b, c).

(4) “a.Nick read the/three/those letters. < [+telic; +bounded], Perfective
b. Nick was reading the/three/those letters. < [+telic: —bounded], Imperfective
c. Nick read letters. «<— [-telic; +bounded], Perfective”
(Mikhaylova, 2018, p. 276)

Sentences in (4a) and (4b) indicate [+telic] events, (expressed by the verbal predicates with inherent
endpoints) but differ in their boundedness (perfective-imperfective aspect) (whether the event is viewed
completed or ongoing). However, (4a) and (4c) are [+ bounded] but differ in telicity. Languages differ
in the ways they express grammatical [+/-bounded] aspect and, in particular lexical [+/-telic] aspect.
Russian and Turkish are among the languages, which encodes aspectual information in different ways.

2.1 Aspect in Russian

Grammatical aspect [+/- bounded]: in Russian, grammatical (perfective-imperfective) aspect is
encoded in the verb morphology. Perfective aspect is denoted by a specific prefix encoded into verbs as
in (5a), which shows a completed or terminated situation/event, whereas imperfective aspect is marked
with bare form of verbs as in (5b).

(5) a.Ivan pro-¢ital knig-u. Ivan PF-read book-ACC
‘Ivan read the book.’
b. Ivan ¢ital knig-u. Ivan read. IMPF book-AC
‘Ivan was reading a book.

In (5a), the perfective form pro-¢itat’ “PF-read” is a derivative when the perfective prefix pro is added to
the imperfective form citat’ “read-IMPF” in (5b). As we can see in (5b), imperfective forms are usually
simple and not derived, while perfective forms are derived from imperfective form via prefixation, as in
(5a). In Russian, each imperfective verb can have its aspectual perfective prefix. Borik (2006) proves
that because perfect prefixes are used as morphological markers of perfectivity in Russian, and a verbal
prefix in Russian usually functions as a perfectivity and telicity marker.
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Boundedness: as a grammatical aspect is presented in Imperfective and Perfective forms, which in turn
stand for ongoing and completed events. In Russian, ongoing events [-bounded] (6b) are expressed by
imperfective inflections (-(y)va-), while completed [+bounded] (outer aspect) (6a) events usually
remain unmarked by overt aspectual morphology.
(6) “a. Kolja pere-cita-1 (eti) pis’'ma. « [+telic; +bounded], Perfective
Kolja pf-read-past (these) letters.
‘Kolja reread these letters.’
b. Kolja Pere-¢it-yva-1 (eti) pis'ma. < [+telic: —bounded], Imperfective
Kolja pf-read-impf-past (these) letters.

‘Kolja was rereading these letters.” (Mikhaylova, 2018, p. 276)

Lexical aspect: in Russian, lexical aspect (telicity) is also overtly marked on the verb by prefixes. The
semantic feature [+/-telic-] of dynamic verbs in Russian is marked by verbal morphology. Non-dynamic
predicates (states and achievements) contain telicity features in the lexicon, i.e., states are marked [-
telic] and achievements as [+telic]. The [+telic] dynamic verbs with incremental theme marked with a
specific prefix (7a), whereas the [-telic] dynamic verbs are the bare form of the same verb (7b).

(7) “ a. Kolja pro-¢ita-1 (eti) pis’'ma. < [+telic]
Kolja pf-read-past (these) letters.
‘Kolja read (these) letters.’
b. Kolja ¢ita-1 (eti) pis’'ma. «— [—telic]

Kolja read-past (these) letters.

‘Kolja read (these) letters." (Slabakova, 2018, p. 276)
In (7a), a [+telic] value 7a) is marked by a prefixed verb (pro- ¢ita-1), and a [-telic] value appears when
the same verb stem (¢ita-1) is used without the prefix (pro) as in (7b). Russian has nineteen perfective

prefixes which can be used to add telic meaning to the verbs (Slabakova, 2005).

2.2 Aspect in Turkish

Grammatical aspect [+/-bounded]: unlike Russian, Turkish does not have specific functional
morphemes that exclusively mark grammatical aspect or lexical aspect. Grammatical aspect in Turkish
is marked with suffixes which also express tense and/or mood (Aksu Kog, 1988; Kornfilt, 1997). In
Turkish, “the perfective aspect is expressed for the present, past and future tense by inflectional suffixes
-DI and — MIS” in (8a-c¢) (Kornfilt, 1997, p. 349).

(8) “ a. Present/Past and Future
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Hasan balig-1 ye-di.
Hasan fish-ACC eat-PAST
‘Hasan ate the fish.” «<Past tense interpretation
‘Hasan has eaten the fish.” «Perfect aspect interpretation
b. Past Perfect:
Ben lokanta-ya var-dig-im-da Hasan yemeg-in bitir-mis-ti.
I restaurant-DAT. arrive-NOM.-1SP-LOC Hasan meal-3PS.-ACC finish-PPART-PAST
‘When I arrived at the restaurant, Hasan had finished his meal.’
c. Future perfect:
Ben lokanta-ya var-dig-im-da Hasan yemeg-in-I bitir-mis.

I restaurant-DAT. arrive-NOM.-1SP-LOC Hasan meal-3PS.-ACC finish-PPART-PAST ol-
acak. be-FUT.

‘When I arrive at the restaurant, Hasan will have finished his meal.” (Korfilt, 1997, p. 349-350).

Imperfective aspect in Turkish is marked by various kinds of inflection morphemes such as —(I)yor, -
mAktA (progressive or habitual in formal contexts) —(A/I) r (habitual), and the past copular marker —
(y)DI as illustrated in (9a-c) (Kornfilt, 1997; Goksel & Kerlaske, 2005).

(9) “a. Habitual imperfective aspect:
Hasan piyano cal-ar
Hasan piano play-Aor.
‘Hasan plays the piano” (Kornfilt, 1997, 349-350)
b. Progressive (event):
“a. Su an-da ne yap-1yor-sunuz?
this moment-LOC what do-IMPF-2PL
‘What are you doing at the moment?’
b. Yemek yi-yor-uz.
Meal eat-IMPF-1PL

‘We’re having dinner.’
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¢. Bugiin aile yapi-s1 hiz-la degis-mekte-dir.
Today family structure-NC speed-INS change-IMPF-GM
‘Today the structure of the family is changing rapidly.’ ” (Goksel & Kerlaske, 2005, p. 289)
c. Progressive (state):
“Sen Omer-i ben-den daha iyi tani-yor-sun
You Omer-ACC I-ABL more well know-IMPF-2SG
‘You know Omer better than me.” (Goksel & Kerlvaske, 2005, p. 290)

In contrast to Russian, the lexical aspect in Turkish is not marked with verbal morphology, but by both
lexical semantics of achievement and accomplishment verbs and their arguments (a quantized or
cumulative object) and adverbs in the verb phrase. (Aksan, 2004; Giiven, 2012). For example, Aksan
(2004) who examined the lexical aspectual properties of accomplishment verbs in Turkish, showed that
‘the degree of change, the scalar property of the verb meaning (p.1) and their incremental theme or
quantized objects together determine telicity of these verbs in (11-12) rather than the simple past suffix,
-DIL.
(10) “Deniz bir saat boyunca pilav ye-di. (Atelic)
Deniz-NOM one-hour long rice eat-past-dec
‘Deniz ate rice for an hour.’
(11) Deniz bir tabak pilav-1 bir saat-te ye-di. (Telic)
Deniz-NOM rice one plate-ACC one hour-LOC eat-past-dec

‘Deniz ate a plate of rice in an hour.” (Aksan, 2004, p. 264)

Aksan (2004) argues that telicity (lexical aspect) of achievement and accomplishment verbs is expressed
by internal theme arguments: the quantity and non-quantity objects. Giiven (2012), on the other hand,
suggests that ‘non-definite, non-referential bare nouns trigger an atelic reading (13), whereas an
accusative-case marked internal argument would result in a telic reading (14) (p. 192).

(12) “Nil kitap oku-du. (Activity)
Nil-NOM book-NOM read-PST-3sg
‘Nil did book-reading.” (Atelic)

(13) Nil kitab-1 oku-du. (accomplishment)

Nil-NOM book-ACC read-PST-3sg
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‘Nil read the book.’ (Telic)” (Giiven, 2012, p. 192)

To sum up, in Turkish, the grammatical aspect is not expressed by a specific inflectional morpheme
exclusively, but the inflectional morphemes that express tense and modality also express grammatical
(perfective and imperfective) aspects. Lexical aspect (telicity) is expressed with both accomplishment
and achievement verbs and their incremental themes (quantified objects). In contrast, in Russian, both
grammatical (perfective) aspect and lexical (telic) aspect are marked with overt prefixes without taking
verbs’ internal arguments. The difference between Russian and Turkish in the ways they express
grammatical aspect, in particular perfective aspect, and lexical aspect (telicity) provides a good testing
ground for examining whether L1 Turkish/L2 Russian learners can acquire verbal morphology that
marks grammatical, and lexical aspect in L2 Russian.

3. L2 acquisition of aspect

The acquisition of aspectual morphology has been examined by a considerable number of L2 researchers
who have been interested in variation in adult L2 acquisition of functional morphology. The results are
not conclusive yet. Some of them claim that the acquisition of functional morphology, in particular, their
(un)interpretable features, is difficult to acquire after a certain period if they are not represented in the
L1 (e.g., Smith & Tsimpli, 1995; Tsimpli 2003; Hawkins et al., 2008; Liszka, 2015). Whereas others
suggest that the full acquisition of functional morphology, in particular aspectual morphology by L2
adult learners is possible regardless of L1 background (e.g., Montrul & Slabakova, 2003; Slabakova,
2005; Nossalik, 2009; Gabriele, 2008; Al-Thubaiti, 2015; Dominguez, Arche, & Myles, 2017),

For example, a study by Hawkins et al., (2008) suggested that uninterpretable features (e.g., tense, and
aspect) which are not found in the L1 may be available in adult L2 acquisition after a critical period. The
study examined the acquisition of uninterpretable features on Progressive that forces the event-in-
progress interpretation for the use of raised be+ing, whatever the predicate as in (15b) and
uninterpretable features —s/ed on non raised thematic verbs that establish agreement between T and v,
which forces habitual/generic interpretation as in (14a).

(14) “Whenever Mary and Alan meet...
a. They talk about Linguistics until late. «— (Habitual/generic interpretation)
b. They are talking about Linguistics until late. « (Event-in-progress/existential
interpretation)
(15) Bob can’t contact Julie at the moment.
a. Apparently, she runs on the beach. « (Habitual/generic interpretation)
b. Apparently, she is running on the beach. < (Event-in-progress/existential interpretation)”
(Hawkins et al., 2008, p. 344)

They tested a group of L2 English learners with a verb-raising L1 (e.g., Arabic, German, French,
and Spanish) and another group whose L1 lacks verb raising (e.g., Chinese and Japanese) on an
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acceptability judgement test involving meaning contrasts between habitual/generic interpretation and
event-in-progress/existential interpretation in L2 English (14 a-b and 15 a-b) above. Each experimental
item started with a context which either favours one of the two continuations: (1) a finite thematic verb
with a habitual/generic interpretation (14 a) or be+ing with progressive interpretation (15b). Also, they
used three types of predicates, namely achievements, achievements, and statives in the continuations of
each item. The results indicated that all groups were successful in correct interpretation of finite non
raised thematic verbs in the present and past with the habitual/generic interpretation. However, L1
Chinese and Japanese learners whose L1 lacks uninterpretable features on Progressive (a raising be) and
T-v agreement were not as successful as the native speakers or the other verb-raising L2 group in
accepting be+ing with an event-in-progress/existential readings with achievement predicates. They
cannot distinguish a contrast between the use of the Progressive and the use of the simple present /past
tense when the predicate is achievement, and the intended interpretation is event-in-progress. The
authors assumed that L2 learners perceived be+ing as a predicate modifier that only occurs with activity
predicates, or they allowed thematic verbs to have event-in-progress interpretations. In other words,
Chinese and Japanese learners of English were not able to acquire uninterpretable features on
Progressive and on v, which are not present in their Li.

In contrast, Slabakova (2005), suggested that the acquisition of uninterpretable features in adult L2 is
possible, providing evidence from a study on the acquisition of functional morphology marking lexical
(telic) aspect in Russian by L1 English learners whose L1 lacks these features. She found that both low
intermediate L2 English learners and the majority of advanced and high intermediate learners were
successful in judging sentences with perfective (telic) aspect in Russian, which indicated that L2 learners
acquired verbal morphology expressing lexical aspect in Russian. She argued that the difficulty in
learning aspectual morphology in L2 Russian lies in learning the lexical items indicating telicity.
‘Russian has nineteen perfective prefixes combined with verbs and each verb selects for a number of
prefixes with subsequent changes in lexical meaning’ (Slabakova, 2005, p. 65).

Related results were obtained in a study by Nossalik (2009), which showed that L1 English/L2 Russian
learners with near-native proficiency were as successful as native English speakers in the interpretation
of sentences involving perfective/imperceptive contrast. Using a truth value judgement (TVJ) task in
which subjects were asked to match perfective/imperceptive sentences with completed or uncompleted
events depicted, she examined the acquisition of overt aspectual morphology in L2 Russian by L1 English
speakers. In the TVJ task, the perfective (accomplishment) verbs and imperfective (bare) verbs
contained non-quantity DPs (i.e., mass nouns or bare plurals), quantity DPs (i.e., singular count nouns)
and quantity nouns (i.e., referential nouns or modified by cardinals). She found that all L2 participants
were better in judging perfective verbs as matching completed events than uncompleted events, which
indicates that they acquired overt verbal morphology of telicity in L2 Russian. Among the proficiency
groups, only the low-intermediate group experienced difficulty in matching imperfective sentences with
uncompleted events regardless of their quantized or non-quantized internal arguments. They incorrectly
judged the sentences with a non-quantity noun as matching uncompleted events, without paying
attention to the morphosyntactic structure (perfective/imperfective) of the verbs. The author has
concluded that adult L2 learners at low intermediate level do not have difficulty in the acquisition of
verbal morphology that mark aspectual information in Russian, but they have difficulty with aspectual
properties involving the lexicon-syntax and syntax-pragmatic interfaces.

To sum up, the findings of the studies reviewed above are consistent on the assumption that adult L2
learners with high proficiency level performed better than those with low proficiency level. However,
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they have different explanations for the failure of low-proficiency groups in the acquisition of aspectual
morphology. More research is required to better understand variation in adult L2 acquisition of
functional morphology, particularly aspectual morphology by L2 learners whose L1 lacks them. With
this background, in this study, we examine whether L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian are as good as
native Russian speakers in the judgement of sentences with grammatical and lexical aspectual
morphology which are not present in their L1.

4. Research question and predictions
This study examines the following research question:

Are L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian as successful as L1 Russian speakers in comprehending sentences
with aspectual information, in particular lexical (telic) aspect which was overtly marked with verbal
morphology in Russian?

According to the FAFT hypothesis, regardless of the L1 background, L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian
will be as successful as L1 Russian speakers in comprehending sentences with functional verbal
morphology and their features that express both lexical and grammatical aspect in Russian, because
they have access to all functional categories and their features.

As for the RDH, which assumes that adult L2 learners do not have access to (un)interpretable features
in the L2, because they do not exist in their L1. L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian will not be as successful
as L1 Russian speakers in comprehending sentences with overt aspectual morphology since they are not
present in their L1 Turkish.

According to the BH, acquiring functional morphology is predicted to be problematic, in contrast to
syntax and semantics. We expect that polysemantic prefixes that express telicity in Russian in certain
phonological and morphological environments may present a bottleneck in the acquisition of Russian
by Turkish learners.

5. Methodology
5.1 Participants

The participants were selected through convenience sampling and divided into two groups (L2
Turkish/target group and L1 Russian/control group). 16 L1 Turkish/L2 Russian speakers (target group)
and 16 L1 Russian speakers (control group) were chosen for the further research by means of Cloze Test
by Marinina (2009) and Background Questionnaire. Participation was voluntary. The L2 group involved
both male and female students from Istanbul Aydin University and the L1 group consisted of employees
of the Agaton LTD. Russian Company of English. All the L2 participants were native Turkish speakers,
ranging in age from 18-35. As for the native Russian subjects the age was the same.

Group N Mean (range) Proficiency

L1 16 24 (18-35) Native learners 16
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L2 16 24 (18-32) Intermediate - 9
High-intermediate - 3
Advanced - 4

Table 2. Background information of the participants at the time of study

5.2 Materials

In this study, we used a cloze test for the proficiency of the participants, two experimental tasks: the
Semantic Entailment (SE) task (Mikhaylova, 2018) and the Truth Value Judgment (TVJ) task (Nossalik,
20009).

5.2.1 The Cloze Test

For the purpose of this article, the members were instructed to read a passage in Russian consisting of
240 words. The text is titled “Conversation with Mom,” it was taken and adapted for the purpose of the
cloze test from a modern Russian novel written by Marinina (2009). The Cloze test was adopted from
the dissertation research of Lenchuk (2016) to lighten the measuring of participants’ language
proficiency and follow the similar operation of separating the subjects into proficiency groups. A copy
of the Cloze test which is used in the investigation is presented in Appendix B.

Only members who had passed the Cloze test were included and divided into Low-intermediate, High-
Intermediate and Advanced for the present study. Participants in the control group finished the Cloze
test with the same items used in the target group. Table 3 below presents how the cloze test is analysed.

Beginners Low Intermediate High Intermediate Advanced NSs (controls)
Cuff-off Point 0 24.3 — 26.4 — 28.5— 35-40
Range 0 9 3 4 35-40

Table 3. The distribution of the scores of the cloze test
5.2.2 The Semantic Entailment (SE) Task

The sentence entailment (SE) task was taken from the study by Mikhaylova (2018). The main goal of
this task is to examine whether all participants are successful in selecting the most logical entailment of
the sentences with the aspectual morphology in Russian. In other words, in the SE tasks, the participants
are asked to select the most logical ending of a statement. The task involved 30 target items in three
conditions (for each condition 10 items, 5 items for imperfective predicate and 5 items for perfective)
and 30 fillers. The participants received the sentences, each consisting of a Subject, Verb, and a Direct
Object (lack of unambiguous context) and followed by two continuations/entailments in (16-17).

(16) “Vasya pro-¢ital detektiv...

Vasya pf-read detective story
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‘Vasya read the detective story...’
a) ... i emu ne ponravilsja konec. « correct choice
‘... and he did not like the ending’
b) ...1on hotel uznat’ konec.
‘... and he wanted to find out the ending’
¢) Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible” (Mikhaylova, 2018, p. 287)
(17) “Vasya cital detektiv...
Vasya read detective story
‘Vasya read/was reading the detective story...’
a) ...1emu ne ponravilsja konec. < incorrect choice
‘... and he did not like the ending’
b) ... 1on hotel uznat’ konec. < more salient choice
‘... and he wanted to find out the ending’
¢) Oba varianta vozmozny « also correct choice
‘Both variants are possible” (Mikhaylova, 2018, p. 287)

First condition (1) presents telicity contrasts in dynamic predicates, which are lexically expressed as a
[+telic] and which express telicity and boundedness through overt aspectual morphological markers.
The condition comprises sentences with [-telic; -bounded] activity verbs such as pisal ‘was writing’/
‘would write’/’wrote, which have no overt aspectual functional morphemes. It also has sentences with
[+telic; +bounded] accomplishment verbs such as DOpisal ‘wrote’/ ‘finished writing’ [+telic;
+bounded].), which are overtly marked for telicity (used in a clean italicising meaning or also add lexical
meaning to the verb), but without SI suffix. In addition, the form of the predicate was manipulated to
see the effect of morphological marking on the object in Li1. For example, a telic prefixed verb was
followed by either a mass and bare plural noun and bare verb was followed by an overtly modified/
quantized object.

Condition 2 involved boundedness contrast in dynamic predicates with (lexically underspecified roots
and a telicity prefix (Condition 2). It examined whether L2 speakers were sensitive to the telicity feature
in dynamic predicates. Condition 2 involved verbs marked with overt aspectual morphology: either
prefixed [+telic; +bounded] accomplishments such as DOC¢ital ‘finish reading’ or prefixed [+telic; -
bounded] accomplishments marked by an SI suffix such as DOCitYVAI ‘was finishing reading’/’'would
finish reading’/ ‘finished reading’.
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Finally, Condition 3 presents boundedness contrasts in lexically telic non-action achievements, which
mark boundedness feature of verbs through the presence or absence of a SI suffix, this semantic feature
with/without a SI suffix in the predicate’s boundedness. Condition 3 was added for the reason of
challenging those triplets that are formed by means of SI suffixation, as in Condition 2, however which
are lexicalized as [+telic] and, undoubtedly, are both morphologically easier than prefixed-suffixed
accomplishment predicates. Non-dynamic predicates which do not carry overt aspectual morphology
are [+telic; +bounded] predicates such as zakazal ‘ordered’ and predicates having an SI suffix are [+telic;
-bounded] predicates such as zakazYVAI ‘was ordering’/ ‘would order’/ ‘ordered.’

To sum up, Conditions 1 and 2 involve morphologically complicated predicates with lexical dynamic
verbs, i.e., in these predicates both telicity and boundedness should be considered as successful
interpretations of the sentence. Condition 3, on the other hand, consists of predicates with non-action
verbs lexically determined as telic. That is why, the formation of such a predicate only claims calculation
of the value of limitation of the predicate. Condition 2, consequently, should be the most challenging for
attaining.

5.2.3 The Truth Value Judgment Task (TVJ)

The TVJ task was adopted by Nossalik’s (2009) study to examine whether L2 learners of Russian can
use PERF and IMP morphology and the same telicity-assigning mechanisms as those of the L1 Russian
speakers. The TVJ task was a multiple-choice task with pictures: a stimulus sentence fit an event
presented by three pictures. It had 24 sentences, each of which was presented to the participants twice
during the experiment: once with images illustrating a finished event (PERF form) as in (18) and once
with images presenting an unfinished event (IMP form) as in (17). Half of the sentences involved bare
IMP forms (17) and the prefixed PERF forms (18) of the verbal predicates. An on-going event was
illustrated by an order that shows the event incomplete. The finished event was illustrated by the first
two pictures showing the on-going event and the last picture depicted only the last point of the event.
The participants were asked to show whether the sentence like Petja po¢inil stul “Peter fixed the chair”
matches the depicted event by a sequence of three pictures (17) and choose one of the three options: Yes,
No, Don’t know. “Don’t know” is used in cases where they meet unknown vocabulary (Nossalik, 2009).

Figure 1. Sequence of pictures with the uncompleted event.
(17) Petja pocinil stul “Peter fixed the chair”

1) la/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ue 3ua0/I don't know
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Figure 2. The sequence of pictures with the completed event.

(18) Petja pocinil stul “Peter fixed the chair”
1) 1a/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ue 3uHa0/I don't know

Each sentence involved: the subject, the verb, and the direct object. As for PERF verbs, only
accomplishments were used. Moreover, the variance in meaning within the bare IMP form and their
appropriate prefixed PERF verbs is only expressed in aspectual category. So, the verbs used in this test
only include final limits to the cases codified by the roots, without changing basic meaning.
Subsequently, the only contrast between the PERF and IMP mentioned is the aspectual prefix added to
the stem of the verb. The participants were questioned to see if the stimulus sentence corresponded to
the event represented by three pictures or not.

To check if the L2 members still used the Turkish telicity-assigning arrangement, we used four various
options for internal arguments:

1. Quantity stimuli Ns with singular count nouns e. x., “pirog “pie”;

2. Quantity stimuli with overtly marked quantity nouns “svoi zimnie sapogi “self-winter shoes”;
3. Non-quality stimuli with mass nouns, e. x., “domasnee zadanie “homework”;

4. Non-quality stimuli with bare plurals, e. x., “rubaski “shirts”” (Nossalik, 2009).

24 Russian sentences in past tense consisting of dynamic verbs were examined. Half of the sentences
involved bare IMP verbs and the other half consisted of the prefixed PERF verbs: 6 sentences of the
stimuli with IMP verbs and 6 with PERF verbs contained non-quantity DPs (3 of which were mass nouns
and 3 bare plural), 6 IMP and 6 PERF, contained the number of DPs ( 3 of which were singular count
nouns and 3 overtly marked quantity nouns).

We assume that if L1 Turkish participants use Turkish telicity-assigning mechanism and consider that
sentences with a PERF verb and non-quantity DPs, are [-telic], they were miscalculating the telicity value
of the IMP verbs that arise with a quantity DP as being [telic].

5.3 Instruments and procedure

After filling out the questionnaire, the participants were asked to do a cloze test for identifying their
level of language proficiency in Russian. The cloze test was distributed online on Google Form platform
with no backtracking assumed. The composed data was automatically collected.
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The SE task was distributed electronically via Google Form viewing platform in one attempt to the
subjects’ emails. The collected information was automatically collected and analysed. Subsequently, the
TVJ task was shared by link electronically through Google Form survey platform in one attempt at the
subjects’ emails.

6. Results

In this part, we will first present the results of the SE task and TVJ task in L1 and L2 Russian groups,
respectively.

6.1 The results of the SE task

In Condition 1, dynamic predicates are overtly marked with prefix (DO-) to denote PERF aspect with
[+telic; +bounded] semantic features, and [—telic; ~bounded] semantic features for the IMP aspect. The
result of the SE task for Condition 1 is given in Table 4 below:

Telicity contrast in dynamic verbs

Condition 1

Imperfective Perfective
[-telic; -bounded] (N=5) [+telic; +bounded] (N=5)
M SD M SD
L1 Russian speakers (N=16) 4.00 .894 4.56 .512
L2 Russian speakers (N=16) 4.00 .516 3.44 .964

Table 4. Descriptive statistics from the semantic entailment task for Condition 1

Table 4 shows that L2 Russian learners are less successful than the native speakers in interpreting
sentences with perfect aspect. To understand whether the difference between L1 and L2 speakers in
Condition 1 was statistically significant, we conducted an Independent-Samples T test analysis. The
results showed that the difference between controls and L1 Turkish/L2 Russian in the judgement of
sentences with perfective aspect [+telic; + bounded] is statistically significant (t (30) = 4.122; p=.000).
These findings show that L2 learners have difficulty in comprehending sentences with PEREF telic aspect,
in particular accomplishment verbs which overtly marked with a prefix which expresses telic feature
such as DOpisal ‘wrote’/ ‘finished writing’ [+telic; +bounded]. Figure 3 below indicates the distribution
of the responses in Condition 1.
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Telicity contrasts in dynamic verbs

2 3

M1 Russian (N=16) ML2 Russian (N=16)

Figure 3. Telicity contrast in dynamic verbs by L1 and L2 Russian speakers

Condition 2 included boundedness contrast in dynamic predicates in which dynamic verbs are marked
with overt prefix (DO-) and suffix (-YVAI) to denote IMP aspect with [+telic; —bounded] semantic
features, and an overt prefix (DO-) to denote PERF aspect with [+telic; +bounded] semantic features.
In Condition 2, the difference between L1 and L2 Russian speakers in the judgement of sentences with
perfective aspect [+telic; +bounded] is statistically significant (t (30) = 4.33; p= .001). However, there
is no significant effect between the two groups in IMPF aspect [+telic; -bounded] (t (30) = 1.762; p=
.090).

Boundedness contrast in dynamic verbs

Condition 2

Imperfective Perfective

[+telic; -bounded] [+telic; +bounded]

M SD M SD
L1 Russian speakers 4.69 479 5.00 .000
L2 Russian speakers 4.31 704 4.19 .750

Table 5. Descriptive statistics from the semantic entailment task for Condition 2

Boundedness contrasts in dynamic verbs

120.00%

100.00%

B80.00%

60.00%

40.00%

20.00%

0.00%
1 2 3

M L1Russian (N=16) [ L2 Russian (N=16)

Figure 4. Responses to the sentences in Condition 2 by L1 and L2 Russian speakers
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In Condition 3, PERF aspect is denoted without an overt morphological marker [+telic; +bounded]
semantic feature with suffix (-YVAI) and [+telic; —bounded] semantic feature for IMPF aspect. The
results of the responses to Condition 3 are presented in Table 6. In Condition 3, unlike the other two
conditions, the difference between L1 and L2 speakers of Russian in the judgement of sentences with
IMPF aspect [+telic; -bounded], and perfective aspect [+telic; +bounded] is not significant: (t (30) =
1.532; p=.136), and (t (30) = .204; p= .839) respectively.

Boundedness contrast in non-dynamic verbs

Condition 3

Imperfective Perfective

[+telic; -bounded] [+telic; +bounded]

M SD M SD
L1 Russian speakers 4.56 .629 4.31 .946
L2 Russian speakers 4.19 775 4.25 775

Table 6. Descriptive statistics from the semantic entailment task for Condition 3

Boundedness contrasts in non-dynamic verbs

100.00%
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

1 2 3

B L1 Russian (N=16) L2 Russian (N=16)

Figure 5. Responses to the sentences in Condition 3 by L1 and L2 Russian speakers

We also conducted a Paired Samples T test individually for each group to understand whether there is a
significant difference in the interpretation of the IMPF and PERF aspect in three conditions in each
language group. In the L1 group, the difference between IMPF and PERF aspect in Condition 1 is
statistically significant (t (15) =-2.764; p= .014), in favour of PERF aspect, and in Condition 2, it is also
statistically significant (t (15) = -2.611; p= .020), in favour of PERF aspect but it is not statistically
significant in Condition 3 (t (15) = .939; p= .362). In the L2 group, however, the difference between
IMPF and PERF aspect in Condition 1 and Condition 2 and 3 is not statistically significant: Condition 1
(t (15) =-1.177; p= .070, Condition 2: (t (15) = .460; p= .652) and Condition 3 (t (15) = -.324; p= .751).

To sum up, in Condition 1, we found a significant difference between L1 and L2 groups in their accuracy
on sentences, where dynamic (accomplishment and activity) verbs were encoded with telicity feature
through overt prefixes in Russian. In Condition 2, L2 Russian learners were significantly different from
L1 Russian speakers in their judgement of sentences with a perfective aspect. In condition 3, however,
there was no significant difference between L1 and L2 Russian speakers in the interpretation of
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perfective and imperfective aspects encoded in non-dynamic verbs. As for the IMP aspect, L2 Russian
learners were as successful as native Russian speakers.

4.2 Results from the TVJ Task

In the TVJ task, we examine whether morphological difference in the formation of perfective (telic)
aspect in L1 Turkish and L2 Russian affects L2 comprehension of sentences in which verbs are marked
with overt aspectual morphology (i.e., overt prefixed verbs) in Russian. In the TVJ task, the participants
were questioned to see if the stimulus sentence corresponded to the event represented by three pictures
or not. Accuracy percentages of the L1 and L2 Russian groups on imperfective and perfective aspect are
given on Figure 5 below.

Imperfective and perfective aspect

100,00%

80,00%

60,00%

40,00%

20,00%

0,00%

Perfective (N=12)

Imperfective (N=12)

M L1 Russian (N=16) L2 Russian (N-16)

Figure 6. Accuracy percentages of L1 and L2 Russian speakers on TVJ task

The results on Figure 1 indicate that the L2 group is less accurate (51.04% and 46.35%) than the L1
Russian group (88.54% and 84.90%) in judging sentences with perfective and imperfective aspectual
information. The result of the independent samples T-test confirmed that the difference between the
two groups in interpreting imperfective and perfective sentences is statistically significant (t (30)) =
4.625, p<.001) and (t (30)) = 4.500, p<.001) respectively. Both groups, also seem less accurate on the
comprehension of imperfective aspectual information, the difference in the judgements on imperfective
and perfective aspect in each group is not statistically different (L1 group: p=.403 and L2 group: p=.382)

Further analysis of data from the TVJ task with a focus on non-quantity and quantity objects (NPs) is
given in Table 7 below. In other words, Table 7 below presents the rate of chosen ‘true’ responses of
sentences involving IMP and PERF verbs’ predicates in finished as well as unfinished contexts:

Imperfective Perfective

Non-quantity NPs Quantity NPs Non-quantity NPs | Quantity NPs

(N=6) (N=6) (N=6) (N=6)
Groups M SD M SD M SD M SD
L1 Russian (N=16) 5.50 .73 4.69 1.08 5.56 .63 5.06 .85
L2 Russian (N=16) 3.06 .97 2.50 .97 2.94 .85 3.19 .08
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Table 7. Accuracy means on imperfective and perfective sentences with non-quantity and quantity Ns

Table 7 indicates L1 speakers are more accurate than L2 speakers in both perfective and imperfective
condition. Also, unlike L1 Russian speakers, L2 learners are less accurate in judging non-quantity NPs
in perfective condition and quantity NPs in imperceptive condition. Figure 7 indicates accuracy
percentages on non-quantity and quantity NPs.

Perfective and Imperfective aspect

100,00%
80,00%
60,00%
40,00%
20,00%
0,00%
Nongquantity Ns  Quantity Ns (N=6)  Nonquantity Ns  Quantity Ns (N=6)
(N=6) (N=6)
Impercetive aspect Perfective (Telic) aspect

M L1 Russian (N=16) B L2 Russian (N-16)

Figure 7. Accuracy percentages of non-quantity and quantity NPs

To better understand the difference in quantity and non-quantity NPs in both conditions, we examined
the accuracy of four types of NPs in two conditions. Table 8 presents accuracy of L1 and L2 Russian
speakers on four types of NPs in perfective condition.

Table 8. Accuracy of NP types in perfective condition

Perfective aspect

i, . _ With mass plural With quantity With singular noun
Conditions With bare (N=3) noun (N=3) plural (N=3) (N=3)
M SD M SD M SD M SD
L1 Russian (N=16) 2.63 .500 2.94 .250 2.44 .885 2.63 .619
L2 Russian (N=16) 1.44 .629 1.53 0.516 1.73 .458 1.56 .512

The paired samples T-test results on accuracy means on four NP types in perfective condition in L2
group showed that the difference is not statistically significant (p=.750, p=.104, p=.432, p=.189, p=.670
and p=.334 respectively). Similarly, the difference in accuracy on 4 types of NPs in the L1 group was not
statistically significant except the difference in accuracy on bare plural NPs and Mass NPs (p=.020).
Figure 8 shows accuracy percentages of four NP types in perfective condition.
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Perfective (Telic) Aspect

L1 Russian (N=16) [ L2 Russian (N=16

Figure 8. Dispersion of accuracy on four conditions with perfect aspect in Russian

Though the difference in accuracy on 4 NP types is not significant, L2 learners are better in matching
perfective sentences with singular count NPs and overtly marked quantity NPs with pictures in which
the event is completed, compared to the non-quantity.

Table 9. Descriptive statistics from the TVJT for the imperfective sentences

Imperfective aspect

Conitions Withbare (Ng) Vet mass plural - With quantity - With singular noun
M SD M SD M SD M SD

L1 Russian (N=16) 2.67 .617 2.81 .403 2.06 772 2.63 .500

L2 Russian (N=16) 1.69 .602 1.38 .500 1.29 .469 1.38 .619

The Table g for IMP aspect indicates that L2 group is not as successful as L1 group in judging IMP aspect
in four conditions: with bare, with mass plural, with quantity plural, with singular noun, but L2 group
seems to be better in the judging IMP aspect than PERF aspect. According to the results on the
Independent-Samples T test, L1 Russian speakers were significantly more successful than L2 Russian
group in 4 conditions in imperfective aspect.

Imperfective aspect

100,00%
80,00%
60,00%
40,00%
20,00%

0,00%

BarePL (N=3) Mass Ns (N=3) Sing Count Ns (N=3) Qvertly marked quanity
Ns (N=3)

Non-quantity NPs Quantity NPs

M L1 Russian (N=16) B L2 Russian (N-16)

Figure 9. Dispersion of accuracy on four conditions with imperfect aspect in Russian
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However, paired samples T-test results showed that the difference in accuracy among 4 NP types in each
group is not statistically significant.

To sum up, the results of the TVJ task indicated that the L2 Russian group is not as good as L1 Russian
speakers in matching perfective and imperfective sentences with correct pictures in Russian. The
difference in accuracy on 4 NP types in the L2 group is not significant. In other words, unlike the findings
of the SE task, there is no difference in the performance of L2 Russian speakers in the interpretation of
perfective and imperfective aspects.

7. Discussion

In this study, we examined whether L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian were as successful as L1 Russian
speakers in mastering lexical (telicity) and grammatical aspect (boundedness) overtly marked on the
verb in Russian. In Russian, lexical aspect, telicity is overtly marked on the verb by prefixes, and
grammatical aspect, boundedness is overtly marked by suffixes. In contrast, in Turkish, telicity (lexical
aspect) is computed in internal theme arguments: the quantity and non-quantity object. Boundedness
(grammatical aspect) in Turkish is presented in times and marked for Perfective aspect [+boundedness]
by a morpheme -DI and — MIS and for [-boundedness] marked by a leading marker ——(I)yor, which
stands for Imperfective aspect in Turkish language.

In the SE task, we measured whether L2 Russian learners were as good as L1 Russian speakers in
interpreting aspectual information in the main clause which was followed by two
continuations/entailments and deciding which of the two entailments was most logical. The first
condition of the SE task involved [-telic; -bounded] activity verbs having no overt aspectual morphology
and [+telic; +bounded] accomplishment verbs encoded overt with a telicity prefix, but no SI suffix. The
results of the responses to Condition 1 indicated that L2 Russian learners were significantly less accurate
than L1 Russian speakers in providing the most logical entailment to the sentences with [+telic;
+bounded] accomplishment verbs. However, they were as accurate as L1 Russian speakers on sentences
with [-telic; -bounded] activity verbs. These findings show that L2 speakers have difficulty in the
interpretation of accomplishment with verbs that are overtly marked telicity with prefixes. More
precisely, in Condition 2, which has boundedness contrasts in dynamic verbs, L1 and L2 Russian
speakers selected the most logical entailments to the imperfective sentences with [+telic; -bounded]
accomplishments vs. the perfective [+telic; +bounded] accomplishments. The results indicated that L2
Russian group was again significantly less successful than L1 Russian group in choosing the most logical
entailments to the perfective sentences with [+telic; +bounded] dynamic verbs. There was no significant
difference between L1 and L2 groups in providing the most logical entailments to the imperfective
sentences with [+telic; -bounded] dynamic verbs. In the 3rd condition, which included [+telic; -
bounded] vs. [+telic; +bounded] non-dynamic verbs, we found no significant difference between L1 and
L2 groups. These findings indicate that L1 Turkish learners of L2 Russian do not have difficulty in
interpreting imperfective aspectual information in L2 Russian but have problems with perfective (telic)
information overtly marked into dynamic (accomplishment) verbs in Russian. They do not have
problems with perfective non-dynamic accomplishment verbs such as zakal ‘ordered’. These findings
indicate that L2 speakers have more problems with mastering lexical (telicity) and grammatical aspect
(boundedness) overtly marked on dynamic verbs (accomplishments) in Russian. In other words,
interpretation of imperfective aspect seems easier than perfective aspect marked in dynamic verbs
(accomplishments).



1582 / RumeliDE Journal of Language and Literature Studies 2022.31 (December)

L2 acquisition of Russian aspect by L1 Turkish speakers / Shkurenko, A. & Cele, F.

In the TVJ task, we found that L1 Russian speakers were significantly more successful than L2 Russian
speakers in judging both perfective and imperfective sentences. This finding is in line with the findings
of the SE task. However, unlike the findings of the SE task, L2 speakers were unsuccessful in matching
both perfective and imperfective sentences with correct pictures. This indicates that interpretation of
pictures and matching them with completed (perfective) and uncompleted (imperfective) sentences in
the TVJ task may be more difficult for L2 speakers than the SE task which requires sentence entailments.
Also, the results of TVJ task indicated that type of NPs as object of accomplishment verbs does not affect
L1 Turkish/L2 Russian speakers’ performance on matching perfective sentences with pictures involving
completed events.

The results of the two tasks, namely the SE task and TVJ task indicate that L2 speakers do not have the
knowledge of aspectual morphology, in particular the perfective (telic) aspect used with dynamic verbs.
These findings are in line with the predictions of the Representational Deficit Hypothesis (RDH,
Hawkins & Chan, 1997; Hawkins, 2000; 2005), which states that (un) interpretable features of
functional categories are not accessible in adult L2 acquisition. That means adult L1 Turkish/L2 Russian
learners whose L1 does not overly mark telic aspect have problems with acquiring telic aspect features
marked into dynamic accomplishment verbs in L2 Russian. These findings are also in line with the
Feature Reassembly Hypothesis (FRH, Lardiere, 2009) which predicts that adult L2 learners have a
problem of remapping and/or reassembling formal features of functional categories. In other words,
failure in the perfective aspect in L2 Russian may be due to failure in remapping/reassembling
functional features rather than having no access to these features.

However, there are some studies which showed that near native adult L2 speakers can acquire overt
aspectual morphology regardless of their L1 background (e.g., Slabakova, 2005; Nossalik, 2009). The
L2 group in this study were not native-like proficient in L2 Russian. Further research is required to
understand to what extent L2 Russian proficiency affects their performance on the interpretation of the
perfective aspect.
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Appendix A. A Background Questionnaire

The Background questionnaire will be conducted in Russian. Below, the test will be provided in original
(Russian language) and English language.

Russian version

YBaxkaemble JIpy3bs, 9TO UCCJIEIOBAHNE MIPOBOJIUTCS B paMKax MarucTepcKoi paboTel o obIel TemMe
«OBJIajieHNie PYCCKUM AacCIEKTOM KakK KaTeropuell HOCHUTeJIeM TYypPeLKOro A3blKa». [losydueHHBIE B
pe3ysibTaTe JaHHBIE IIOMOTYT CTyZEHTaM, KOTOPBbIe C TPYZOM OCBaWBAIOT PYCCKYI0 TPaMMATHKY.
Bripakaro Bam npusHaTesIbHOCTD 3a corjiacue IOMOYb.

JIr06bIe BOIPOCHI IO COAEPIKAHUIO aHKETHI U TECTOB BBI MOKeTe MOJIydUuTh 10 TenedOHy:
(+90)553 7313 897 wiu no anekrponHoi moure: 1kolushkai@gmail.com IITkypeHko AHacTacus .

A corﬂaceH/comaCHa NPpUHATH Y4aCTUE€ B HAYYHOM HUCCII€AOBAHUU.

JlaTa:

JINMYHASA NTHOOPMAIIUA (mosiyuenHas uHpOpPMAIUs OCTAHETCs KOHGU/IEHIINATBHOM)

DUO:

Howmep Tenedona:

Azpec 31eKTPOHHOM IIOYTHI:

ITon: XKenmuna Myx4uuHa :

Jlata poxxzenus:

Mecro poxaeHuA:

T'opon:

CrpaHa:

Pon nearenbHOCTH:

CaMblii BBICITHH YPOBEHb 0OPa30BaHUA:
Cpennee o6pa3oBaHue:

Crapive K1acchl cpefiHel IKOJIbIL:
YHusepcurer

JINHIBUCTUYECKAA NMHPOPMAILIVA (nonydeHHas nHGOPMANUA OCTaHETCA KOHPHUAEHITUATBHOMN):
Poxnoii A3bIK:

S3bIK OOyUEeHM:

HavasnbHas mkosa:

CpenHue KIacchl:

Crapire K1acchl CpeffHeH IIKOJIbL:
YHusepcurer:

I. Bropoii sa3bik(u) (rmoyueHHass nHGOPMAIHS OCTaHETCS KOH(MU/IEHIIMATBHOMN)

HavansHbIi CpenHU ypOBEHb Bricokuii ypoBeHb | YpOBeHB HOCUTEJIA
YPOBEHb A3BIKA

YreHue

ITucsMmo
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T'oBopenue

AynupoBaHue

O61as
KOMIIETEHTHOCTh

Bosbimioe criacu6o 3a Ba BKJIaz)!

English version

I agree to participate in this study:
Date:

PERSONAL INFORMATION (Will Remain Confidential)

Last Name, First Name:
Telephone Number:
E-mail address:

Sex:

Date of Birth:

Place of Birth: City:
Country:

Occupation:

Highest Level of Schooling:
Secondary High school:
University:

LINGUISTIC INFORMATION

Mother Tongue:

Language of Education:
Primary School:

Secondary School:

High School:

University:

II. SECOND LANGUAGE(S):

Beginner Intermediate Advanced Near-Native

Reading

Writing

Speaking

Listening

Overall
Competence

Thank you very much for your contribution!
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Appendix B. A Cloze Test

Hnempyxyus:

v«

Huke mpeicTaBiieH OTPHIBOK JETEKTHBHOIO poMaHa Asiekcanapsl MapuuuHoi “Hezanepras asepp” Ha

pen p A b AP p pTad ABep
PYCCKOM f3bIKE C YAAJICHHBIMU 3JIEMEHTAMU A3bIKA B TEKCTE. Hpe/:maraeM IIPpOYUTAaTh HAYa/IO0O UCTOPUU
HUXKE U 3alIOJTHUTD IIPOITYCKU C HEAOCTAIOIIUMU 3JIEMEHTAMU, CJIOBAMU UJIN 3HAKaAMU.

Instructions:

Below, there is an excerpt from the detective novel by Alexandra Marinina “Unlocked door” in Russian
with deleted language elements in the text. We suggest reading the beginning of the story below and
filling in the blanks with the missing elements, words, or signs.

‘Pa3roBop ¢ MaMo¥’

Joma HaTasibst 3aHIACH YIKUHOM /IJIS My>Ka U CbIHA, KOTOPBIE JI0JI>KHBI OBLIIN HOSBUTHCS OKOJIO IEBATH.
Buepa Tospko Hatasps npomnbliaecociia BCI0 OTPOMHYIO IIATUKOMHATHYIO KBAPTUPY, & CErOIHA JKUJIbe
BBITJISA/TUT TaK, CJIOBHO B HEM ro/i He youpasuch. IlepBbIM siBUIICS ChIH AJlema. BoT u xopoiiio, mogymasa
Harasbs, Ayienika He UCIIBITBIBAET TSATH K KOMIIAHUH, HE CTAHET JKAAaTh AH/Ipes, ObICTPEHBKO IOECT U
eMy MOKHO Oy/IeT CYHYTb B PYKU mbliecoc. IIycTh y:KUH OTpabaThIBaET.

Mawm, a maxHeT-To Kak (1) ! — 3asIBUJI OH, TOSIBJISIACH B (2) __KyXHEe CTOJIOBOH. -
Yero ceromHs AarT?
-(3) C TpeuKoi u casart, (4) Harasbs ¢ yabI6K0H, 11emys (5)
- A KapTOIIIeuKH KapeHou? — xamo6Ho (6) Anema.
- Ceropnus obotinenibes. Kapromka (7) JiBa JTHA Hazaz, u, (8) THI ee He
npuHecenb (9) MarasuHa, oHa B jome (10) nosiBuTcA. Kpome Toro, Tebe
(11) C MSICOM €CTh HeJsIb34, (12) TO CKOPO B /iBepb (13)
PO,
- Ilonsin, He Aypax, - (14) KUBHYJI I0HOIIIA. — 3aBTpa KyIUTio. (15) B
CYMTaHHBbIEe MUHYTHI CIIpaBuJics (16) OGHJIBHBIM Y:KMHOM, 3aKOHYHUB €10 (17)
YalKkou Jaro ¢ Kyckom (18) TOpTa.
- Asteika, Hy Kak (19) Te6s CTOJIBKO BJIe3aeT? — 3acMestiach (20) , He
repecTaBasi yIUBJIATHCA CIIOCOOHOCTH (21) MIOTJIONATH MUYy B HEMBICTUMBIX (22)
- I MHOTO JIET TpEHUpOBaICA. — (23) TOT. Jl0K/1aBIIIKCh, KOT/Ia ChIH (24)
u3-3a crosa, Haranbesa cobpaia (25) TIOCYy/Ty, TOCTAaBUIIA €€ B (26)
- CBIHOK, £ iyMaro, 6yzer (27) , €CJIV TBI BKJIIOUHIIB IbLIEeCOC, (28) OHa,
MIPUHUMAsCh 32 MBIThE (29)
- Hy mam, y mems (30) 5K3aMeH, - 3aHbUT AJela.
— Mue (31) MOYYHTh HAJIO.
- IToyuumusp, - cHOKoIHO (32) oHa. Jlo yTpa BpeMeHH (33) . IToaaca
HHUYET0 He PelIaoT.
-(34) 3JI0BPEZINHA, - MPpOOypyYas ChIH, IOHUMA, (35) OT TIbLJIECOCA EMY
He (36) .
- Boamo:xHO, - mpousHecsia Hatasbs, He (37)
— Ho mputecocuTs Bee-Taku npuzercs. - (38) mam!
- He HpaBuTCa — nepees:xaii (39) coOCTBEHHYIO KBapTUPY, OHA CTOUT (40)
, TEDST XK IET.

(Marinina, 2006)



RumeliDE Dil ve Edebiyat Arastirmalari Dergisi 2022.31 (Aralik)/ 1589
Ana dil Tiirkce konusanlarin ikinci dil Rusgada goriiniis bilgisini edinimi / Shkurenko, A. & Cele, F.

Omeemu! ( the answers):

1. BkycHo;

2. ITpocTopHOIi;
3. OTOUBHBIE;

4. OTBeTUIIa;

5. CpIHa;
6.ITporany;

7. KoHuniace;
8. IToka;

9. Us;

10. He;

11. Kapromiky;
12. A;

13. He;

14. Iloknaaucro;
15. OH;

16. C;

17. OTpOMHO;
18. BadenpHoro;
19. B;

20. Haranbs;

21. CriHa;

22, KosmyecTBax;
23. OTuryTuics;
24. BcraHer;

25. I'pasHyio;
26. Mo#iky;

27. IlpaBUIbHO;
28. CkasaJa;

29. ITocynpr;
30.3aBTpa;

31. Emg;

32. OTBeTmIIa;
33. MHoro;

34. ThI;

35. Uto;

36. OTBepTeThCS;
37. O60paunBasiCe;
38. Hy;

39.B;

40. Ilycras.
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Appendix C. The Semantic Entailment Task

Hnempyxyus:

BriGepere ¢ mpe/iosKeHHBIX BAPUAHTOB OTBETOB O/THO JIOTHYHOE OKOHUYAHUE TIPEJIOKEHUS.
Instruction:

Choose one logical end of the sentence from the proposed options.

1. Vladimir pro- ¢ital detective...
Vladimir pf-read detective story
‘Vladimir read the detective story...’
BitaziMup pOYUTAIT IETEKTHB. .
a. ... 1 emu ne ponravitsya konec.
‘... and he didn’t like the ending’
‘...l eMy He IIOHpaBWJICs KOHel
b. ... 1on hotel uznat’ konec.
‘... and he wanted to find out the ending’
‘...l OH XOTeJI y3HaTb KOHeIl
c¢. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘Oba BapHaHTH BO3MOXKHBI
2. Petja po- ¢inil stul...
Petja pf-repair a chair
‘Petj repaired a chair...”
‘TleTs1 MOYMHMUII CTYIL...”
a. ... 1on otdal ego nazad babushke.
‘... and he gave it back to grandmother’
‘..M OH OTZ]aJI ero Ha3az 6abyiike’
b. ...i on reshil uznat’ pri¢inu polomki
‘... and he decided to find out the reason of the breakage’
‘..M OH eI y3HATh IIPUYUHY TOJIOMKH
c. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘O6a BapUaHTbI BO3MOKHBI’
3. Marina na-pisala pis'mo drugu...
Marina pf-write a letter to a friend...
‘Marina wrote a letter to a friend’
‘MapurHa Hanycaza MUCbMO JIpYTY...”
a. ... 1 ona v skorom vremeni poludila otvet.
‘... and she soon received an answer’
‘...l OHa B CKODOM BpEMEHH I0JIyYUIa OTBET
b. ... i ona khotela podumat’ o teme pis’ma.
‘... and she wanted to think about a topic if the letter’
‘...l OHa XOTeJIa IOAYMaTh O TeMe MHChMa’
c¢. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘Oba BapHaHTH BO3MOXKHBI
4. Mama s-varila ris...
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Mother pf-cook rice
‘Mother cooked ric...’
‘Mawma cBapwia puc...’
a. ... 1sdelala salat na uzin.
‘... and made a salad for dinner’
‘..M clieJiajia cajat Ha Y)KUH
b. ... i ona khotela dobavit’ nemnogo spetsij.
‘... and she wanted to add some spices’
‘...H OHa XOTeJia J00aBUTh HEMHOI'O CHEIMI
c. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘Oba BapHaHTH BO3MOXKHBI
5. Anton na-risoval kartinu...
Anton pf-paint a picture
‘Anton painted a picture...’
‘AHTOH HapHCOBaJ KapTHUHY...
a....1ion hotel uvidet’ resul’tat svojej raboty.

3

.. and he wanted to see the result of his job’
‘... ¥ OH XOTeJI yBUJIETh PE3YJIBTAT CBOEH paboThI’
b. ...i podaril jejo sestre.
‘... and presented it to his sister’
‘... 1 TIOZJApUJI ee cecTpe’
c. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘O6a BapUaHTbI BO3MOKHBI’
6. Papa vi-pil pivo...
Father pf-drink beer
‘Father drunk beer’
‘Ilana BBINTMJI TUBO..."
a. i proiznes tost.
‘... and he uttered a tost’
‘... ¥ IPOUBHEC TOCT
b. ...i zakazal yesh¢o odno.
‘...and ordered another one’
‘... ¥ 3aKasaJl elle 0{HO’
c¢. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘Oba BapHaHTH BO3MOXKHBI
7. Anna s-delala makijaz...
Anna pf-do the makeup...
‘Anna did the makeup...’
‘AHHa c/iesana MaKUsK...
a. ... 1jej ne ponravilsja resultat.
‘... and she didn’t like the result’
‘... U el He TIOHPABUJICS Pe3yJIbTaT
b. ... 1 ucitel’ hotel pomoc jej s protsesom.
‘... and teacher wanted to help her with the processes
‘... ¥ YIHUTEJIb XOTeJI IIOMOYb €H ¢ IIPOIECCOM’
c. Oba varianta vozmozny
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‘Both variants are possible’
‘O6a BapHaHTH BO3MOXKHBI
8. Student na-pecatal statju...
Student pf-print an article...
‘Student printed an article...’
CTyzeHT HamevaraJ CTaTbio...”
a. ...i on ushel domoj bystreje.
‘... and he went home faster’
‘..M OH y1es 6picTpee’
b. ...i on hotel zakoncit’ bystreje.
‘...and he wanted to finish faster’
‘... ¥ OH XOTeJI 3aKOHYHTH OBICTpee’
c. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘O6a BapUaHTbI BO3MOKHBI’
9. Olga sjela pitstsy...
Olga s-eat pizza...
‘Olga ate pizza...’
‘Ospra cpesa muIy...”
a. ... 1 zakazala jes¢o odny.
‘...and ordered another one’
‘... U 3aKasaja eIne ofHy
b. ... i ona zokhotela vzat’ jes¢o kusok.
‘... she wanted to take another piece’
‘... ¥ OHA 3axO0TeJia B3ATb ellle KyCOK’
c¢. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘Oba BapHaHTH BO3MOXKHBI
10. Petr postroil dom...
Petr pf-built a house...
‘Petr built a house...”
‘TIETp MOCTPOUJI IOM...”
a. ...i on zakhotel uvidet’ strojenije.
‘...he wanted to spee up the building’
‘... ¥ OH 3aX0TeJl yCKOPUTH CTPOUTETHCTBO’
b. ...i kupil mebel’
‘...and bought the furniture’
‘... M Kyt Mebesrp’
c. Oba varianta vozmozny
‘Both variants are possible’
‘O6a BapuaHTHI BO3MOKHBI’

Omeemu! ( the answers):

1.A
2. A
3. A
4. A
5.B
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6.B
7. A
8. A
9.A
10.B
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Appendix D. The Truth Value Judgment Task
Hnempyxyus:

ITonbITaliTecs BEIOPATh NPABIJIBHBIN OTBET, €CJIN KAPTUHKA COBIIAJIAeT ¢ coObITeM. Mcnosbayiite "
He 3Ha10" eCJIU BBI CTOJIKHETeCh ¢ HE3HAKOMBIM /IJIA BaC CJIOBOM.

Instruction:

Try to choose the correct answer if the picture matches the event. Use “I don't know” if you come across a word
unfamiliar to you.

1. The stimuli sentences with imperfective verbs:
(i) With bare plurals

(1) Iers rymagus pyoariky.

Petja gladil rubatki.

Petja ironed-IMP shirts-PL.

A & i
o Al -
| ! 1 )
= W = B = —
b u [ oq
VAN VAN N
h h |
‘0‘- LY "J- -n . ‘Lﬁ\

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 31a10/I don't know

(2) Ons kpacuiia CTEHBI KEJITOM KPacKOH.
Olja krasila steny zjoltoj kraskoj.
Olja paint-IMP walls-PL with yellow paint.
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 31a10/1 don't know

(3) Mamma mucasia mucbMa.
Mata pisala pis'ma.
Masha wrote-IMP letters-PL.

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ne 31at0/I don't know

(ii) With mass nouns

(1) IeTst mestan qomalliHee 3alaHUE.
Petja delal domatnee zadanije.
Petja did-IMP homework.

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 31a10/1 don't know

(2) Marra rotoBusia 60piir.
Mata gotovila bor¢’.
Masha prepared-IMP borscht.
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 31a10/1 don't know

(3) IMeTs u BUHO.
Petja pil vino.
Petja drank-IMP wine.

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ne 3Ha10/I don't know

(iii) With quantity plurals

(1) Marra yrcTHIa CBOU 3UMHUE CATIOTH.
Mata cistila svoi zimnie sapogi.

Masha cleaned-IMP her winter boots.

-9 3
B8 a,

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 31a10/1 don't know
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(2) Mamma mvia iBa IiaThs.
Mata tila dva platja.
‘Masha saw-IMP two dresses-PL.’
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ne 3uar/I don't know

(3) Marma cTupasia CBOU I00KH.
Mata stirala svoi jubki.
‘Masha washed-IMP her skirts-PL.’

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ne 31a10/I don't know

(iv) With singular nouns

(1) TleTs YMHUT CTYIL.

Petja ¢inil stul.

Petja fixed-IMP a/the chair.
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 3Hat0/I don't know

(2) Ilers ek mupor.
Petja pek pirog.
Petja baked-IMP a/the pie.

1) la/Yes 2) Her/No 3) { ue 3uaro/I don't know

(3) Marma Bsi3asa mapd.
Mata vjazala tarf.
‘Masha knitted-IMP a/the scarf.’

1) la/Yes 2) Her/No 3) f ue 3uaro/I don't know
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2. The stimuli sentences with perfective verbs:
(i) With bare plurals

(1) ITers noryazyt pybaKy.

Petja pogladil rubatki.

Petja ironed-PERF shirts-PL.

D & O

1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ue 3uar/I don't know

(2) Oz moKpacusIa CTEHBI JKEJATON KPaCKOU.
Olja pokrasila steny zjoltoj kraskoj.
Olja paint-PERF walls-PL with yellow paint.
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 31a10/1 don't know

(3) Mamra Hamucasia macbMa.
Mata napisala pis'ma.
Masha wrote-PERF letters-PL.
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ne 31at0/I don't know

(i1) With mass nouns

(1) IleTs cmesmasn moMaliHee 3alaHue.
Petja sdelal domatnee zadanie.

Petja did-PERF homework.

D ;@-yg\_ =4

1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ue 3uar/I don't know

(2) Mara mpuroToBusIa 60pIiI.
Mata prigotovila bort’.
Masha prepared-PERF borscht.
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) fI ue 31a10/1 don't know

(3) ITeTs BBITUII BUHO.

Petja vypil vino.
Petja drank- PERF wine.

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ne 3Ha10/I don't know

(iii) With quantity plurals

(1) Maria mouucTuia CBou 3UMHUE CATIOTH.
Mata pocistila svoi zimnie sapogi.

Masha cleaned-PERF her winter boots.

1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ne 3uar/I don't know

(2) Mama cimia ABa IIaThs.
Mata stila dva platja.
Masha saw-PERF two dresses-PL.
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1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ne 3uato0/I don't know

(3) Marmra moctupajia CBOH I00KH.
Mata postirala svoi jubki.
‘Masha washed-PERF her skirts-PL.’

1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ue 3uat0/I don't know

(iv) With singular nouns

(1) IeTa NOYUHMUII CTYIL.
Petja podinil stul.

Petja fixed-PERF a/the chair.

O

1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ue 3uato0/I don't know
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(2) Ilers ucnex mupor.

Petja ispek pirog.
Petja baked-PERF a/the pie.’

1) Ta/Yes 2) Her/No 3) £ ue 3uar0/I don't know
(3) Marma csasasa mapd.

Mata svjazala tarf.

Masha knitted-PERF a/the scarf.

SR

1) Ta/Yes 2) Het/No 3) A ne 31a10/I don't know

Otsersl ( the answers):
1. The stimuli sentences with imperfective verbs:
(i) With bare plurals
Her/No

Her/No

Her/No

i) With mass nouns
Her/No

Her/No

Her/No

iii) With quantity plurals
Her/No
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Het/No

Her/No

(iv) With singular nouns
Her/No

Het/No

Het/No

2. The stimuli sentences with imperfective verbs:
(i) With bare plurals
Ha/Yes

Ia/Yes

Ia/Yes

i) With mass nouns
Ha/Yes

Ha/Yes

Ia/Yesa

iii) With quantity plurals
Ha/Yes

Ha/Yes

Ha/Yes

(iv) With singular nouns
Ia/Yes

Ha/Yes

Ha/Yes



