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Abstract
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Languages differ in the preferences for the interpretation of the scope relation between
negation and a quantifier. This study investigates the understudied issue of how interpretive
preferences associated with a quantifier scope in learners’ L1 and L2 affect their scope
interpretations in L3 acquisition. Based on the current models of L3 acquisition, we tested
which language, L1 or L2, exerts a stronger effect on the L3 acquisition of quantifier scope. To
this end, the study involved two groups of multilingual children (11-13 years old) with different
L1s (Chinese or Russian) but with the same L2 (Korean) and L3 (English). The participants
completed truth-value judgment tasks designed to investigate their interpretation patterns for
English sentences with negation and a quantifier (e.q., Tom did not cut all the trees). The results
showed that both groups preferred the L3 interpretation similar to that preferred in their L2,
but not in their L1, suggesting a potential L2 influence on L3 acquisition. The study evaluates L3
acquisition theories in light of these results.

Keywords

child L3 acquisition negation quantifier scope crosslinguistic influence community language proficiency
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[ABSTRACT] Errors with be, whether omission (e.g., John happy) or overuse (i.e., be-
insertion; e.g., John is love Mary), have received particular attention in L2 acquisition
studies exploring L1 transfer. This study investigates such errors in the context of L3
acquisition, focusing on L1 transfer. L1-Chinese (n = 34) and L1-Russian (n = 34) children
with L2 Korean completed an elicitation production task designed to explore their use of
English be. The study resulted in two main findings. First, L1-Russian children showed
more omission errors than proficiency-matching L1-Chinese children, possibly due to an
L1 transfer given that copula in Russian are dropped in the present tense. Second, L1-
Chinese learners used be-insertion more frequently than proficiency-matching L1-Russian
children, possibly due to using be for more functions (as a topic marker and an inflectional
morpheme), as other research has shown for [2-English learners with topic-prominent
L1s. Based on the findings, the study discusses some pedagogical implications

IKEY WORDSI be-insertion. be-omission. L1 transfer . L3 Enalish acauisition

Jo et al. (2020). Cross-linguistic influence

in the use of Be in L3 English by L1-

Chinese and L1-Russian children in Korea.

English Teaching, 75(s), 35-53.

Acquisition of L3 English plural merpheme by L1-Chinese and L1-Russian children:
Morphological congruency between L1 and L3¢
o
o
INTRODUCTION«
Languages vary in what meanings are grammaticalized and how those are marked
morphologically, and one illustrative case associated with this is the plural marking inflection
(Jiang, Hu, Chrabaszcz, & Ye, 2017). For example, in learning a language that
grammaticalizes singularity and plurality such as English and Russian, the native speakers
become automatically paying attention to and encoding the number meaning as singular or
plural (Jiang, Novokshanova, Masuda, & Wang, 2011). Contrarily, an automatic encoding of
the number meaning is not obligatory for the native speakers of Chinese! and is optional for
the speaker of Korean in their respective native languages (Choi & Ionin, 2021).¢

When the different types of plural marking morphology come to second language (L2)
acquisition, the L2 learners tend to show different patterns of the morpheme acquisition based
on the morphological congruency between the first language (L1) and L2. That is, if the
morpheme of plural marking is instantiated in a learner’s L1, the learner can successfully
show native-like competence of the L2 plural marking (Jiang et al., 2017, 2011). In the
opposite case, however, a learner hardly acquires a native-like level of the L2 morpheme of
plural marking unless it is instantiated in the learner’s L1 (Jia, 2003; Murakami &
Alexopoulou, 2016; Shin & Milroy, 1999). This phenomenon was highlighted by Jiang and
his colleagues (Jiang, 2007, Jiang et al., 2017, 2011) as the Morphological Congruency

Jo. (ongoing). Acquisition of L3 English
plural morpheme by L1-Chinese and L1
Russian children: Morphological
congruency between L1 and L3.
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=] English in Europe: The acquisition of a third language

J Cenoz, U Jessner - 2000 - books google com

This book emerges as a response to the increasing use of English as a lingua franca in the
multilingual European context. It provides an up-to-date overview of the sociolinguistic,
psycholinguistic and educational aspects of research on third language acquisition by
Yr 99 5513 212 A AR

Second versus third language acquisition: Is there a difference?
EC Klein - Language learning, 1995 - Wiley Online Library

Previous research has investigated whether knowing more than one language will help
adult learners acquire additional languages, with mixed results (eg, Eisenstein, 1880; M
Thomas, 1990). It is questionable whether such enhancement, when it does exist, involves
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The additive effect of bilingualism on third language acquisition: A review
J Cenoz - International Journal of Bilingualism, 2003 - journals.sagepub.com

This article looks at the general effects of bilingualism on cognitive development and

highlights the specific effects of m on third isiti First, it

the effects of bilingualism on cognitive development, metalinguistic awareness and
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The role of the second language in third language acquisition: The case of
Germanic syntax

C Bardel, Y Falk - Second Language Research, 2007 - journals sagepub.com

In this study of the placement of sentence negation in third language acquisition (L3), we

argue that there is a qualitative difference between the acquisition of a true second

language (L2) and the subsequent acquisition of an L3. Although there is considerable
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1. L3 Acquisition (L3A): & 0|4

Source: Jo, 2020

Domain

Nature

Transferability

L3 Acquisition

Third Language

Linguistic transfer in initial state Acquisition and

Linguistic Transfer
//\ gt

Wholesale transfer

Source language

Hypothesis

P ADN

L2 TL L1 DL

L1 factor

L2 Status factor (Hermas, 2010)

(Bardel & Falk, 2007)

I Typological proximity
| {Rnthmarr, 2010)

Theoretical i
background i

Declarative /

system (Paradis, 2009)

i

b
Procedural memory |

i

i

i

! FullTransfer in FTFA hypothesis
! (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996)
i

Language dominance
(Fallah et al., 2016)

Jorge Gonzilez Alonso

PiECEITIEEI tra HSfEr Eloi Puig-Mayenco
L1orlL2 L1 and L2
(Positive or neutral)  (Positive and negative) | —

Cumulative enhancement
(Flynn et al., 2004)

B L3 Syntactic Transfer

: | Models, rew developments
I aad imphications

Scalpel / Linguistic proximi
(Slabakova, 2017;
Westergaard Elt al., 2017)

_______________________

i Full Transfer Potential |
' (Westergaard, 2019) |
i
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2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea

KSL 2}4 o|4 o &

o A
Ots W Lol

(O:I/IF:I') 9_|_|-§ O|_/I\_%
= 34 12:4 :
L1 3=01 (21/13) (11;1~13:1) 31 (1.2) 25 9
34 12,9 :
L1 2{Al0fof oo e 2:3(1.1) 16 18

- 68% B 22 QOjAIg QF0IZt AEoR 1
-1 220, 12 BHRO0S TH AEf0A] L3 Fo!

=] 7F= (Yamamoto, 2001; Z10|M, 2010)
3 =
- GOl = A7|7) HE YR AL prof|C|ency7f 02 Z=0 £ L3 78 (Hammarberg, 2010)

M

o
2
=

(Cenoz, 2001, 2003)
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2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea

Al
A7 2} 23wl 22 HAHT
Joetal. (2021) 21| THEF A (Truth-value judgment task) Negation - Quantifier scope O’Grady (2013)
Jo etal. (2020) dhot f & 2t (Elicited production task) Use of be Crain & Thornton (1998)
Jo (ongoing) 824 T ot (Timed acceptability judgment task) Use of plural -s lonin (2012)
. SHEXE QUKL el
e £ #Hel 2 dlH
O S AL 24! (Picture narration task) L1 2 L2 90 =& Song & Schwartz (2009)
HALA (Hawaii Assessment of Language Access) L1 812 ) M= O’Grady et al. (2009)
SEZAF (Questionnaire) 0 2 Y AR E Li et al. (2006)
FAZF [ A4 = 2t (Digit / Operation span task) 24t 7| 22 Wen et al. (2015)

Sources: Crain & Thornton, 1998; lonin, 2012; Li et al., 2006; O’Grady, 2013; O’grady et al., 2009; Song & Schwartz, 2009; Wen et al., 2015



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 1. Negation - Quantifier scope

o B0} YA 0= 2 L1 - L2 = L3 & X}0|(Han et al, 2007; lonin et al., 2014; Lidz & Musolino, 2002)

a. Tangmu  méiydu  kan didao sudydu de shumu. (HI X B RIS A IR
Tom not cut all of tree

b. Tom ne srubil vse derev'ya. (Tom He cpybun Bce aepeBbs.)
Tom not cut-3SG  all trees-PLU

c. Thom-i motun namwu-lul an calla-ss-ta. (E0| 2= LIFE QF &&tLC}H)

Tom-NOM  all tree-ACC  not cut-PST-DECL

d. Tom did not cut all the trees.

Sources: Han et al., 2007; lonin et al., 2014; Lidz & Musolino, 2002



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 1. Negation - Quantifier scope

- AT EF: Truth-value judgment task(O'Grady et al, 2009; O'Grady et al, 2011; O'Grady, 2013)

S M HA L4SEE B2l siSY T ToM noneiTancs BeipesaThb
1 4g=4HEF ZAsyoL TpeTbe AepeBo.
o 1 YHES A& + sy

OH 61N cnuwkoM bonblon.
[Mo3TOMY OH He Mor ero oTpesaTb.

R Y= o el

Tom did not cut all the trees.

Source: O’Grady et al, 2009; O’'Grady et al., 2011; O’Grady, 2013




2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 1. negation & quantifier scope

PROPORTION OF "YES" RESPONSES

A Zq}b L3 Eo 0t Zaf
100

90
30
70
60
30 94.67% _— 00.00 =
40 g
30 : 5
20
10
0

L1 53 0{(N=25) L1 2| A|OFO{(N=32) L1 32 0{(N=23)

m T A H{S A (Full set interpretation) = E& H 2|5l 4 (Partitioned set interpretation)

(M L1 =21 §ls

(B = 0.021, SE = 0.336, p = .950)



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 1. negation & quantifier scope

HHEO-UslAl 22 A sfj M ajo| AT EHL (Interaction)

N L1 = -0.024, SE = 0.094, p = .790
0] sk
L2 = -0.139, S£ = 0.075, p = .065%
010 2 M| & — 5 %% R=023.p=23005 " ..
E - .
o) A8 - 50
=
z
HEl9 88 —£ o
oh
E - -
Note. *p <.05 »+'p<.0 8 gp.
= L -
5 10 15 20 25

L2 proficiency



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 1. negation & quantifier scope

PROPORTION OF "YES" RESPONSES

100

a5

90

85

80

75

70

65

60

55

S0

L2 5=5 M(N=21)

B T A 2|54 (Full set interpretation)

L2 555 Z(N=20) L2 5= 3HN=16)

m 2 225 4 (Partitioned set interpretation)

(1) L2 & ZEHo| MM s =2

(,8 = —2.326, SE = 0.965, o < 007%**)

2) L2 & &Gl MHHL s =82

(B= —2.003, SE= 0622, p=.001*)

(3) L2 ot HTHe| F oY 2F =&

(B = —0477, SE=0.978, p = .626)




2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 2. use of be

« SAT{AIH| copula be BT L1 - L2 - L3 & X}O|(Hsieh, 2009; Unlu & Hatipoglu, 2012)

a. Ws shi yishéng. (FREEX))
| am doctor

b. Ya ¢ vrach. (A Bpau.)
| [ doctor

c. Na-nun  yusa-ta. (LbE Q| AFCE)
I-NOM doctor-DECL

d. | am a doctor.

Sources: Hsieh, 2009; Unlu & Hatipoglu, 2012



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 2. use of be

- AT E: Elicited production task(Crain & Thornton, 1998)

Source: Crain & Thornton, 1998



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 2. use of be

- A3 ADf: L3 o 2 AD} (Elicited copula be)

(M L1 21 AS

A1) = 8.907, p = .004)

QL3 s=k 2 As

A2) = 33.648, p < .001)

=
w
[y
o]
2
2

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Correct: Crong is (a) dinosaur. Omission: *Crong (a) dinosaur.
. * ;



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 2. use of be

- A A1} L3 o 1Y A1} (Elicited 3SG -s)

Correct M Omission M Incomplete Be-insertion
0.4 0.3
0.9
() L1 =3 A3
38 A1) = 11.992, p = .001)
4.9 V
Q) L=k 2t s
A2) = 6.066, p < .004)
0.7 -
L1-CHINESE L1-RUSSIAN L1-CHINESE L1-RUSSIAN L1-CHINESE L1-RUSSIAN
(L3 LOW) (L3 LOW) (L3 MID) (L3 MID) (L3 HIGH) (L3 HIGH)
Note.
Correct: Crong likes apple(s). Omission: *Crong like apple(s).

Incomplete: *Crong (producing only a subject) Be-insertion: *Crong is like apple(s) *Crong is apple(s).



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 3. use of plural -s

- STHA| HE|A plural -s 23 L1 - L2 - L3 § X}O|(Choi & lonin, 2021; Jiang et al,, 2011)

a. W6 miaile yi ge xiangpi / wu ge xiangpig. (FKE T — K / ENMERKE.)
I bought one CL eraser / five CL eraserg
b. YA kupil lastik / pyat' lastik-ov. (A Kynun nactuk / na9tb NacTUKOB.)
| bought eraser / five erasers-PLU
c. Na-nun han-kay-uy ciwukay-Iul sa-ss-ta / (L= SHH2| X|R7HF MEC})
|-TOP one-CL-GEN eraser-ACC buy-PST-DECL (Korean)
taset-kay-uy ciwukay-(tul)-ul  sa-ss-ta. (CHAZH2| X|R7H(Z)E ALLCt)
five-CL-GEN eraser-(PLU)-ACC  buy-PST-DECL

b. | bought an eraser / five erasers.

Sources: Choi & lonin, 2021; Jiang et al., 2011



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 3. use of plural -s

- A E7: Timed acceptability judgment taskambridge et al, 2008; Ellis, 2005; lonin, 2012)

(22)

Pick up four bag.

Sources: Ambridge et al., 2008; Ellis 2005; lonin, 2012
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O

Green I




2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 3. use of plural -s

(M L1 21t AS

w. M- 0052 (B = 0.304, SE = 0.095, p = .002**)
_% SD - 0.891 = 2:

2 28d =d g1 §lS

(B = 0298, SE=0.167, p=.124)

Croup
. 3) 7 22 ¢ =& gt §ls
| Fidfﬂ___,f'_;_-_f--_f--ﬁ | Em-}::E;ﬁrj}iﬁiﬂfﬁm{!ﬂerﬁl}'s»:wac,} (ﬁ = 0.176’ SE = 0-167’ p = .292)

L1CHN o vice - L1RUsS



2. L3A of immigrant children in Korea: Study 3. use of plural -s

0.0-
o profd.ctr
@
g =] 1701
N E| 2559

- S (13 sx=et 42548 21t AS

PN
(,3 = 0.023, S£ = 0.009, p < .001***)

Ungraﬂffnatical o condion - Gramiiiatical
: @) BT NEE 21 U
N (B=0.317, SE=0.139, p = < .05 %)

G.I-SO . 3.‘25 0.;}3 0 ;JE G.I50 .
Ungrammatical condition Grammatical
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3. Implications:

Sources: Jo, 2020

Domain L3 Acquisition
Nature Linguistic transfer in initial state
Transferability Wholesale transfer Piecemeal transfer
Source language 12 TL L1 |j'|=,’ L1 or L2 L1 and L2
| ”.. (Positive or neutral)  (Positive an Ei negative)
Language d::!minance ‘ “"‘
(Fallah et al., 2016) C lati h t R
Hvpothesis . umulative enhancemen o
yp I.l factﬂr 0.. [F"fr‘ll"l at al.jl Zm} “’0
L2 Status factor (Hermas, 2010) *e, o o ..
(Bardel & Falk, 2007) ‘e, R Scalpel / Linguistic proximity
aree s Tvpological . e, ““‘ (Slabakova, 2017;
I ypological proximity ".. R Westergaard et al., 2017)
_________________ | (Rothman, 2010) v o0 |
Declarative / - l. _________________

Theoretical i
background i

system (Paradis, 2009)

i
i
Procedural memory |
i
i
i

! FullTransferin FTFA hypothesis
! (Schwartz & Sprouse, 1996)
i

|
(Community) Language i Full Transfer Potential |
Proficiency account | (Westergaard, 2019) |
e o o o e e e o




e L2 - L3 e CHAof &tk 1
=

- L1 =0, L1 HA|0}0] Of=2| L3 O E& sHMM2 L2 ot=20 sk AT
- L3 90 X|EQ M Ofs L2 $t=0f SHErCtA &t

- Negative transfer & 24-0f 2ot HE| X5 X| T (Focus on form)
- L1 370 0}&2| S-O-V 0= be At MY, S HE{A MEF
- L1 A|OtO] OFZ 9| S-(be)-X Of&= be SAl A&k

- uH0AML| 20| Y= (input)
- wskE X2 d(e.g., input enhancement)
- WAL & 3t(teacher talk)2t D[ EHl(e.g., positive / negative evidence: recast, eIicitation..)
- Translanguaging (e.g., TBLT 2F €2 St 7t QAL S MM 12 - 13 &
WAL 3O A Q| L2 - 139 TN =8)
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